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Is there DoD funding to support companies chosen to participate in the 3-month Virtual Tech Sprint? 

Yes 

 

What are the primary issues driving this project?  There are a lot of feature requests, and 

capabilities, but what is the primary objective of the solution? 

So I'll go back to what I was saying about SWAP size, weight, and power again. That would be 

because that's the primary constraint for SOF, regardless of the particular mission, and regardless of 

the operating domain. Different domains, including sea, land, air spaces, one of the new physical 

domains. But SWAP is always a constraint for SOF, especially when working, again like I said, in 

disconnected or even degraded communications environment. So, say if a Team is out there at the 

tactical edge. Their reliance on batteries is usually the primary limiting factor with providing really 

advanced capability and advanced computing capability. So, keep that in mind. That's kind of the 

primary driver behind this.  

 

But I'm sure you guys have seen the details in the description on body worn sensors. The body worn 

sensors is something that’s a little bit of a newer approach for us. And that was the primary driver, 

I'd say, behind putting this event together.  

 

What can we do with shrunken down sensors on an individual operator, as opposed to one single 

device or anything of that sort?  You know, every operator is going to come with what we call ATAK 

(Android Tactical Assault Kit) device, which is usually a Samsung Galaxy device that they'll use for 

some navigation purposes and in mission planning purposes, but the limitations of that device are 

abound, I would say. So, can we split up some functions or even provide additional functionality and 

capability right there on the operator to kind of maximize the processing that happens there at the 

edge, to minimize the data off-put it, and push back to a forward location or having to basically off-

put it off of the operator, if you will. Anytime data sent downrange the more reliant we become on 

our communications networks, which is another one of the primary bottlenecks for both soft as well 

as the services so anything we can do to kind of focus on processing at the point of data entry to 

reduce that reliance on our comms networks as well as reduce the reliance on, you know heavy 

power required processes is preferred for us. 

 

Does the solution have to be body-worn? Are sUAS solutions of interest? 

I’d say body-worn is the focus, not to stray away from small UAS solutions. In terms of anything 

unmanned, the focus is that touch point between man and machine. What does that look like and 

how are we creating capability or reducing cognitive loading or anything of that sort, for the 

individual operator. At the end of the day, body-worn is the focus. So if there's a novel sUAS solution, 

we’re definitely interested. 

  



 

 

 

Is a software platform for distributed wireless edge computing a desirable component of the 

solution? Is image/video edge analytics of interest? 

Yes to both. SOCOM wants to be open minded and novel approaches, novel technologies that 

produce capabilities that we don't have already, would further enable the operator, or would reduce 

that cognitive loading on the operator.  

 

Are body-worn multispectral imaging sensors of interest for this solicitation, or just the computing 

platform that will accept input from such sensors? 

I’d say both, actually, on that one. The multispectral imaging is of course of interest. There's some 

difficulty with multispectral imaging in terms of low-power processing. To be able to combine feeds 

from two, if not more, individual sensors in order to produce a combined image, can be sometimes 

taxing computationally. So, if there's any low-power processing approaches with that. 

 

What is low power consumption in your mind?  How long should the battery last and provide all of 

these functions? 

Everybody online is familiar with the NVIDIA Jetson Dev Kit. That's kind of the go-to for artificial 

intelligence (Edge device) processing. GPU-based with the Xavier Chip, but the fully tapping out the 

Xavier Chip, Jetson kit. I think what run upwards of 60-watt drawl, so that is substantial. So, I don't 

have any cut-offs, per se. But knowing that we like the Jetson Dev Kit. I keep reverting to that just 

because of the processing capability and what it can do at the edge with machine learning 

algorithms. But 60-Watt draw on a smaller battery, you know, the batteries that our operators get – 

2590s, 5590s – different size batteries. Something like a Jetson Dev Kit running heavily would tap out 

one of those batteries within less than an hour. So, keep that in mind. Lower is better on that one.  

 

So, it depends on the mission, but it could be anywhere from 8-24 hours. Having said that, it 

depends on what you're doing. There could be vehicles involved, and there are all kinds of other 

power solutions to keep yourself charged. The best-case scenario: I want my battery lasts the entire 

mission. I don't want my devices to die before the mission is over. As far as the technical like limit, 

that can come up later on requirements discussions. We're not going to ask our operators to carry 

around a Car Battery on their back. 

