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SUMMARY

FOREWARD

Under performance-based contracts, such as the Microgravity Research, Development and Operations Contract (MRDOC), the contractor assumes more responsibility and greater risk in exchange for more flexibility and less direct government involvement in contract activities.  However, the government still has a responsibility to monitor the contractor’s performance over the course of the contract to ensure it is acceptable.  To meet this responsibility, the government needs sufficient information on how the contractor is performing to be assured contract requirements are being satisfied.

This draft Surveillance Plan has been prepared to address the government’s need for information under MRDOC.  It is a “living” document that will be tailored to the contractor selected.  The government welcomes suggestions for improving this Plan.  Of particular interest are ideas on what information the government should monitor (i.e., performance metrics) and how the government can most cost-effectively obtain the relevant performance data it needs.

1.0.    INTRODUCTION

1.1     Purpose

   The purpose of this Surveillance Plan is to define the overall approach NASA Lewis Research Center (LeRC) intends to use to monitor contractor performance on the Microgravity Research, Development and Operations Contract (MRDOC), NAS3-094978.  The Plan defines the process the government expects to follow to obtain data, evaluate the contractor and determine if contract performance is acceptable.  The goal is to balance the level of government surveillance with the perceived impacts and risks of mission failure.  (Note that the government reserves the right to modify this Plan at any time during the contract.)

1.2     Scope

   This plan identifies program requirements, strategy, resources, review and control processes, surveillance activities, and metrics for continuous measurement of contractor performance.

It is intended to be a “living” document from which resources and activities will evolve from one phase to another during the life of the contract.  The plan will be updated as required.  The surveillance program addresses all elements of the contract, including the following:

1.  Exhibit 1:  Development of the Fluids/Combustion Facility (FCF) for the International Space Station.

2.  Exhibit 2:  International Space Station Operations 

3.  Exhibit 3:  Development of Principal Investigator Specific Experiments
  

   It applies to the full life cycle of the program, including design, fabrication, integration, test, shipment, launch, checkout, and operation.  The plan covers overall contractor performance in meeting MRDOC Statement of Work (SOW)  requirements, including surveillance of Delivery Order performance metrics, milestone completion and the quality and timeliness of contract deliverables.

1.3     Microgravity Program Definition

   The NASA Microgravity Science Program sponsors and coordinates an interdisciplinary science community in conducting microgravity research and disseminating the results to the public domain.  The research process begins with NASA Research Announcements (NRAs), which solicit new ideas from individuals or teams of investigators who submit discipline-specific proposals.  These proposals are then reviewed by recognized experts in the field (i.e., peer reviewed).  Those selected undergo a ground-based definition phase to collect data, confirm the scientific rationale for access to the microgravity environment, and focus the research objectives.  Experiments which qualify for flight are assigned to a spacecraft best suited  for that experiment (e.g., Space Shuttle, Sounding Rocket, International Space Station).  NASA Lewis Research Center is responsible for helping scientists develop and operate flight experiments involving basic research or commercial applications for fluid physics, combustion science, materials and acceleration measurement.

1.4    
Program Background         

   The NASA Microgravity Science Program has adopted NPG 7120.5 NASA Program and Project Management Processes and Requirements for guidance in project formulation and implementation.  The standard five-phase project life cycle (i.e., concept, definition, design, development and operations) facilitates the definition of end-item deliverables within the major phases of experiment development.  The MRDOC SOW and individual MRDOC Delivery Orders will provide the information the contractor needs (including specific performance metrics, interim milestones and incentives) to understand what is necessary to produce the deliverables required.. 

1.5     Guiding Directives

        The guiding documents for this surveillance effort include:


a. NPD 7120.4A, Program/Project Management


b. NPG 7120.5A, NASA Program and Project Management Processes and Requirements

c. NAS3-094978, Microgravity Research, Development & Operations Contract (MRDOC)

d. MRDOC Statement of Work (SOW)

e. MRDOC Delivery Order Requirements Specifications

f. Deliverables from MRDOC Contract Data Requirements List (CDRL)

            g. MRDOC Work Breakdown Structure

            h. Standard Assurance Requirements and Guidelines for Experiments (SARGE)

i. Operating Instructions for Microgravity Science Division, as applicable


j. Other documents as determined applicable

2.0      Surveillance Strategy Definitions
2.1    Insight

    Insight is an assurance process that uses product performance requirements and performance metrics to ensure process capability, product quality and end-item effectiveness.  Insight relies on gathering a minimum set of product or process data that provides adequate visibility into the integrity of the product or process.  The data may be acquired from contractor records, usually in a non-intrusive parallel method.

   Insight as applied to the MRDOC will result in lower levels of government surveillance and allow the contractor to assume increased responsibility and accountability for the integrity of processes.  Insight will rely heavily on evaluating planned contract deliverables and existing contractor procedures and working documents.  (Government inspection points will be determined primarily by NASA Project Manager requirements for progress reviews or as otherwise specified in Delivery Orders.)  Government expertise with microgravity payloads will be utilized, as appropriate, from the Microgravity Science Division and other LeRC organizations where the relevant expertise resides.

   The government’s goal is to follow an insight-driven surveillance strategy.  However, the government reserves the right to use an oversight or hybrid approach (see below) to monitor questionable areas or areas of poor contractor performance. 

2.2   Oversight

   Oversight is an assurance process that uses customer-imposed product specification and process controls, such as MIL-Specifications, MIL Standards and mandatory inspections, to direct the development and production of the product.  Oversight is intrusive in that it requires gathering contractor product or process data through on-site, in-series involvement in the process.  Oversight entails very detailed monitoring of the process itself.  Oversight is an in-line involvement in an activity, principally through inspection, with review and approval authority implicit to the degree necessary to assure that a process or product’s key characteristics are stable and in control.

   As applied to MRDOC, the government will strive to limit the use of oversight to problem areas or areas where the contractor’s experience is limited.

2.3   Hybrid

   A hybrid surveillance approach combines elements of insight and oversight and may be instituted at a contractor’s facility when a high level of confidence does not exist regarding the contractor’s ability to identify, manage and control programmatic risks.  This may occur when new technology is acquired or unproven processes are employed by a contractor.  In this situation, oversight surveillance is used until sufficient data exist that demonstrate the contractor has all critical processes under control.  The oversight activities usually impose mandatory government inspection points in-series with the contractor’s manufacturing processes.  Only after the contractor’s demonstration of risk mitigation capabilities will NASA consider transitioning to insight activities that rely predominantly on internal contractor data.  The transition period from oversight to insight activities is hybrid and accomplished incrementally, depending on contractor performance.

3.0     RESOURCES

3.1      General

   All surveillance activities will be implemented using government/support contractor personnel and resources at LeRC and, if Resident Office or DCMC personnel are involved, at the Contractor.  The multi-disciplinary surveillance team will be composed of:

       a. LeRC Microgravity Science Division personnel

b. LeRC Office of Safety, Environmental and Mission Assurance (OSEMA) support personnel.

       c. LeRC Engineering and Technical Services Directorate support personnel.

d. Other LeRC or LeRC contractor personnel, as required

e. Resident Office or Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC) personnel at the Contractor

       f.  Others, as needed

3.2      Surveillance Board

   The Surveillance Board will be composed of key Microgravity Program government personnel.  The Board’s primary purpose will be to provide direction for contract surveillance activities and to serve as the government’s focal point in reviewing and evaluating overall contractor performance under MRDOC.  The Board will obtain information from various sources, including deliverable contractor documents, communications with the contractor, and reports by other personnel or representatives (e.g., Project Managers, OSEMA, DCMC) who interact with the contractor.  Based on the information it receives, the Board will provide recommendations on whether progress or incentive payments should be made to the contractor.

   Figure 1 is a flow chart of the MRDOC Surveillance Process, illustrating how the Surveillance Board and Surveillance Plan inter-relate with the MRDOC SOW/Delivery Order process.  In general, the Surveillance Board will review the contract as an aggregate and define overall surveillance activities.  Surveillance of contractor performance on the MRDOC SOW and individual Delivery Orders will primarily be controlled by the responsible government project manager with help from other government/support contractor personnel. 

   The Board will meet monthly to evaluate problems, concerns, and issues, and review metrics for trends and performance indicators.  All available information will be evaluated, and any action by LeRC will be determined based upon the scope and magnitude of any particular issue or problem.  The Surveillance Board Chairperson will formally notify the Contracting Officer of situations where it is perceived that the Contractor has failed to take prudent corrective or preventive action, of situations perceived to increase risk, or of findings of continued contractual non-compliance. 

   Members of the Surveillance Board are expected to include representatives from the Microgravity Science Division, Engineering and Technical Services, Procurement, and the Office of Safety, Environmental and Mission Assurance (OSEMA).  In addition, other personnel will be called upon to support Board meetings and surveillance activities as their expertise is needed.  (Note that MRDOC contractor or subcontractor personnel may occasionally be called upon to attend Surveillance Board meetings or provide information to the Board.)

3.3     Office of Safety, Environmental and Mission Assurance (OSEMA)

   OSEMA is responsible for supporting the Microgravity Program with matters pertaining to hardware and software quality assurance, system reviews, system reliability/maintainability and safety, parts, materials and processes, testing, and anomaly reporting and resolution.  The Program Assurance Manager, who is collocated with the Microgravity Science Division, is supported by the following discipline engineers from OSEMA (note that these engineers will be available to assist with surveillance activities as required, but generally on a part time basis):

            a.  Systems Safety Engineers

            b.  Materials and Processes Engineers

            c.  Reliability/Maintainability Engineers

            d.  EEE Parts Engineers

            e.  Hardware Quality Engineers

            f.  Software Quality Engineers

3.4   Engineering and Technical Services Directorate

   The LeRC Engineering and Technical Services Directorate is responsible for supporting the Microgravity Program with matters pertaining to design, flight software, electrical power systems, payload structural loads, mechanical engineering, mechanisms, instrumentation, thermal engineering, contamination, etc.  Several engineers are currently collocated with the Microgravity Science Division.  Others will be available to assist with surveillance activities as required, but generally on a part time basis.

   E&TS personnel will be called upon to support various MRDOC reviews and will be involved in the review and approval of contract deliverables.  E&TS will also provide technical guidance and specific technical advice to the Surveillance Board, as necessary.

3.5     Microgravity Resident Office (if established)

   The Microgravity Resident Office, located at the Contractor, is an extension of the Microgravity Science Division.  The Resident Office is responsible for accomplishing objectives within the charter of MSD and for supporting surveillance activities at the Contractor.  The need for this Office and its resource requirements will be determined by MSD management in consultation with the Surveillance Board.

3.6     Defense Contract Management Command (DCMC), if participating

   A DCMC representative may be collocated with the Contractor.  The DCMC representative

will support the OSEMA Program Assurance Manager with the surveillance effort in accordance with the provisions of the LeRC Letter of  Delegation and this plan.  The need for a DCMC or other government representative at the Contractor will be determined by OSEMA in consultation with the Surveillance Board.

4.0      MANAGEMENT REVIEW AND CONTROL PROCESSES

   The following management review processes are used to formulate policy and to guide and direct surveillance activities:

4.1      Monthly Surveillance Board

   The Microgravity Science Division (MSD) is responsible for executive management of contract objectives within guidelines  and controls prescribed by NASA Headquarters, LeRC management,

the Contract, and this Surveillance Plan.  MSD plans to utilize a Surveillance Board, as described in Section 4.2, to control its contract surveillance activities.

4.2    Monthly Progress Review

   This is a formal project-level review conducted by the contractor to advise the government project manager of (cost plus incentive fee or fixed price plus incentive fee) Delivery Order status, including cost, schedule, technical and contractual issues.  The status of performance metrics reported in this Review will help the project manager determine if any changes are needed in Delivery Order surveillance activities.

4.3   Monthly Technical Information Meeting

  This is an informal, yet routine, project meeting to review technical, schedule and contractual issues between the contractor team and the government team for a firm, fixed price, Delivery Order.  The information shared is not a contractual deliverable, other than conducting the meeting, and no cost, schedule or technical information (other than what the contractor would normally produce to manage the Delivery Order) is required.  Information discussed in this Meeting will help the project manager decide if any changes are needed in Delivery Order surveillance activities.

5.0   SURVEILLANCE STRATEGY AND APPROACH

5.1   General

   Figure 2 is a flow chart showing a practical approach to developing a surveillance strategy.  A key to the chart is that the level of risk and the impact of failure are major determinants in helping define the type of surveillance to be conducted.  Clearly, if the impact of failure is minor and the level of risk is low, only a small amount of insight-driven surveillance would normally be needed.  Conversely, if the impact of failure could be significant and the level of risk is high, more extensive surveillance (including possible oversight surveillance) is warranted.

   LeRC will strive to use an insight-driven surveillance approach.  However, during the contract transition period, an oversight or hybrid approach (see Section 3) will probably be necessary, at least until the government is confident that the transition to MRDOC has been completed successfully.  The surveillance approach selected will also be influenced by the contractor’s experience and past performance and the results of applicable offeror site visits conducted by the government.

  The overall surveillance goal will be to obtain objective evidence and data that enable the government to determine whether the Contractor's program and processes are functioning as intended in accordance with the terms of the contract.  The focus will be on prevention rather than detection, i.e., emphasizing controlled processes and methods of operation, as opposed to relying solely upon inspection and test to identify problems.

   Surveillance team members will have open access to all areas in which Microgravity Program

work is being performed and will interface directly with their Contractor counterparts.  They will document problems, concerns and issues, and take note of contractor accomplishments.  They will collect performance metric data, where applicable and will participate in contractor review meetings, such as those described in Section 4 and 6.2.  Information will flow from individual team members through respective Project managers to Surveillance Board representatives, who will present issues and achievements at Surveillance Board meetings.  Information gained from these formal and informal exchanges of ideas and collection of data will be compiled and evaluated as a continuous measure of contract performance.

5.2         Forms of Surveillance

   Microgravity contract surveillance will take the following four primary forms:

5.2.1       Communications

                     - Teleconferences

                     - Informal Discussions

                     - Electronic mail

                     - Surveillance Board meetings

  - Progress Reviews

  - Technical Information meetings


        - Other communication methods, as needed


5.2.2       Hardware and Software Product and Process Verifications

                     - Process reviews

                     - Audits

                     - Surveys

                     - Random inspections, if necessary


5.2.3      Formal Reviews

                     - Requirements Definition Review (RDR)

                     - Preliminary Design Review (PDR)

                     - Subsystem PDRs

                     - Critical Design Review (CDR)

                     - Verification and Test Review

                     - Pre-Ship Review (PSR)

                     - Post-flight Review (PFR)                                            

5.2.4     Evaluation and Reporting

      -  Review of Deliverables from Contract Data Requirements List

                   -  Review of Delivery Order-unique products/documentation

                   -  Documentation of problems, issues and concerns

                   -  Data collection

                   -  Metrics evaluations

                   -  Reporting

6.0       SELECTED SURVEILLANCE ACTIVITIES

   The  following selected activities will be performed by various Surveillance Team members during applicable stages of the product life cycle:

6.1     Project Planning and Management

   The contractor is responsible for managing the technical work specified in the SOW and in  Delivery Orders issued under the MRDOC.  This will include, but may not be limited to, the development and maintenance of schedules (including critical path method management), development of resource plans, and reports on resource usage, including variances and work around plans.  The contractor will also be responsible for the submittal and implementation of Risk Management Plans (reference CDRL# PM-02).

   Surveillance Team technical and business members will review schedules, resource plans and Risk Management Plans to obtain insight into the planning and execution of SOW/Delivery Order activities  If the contractor consistently fails to meet performance metrics, either over a period of time or due to severe technical issues, the Surveillance Team may adopt an oversight surveillance approach until the problems are effectively addressed.

6.2       Product Assurance

   The contractor will submit Product Assurance Plans for LeRC approval in accordance with the MRDOC SOW and CDRL# PA-01, Product Assurance Plan.  OSEMA and DCMC (if participating) Surveillance Team members will maintain insight into the contractor’s compliance with these plans.  They will participate as advisors at Surveillance Board meetings, be actively involved in formal and informal reviews and act as focal points for the status of action items and collection of responses.  They will document concerns and collect metrics from quality assurance, production, test and integration processes and function as facilitators for other surveillance activities.  

    In areas where the contractor has performed poorly or the government has concerns, appropriate government Product Assurance personnel may work directly with contractor personnel in product inspections, performance verification, assurance reviews, audits, and parts, materials and processes issues.  Product Assurance will coordinate their involvement through the Surveillance Board and the contractor Product Assurance Manager, with whom there will be an informal, interactive relationship.

6.3       Engineering and Design

   Surveillance team engineering and technical members will have broad background and experience working with Microgravity experiments.  They will be participate in review meetings, such as those described in Section 4 and 6.2.  They will provide assistance, as necessary, with the development and approval of technical specifications, flow-down of requirements, and with design, development, production and test activities. They will also maintain insight into the contractor’s compliance with relevant deliverables submitted under the contract.

6.4   Product Verification (reference CDRL# V-01 through V-06)

   In coordination with the Surveillance Board, OSEMA and DCMC (if participating) Surveillance Team members may randomly select critical items for inspection, or inspect in areas with an established history of problems.  Inspections, monitoring and witnessing activities will be coordinated with the contractor's Product Assurance Manager and, to the maximum extent possible, conducted on a non-interference basis (although some contractor assistance may be needed).  In addition, the contractor's inspection and test records will be available for review when requested.  The contractor is to document each occurrence of a flight hardware discrepancy in accordance with the contractor's problem reporting system.

6.5   Reviews

   Active participation by Surveillance Team members in the various subsystem and system reviews will be an integral part of the surveillance process.  These reviews provide an opportunity to assess segments of the entire program and provide inputs on current status, accomplishments, and failures to date.  Cognizant unit and subsystem managers and engineers will interface with designated contractor managers and review closure actions for acceptability.  OSEMA team members will be the focal point for statusing and tracking open action items, and for collecting formal closures.  Formal reviews will be conducted in accordance with contract/delivery order requirements.

6.6     Audits

   The contractor may conduct internal audits using their own Quality Assurance (or other independent) organization in accordance with contractor standard practices and policies.  Surveillance Team members may concurrently participate in contractor-led audits involving Microgravity hardware and processes.

    When the government has concerns about contractor performance, Surveillance Team members may conduct independent audits of the contractor's activities, processes, products, documentation and data in order to provide assurance that the program is being implemented according to all requirements and specifications.  These audits will normally be conducted with advance notification and coordinated with the contractor.  However,  the government reserves the right to conduct unscheduled audits when evidence indicates that contractor performance is deficient.

6.7    Reliability

   Surveillance Team technical personnel and reliability engineers will review relevant deliverables and documents generated by the contractor.  These include Failure Modes and Effects Analyses/Critical Items Lists (CDRL# PA-09), Problem Report and Corrective Action (CDRL# PA-07) and delivery order-specified reliability reports.  The Surveillance Team's goal is to assist the NASA project manager in assuring that the contractor meets all reliability, maintainability and availability requirements.

6.8     Safety

   The responsibility for meeting all safety engineering requirements rests with the contractor.  Surveillance Team safety engineers and technical personnel will review contractor-generated hazard analyses, safety compliance data packages or other safety-related documentation, as appropriate, to help ensure all safety requirements have been satisfied.  OSEMA will approve all Safety Compliance Data Packages (ref. CDRL# PA-05) before formal submittal outside LeRC.  Surveillance Team personnel will also maintain insight into the contractor's safety verification activities and the phased safety review process for contractor-developed payloads or experiments.

6.9      Parts, Materials and Processes

   Surveillance Team members will review contractor parts and materials lists/materials usage agreements and work with the contractor, as needed, to ensure that the payload or experiment is certifiable for flight from a parts and materials perspective.  (Note that in accordance with existing NASA Materials & Processes Intercenter Agreements, the contractor must obtain final materials approval and certification through the LeRC OSEMA organization.)

6.10    Performance Verification

   The term 'Performance Verification' in the context of this plan refers to the activities related to the testing of components, subsystems, and fully integrated payloads or experiments with respective carriers and ground systems.  Specific performance requirements are provided in the SOW and Delivery Orders for the Microgravity payloads and experiments developed under this contract.  The contractor will submit a Verification Plan (CDRL# V-01) for each of the payloads or experiments developed.  Members of the Surveillance Team will review verification plans and, depending on the level of surveillance being exercised, witness tests, participate in post test reviews and participate in failure review board activities, as applicable.  Each occurrence of a test anomaly and the cause and corrective action as determined by the Contractor's Failure Review Board is to be documented in accordance with the Contractor's Problem Reporting System.

6.11      Software

   The software development program is described in the Software Management and Development Plan (CDRL# PM-03).  The plan addresses software development activities for flight software, ground software, and test/support software.  Surveillance Team members will monitor various aspects of the flight and ground software development program.  They will participate in various reviews (e.g., Sections 4 & 6.2), and may conduct software audits, if warranted by poor contractor performance.

6.12   Configuration Control

   The contractor is responsible for managing configuration control in accordance with their Configuration Management Plan (CDRL# PM-04).  The Plan applies to all hardware and software related to a payload or experiment, and any ground support or test equipment used.  Changes affecting contract requirements must be dispositioned for LeRC approval via Engineering Change Proposals in accordance with Deviations and Waivers (CDRL # PM-05).

7.0    DATA AND METRICS

   Surveillance Team members will be responsible for collecting production, integration, test and product assurance data, and for facilitating overall surveillance activities.  They will ensure that acceptable limits, data ranges, pass/failure criteria and goals have been established.  Sources of data include the contractor, the Microgravity Science Division, OSEMA, DCMC (if participating), and major subcontractors and suppliers.  The majority of data will be readily available through established data documentation processes, including contract deliverables, contractor self-assessment programs and government monitoring.

   The LeRC Assurance Manager will screen the data, as appropriate, and in consultation with the Surveillance Board, select a limited scope of key activities for continuous surveillance, development of metrics and presentation to management.   Metrics will be developed to provide a continuous measure of contractor performance.  The data will be tailored to the phase, risks, issues and problems encountered.  Different sets of data may be developed for monitoring as the program matures.  When parameters fall outside of established limits or norms or when major problems are noted; cognizant Surveillance Team members will be assigned by the Surveillance Board to explore the situation with their respective Contractor counterparts.  The Team will obtain objective evidence detailing the nature of the problem and effectiveness of the contractor's corrective action.  The Surveillance Board will then determine if a further course of action is necessary.

Below are some potential performance metrics which may be monitored by the Surveillance Team.  (Other performance metrics for evaluation will be defined and reported by the contractor in CDRL# CD-01, Performance Measurement Plan and CD-02, Performance Measurement Report.)  Only a select number of these metrics will be monitored by the Surveillance Board for any specific period of Contract performance.  The total quantity of data elements to be collected, collection schedule, format for presentation, and utilization will be determined by the Program Assurance Manager and the Surveillance Board.

In addition to the metrics in CD-01 and the potential metrics listed below, Delivery Orders may also include metrics which are directly linked to contractor performance on Delivery Order-specific tasks and deliverables.  These metrics shall be defined by the NASA Project Manager or by the contractor (subject to NASA approval).  These Delivery Order-specific metrics will help the NASA Project Manager assess contractor progress and will be considered by the Surveillance Board in evaluating overall contractor performance.  

7.1       Problems/Concerns/Issues

                  -   Statement of Problem/Concern/Issue

  -   Programmatic impact (cost, schedule, scope changes/impacts)

  -   Root cause identified

                  -   Action taken

                  -   Date established

                  -   Current status 

  -   Date resolved/closed

7.2       Program Costs (as applicable)

 -   Actual vs. planned

    -   Percent completed under budget


    -   Cost to complete


    -   Incentive payments (if applicable) 


7.3       Program Milestone Schedule

                  -   Milestone elements

                  -   Actual vs. planned completion dates

                  -   Percent completed early/on-time/late

  -   Quality

  -   Completeness (risks addressed?)

7.4       Hardware/Software Development Schedule

                  -   Element

                  -   Date start/finish (actual vs. planned)

                  -   Percent completed early/on-time/late

                  -   Major delays/problems/concerns

7.5       Contract Deliverables

     -   Percent completed early/on-time/late

                  -   Percent approved/rejected

7.6       Resources

                  -   Person-loading (actual vs. planned)

  -   Variances in Full Time Equivalents (FTE) over/under plan

  -   Skill mix (all disciplines covered/not covered)

7.7       Major Reviews

                  -   Review dates (actual vs. planned)

                  -   Review maturity

                  -   Requests for Action (RFAs) - quantity/time to closure/satisfaction with closure

                  -   Areas for concern and follow-up activities

                  -   Quality

7.8      Requests for Deviation/Waiver (RDW)

                  -   Quantity to date, quantity during the reporting period, and trends

                  -   Quantity submitted vs. quantity approved

7.9     Configuration Control

                  -   Dates baseline established (planned vs. actual)

                  -   Drawing releases per plan

                  -   Age of outstanding drawing changes

                  -   Number of unincorporated drawing changes/drawings

7.10    Logistics Milestone Plan

-   Planned vs. actual for acquisition related activities

-   Critical parts tracking - actual delivery vs. need date

7.11     Subcontractors

                  -   Survey results

                  -   Source inspection results

                  -   Audit results

  -   Delivery schedule (late/early)                                        

                  -   Other assessments

                  -   Concerns/Issues/Problems

7.12     FRB Activities

                  -   Number of FRB actions by component and subsystem and trend

                  -   Number of open Failure Reports

                  -   Average time required to close FRB reports

7.13     Test Anomalies

-   Trending data - quantity, time to verify, time to closure, time from occurrence to                          generation of anomaly report

                  -   Cause of anomalies and corrective actions applied to most common causes

7.14     Audit Results

                  -   Number of findings by category

                  -   Trending data - time from finding to closure

                  -   Trending data - open vs. closed audit reports

                  -   Trending data - corrective action closeouts

  -   Trending data on open action items - 30, 60, 90 days

7.15     Facilities & Test Equipment


    -   Facilities (maintained in working order/down affecting schedule)

 
    -   Test equipment (in/out of calibration)


    -   Inspection tools (in/out of calibration)


                 -   Ground support equipment (in/out of calibration)

8.0     Summary

   This Surveillance Plan describes the approach LeRC intends to use to monitor the Microgravity Research Development and Operations Contract (MRDOC) and assure that the Contractor performs in accordance with terms and conditions of the Contract.  LeRC anticipates using an insight-driven surveillance approach, but will begin with a hybrid (combination insight/oversight) approach until transition to MRDOC has been completed and a history of good Contractor performance has been established.   The goal is to balance the level of government surveillance with the perceived impacts and risks of mission failure.

   LeRC plans to utilize a Surveillance Board to evaluate Contractor performance and direct surveillance activities.  The Board will be supported by a Surveillance Team to obtain data and provide information on Contractor activities.  The Board will establish and rely on specific performance metrics and assess Contractor performance against metric requirements/expectations.  

   As experience is gained with the Contractor, the government reserves the right to change this Surveillance Plan and the metrics used to evaluate Contractor performance.  However, in cases where new surveillance metrics might influence incentive payments or deductions, changes will be negotiated with the Contractor.
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