 

Topic 1:  Low-power-consumption computing: What are the required protocols and standards that 

need to be supported? 

Interoperability is a big thing for us right now and it's a big restrictor for us right now so 

interoperability, in terms of data. So think, if we have two or more body-worn sensors, then what 

would that look like to be able to network those together, fuse those two data streams to be able to 

actually derive insights past the individual sensors on their own. DOD as a whole is working on 

establishing data standards through each of the services through, through Jet Z2 initiatives, joint all 

domain command and control initiatives. You can Google that and find plenty of information there, 

but no data standards currently exist. So again, we are we're definitely open on that one.  

  



 

 

 

"integrated, body-worn, sense, and compute system of systems" can a proposal add info from 

adjacent SOF, nearby fixed position sensors, and/or nearby drones? 

Yes. 

 

Is a software platform for 3D visualization of sensors and geospatial data on edge devices and 

mission command systems a desired component of a solution? 

Yes. 

 

Will multi-enclave utilization be a factor (SBU/CUI/SECRET), defining the need for a tactically 

deployed Cross Domain Solution (CDS)? 

No, for this event. Ultimately, that's going to be something of concerned for us a little bit later on. 

The cross domain solution is a difficult thing to achieve so I would say, for the sake of this event, and 

for the sake of what you submit, don’t worry about that being a constraint for this event. 

 

What is the primary communications platform used?  i.e: L3 Harris? 

That one varies - the primary radios that we're using are handheld radios (163s). But that varies per 

domain. So, for this event, we’re kind of focusing on the ground domain, but the consistency there is 

dropped off, between physical domains. 

 

For disconnected edge integration, will CSfC (WLAN / MA CP) be a contributing factor to push 

sensor/ATAK/etc. back to the TOC/FOB?  

More clarification from participant: I am just looking for reach back integration from taking ATAK or 

sensor data and pushing it back to say the disconnect or somewhat degraded weigh-in aspects. So 

that way cop integration can occur back at a TOC/FOB, so that way the mission can still carry on, 

even though you might be in a disconnected or degraded environment. 

 Body worn sensors are the focus on the individual operator. So whatever protocols for passing the 

data around on the individual operator is kind of the first level of how we're looking at things. The 

next level would be the team, potentially the entire team, at the tactical edge in a degraded or 

denied communications area. That's the last level of immediate comms. So that reach-back to a 

forward location, or talk jock, is the biggest constraint. SATCOM link, communications networks 

connectivity, which prioritization methods, and delayed data transfer are of interest to us. Any way 

we can only focus on the necessary data that needs to be sent back to that forward location is what 

we need to be to be focusing on. We don't need to be pushing around the data during the mission, 

to clog up those communication pipes. Anything you can do as far as novel data methods, even 

novel compression methods, to prioritize only the pertinent data to be forwarded back when your 

communications link comes up. That's the focus there.  

 

Topic 2: What TRL Level(s) are you looking for?   Minimal? 

We are open, but inherently, if we're going after more novel, nascent technologies, we would want 

lower TRL levels. The maximum isFoffer TRL six or seven, and the minimum is TRL two or three. 

  



 

 

 

Do offerors need to have a complete solution or is the vision to build a team of various vendors? 

Both. Because of the nuances in variance in the different mission sets that the ground SOF would 

work, it lends itself to a lot of difficulty for clean, seamless integration with other technologies that 

we have. We are always open to various vendors and it is actually preferred. The big focus is, do you 

have something that we don't have or don't know of and presenting that capability or that 

technology to us.  

 

Topic 1: What level of ability/support is needed for self-discovery, auto-registration, and auto-mesh 

capabilities? 

Currently, the true auto-mesh network is difficult to establish. We do use MAN A mobile ad hoc 

network waveforms between a team, but a true mesh network has its own differences and benefits 

over say a MAN A network.  

 

Is the focus on primarily integrating existing COTS solutions (e.g. chips), or more on new chip design, 

or are both of interest? 

Both would be of interest to us. We’re in the era of new tech and old tech. The legacy systems are of 

great value to us. We’ve used them for years and spent a lot of time and money developing those up 

to the point in which they're usable and meet the needs of the SOF. That being the case, we are in a 

transition period right now. Is there a way to introduce new tech or even augment existing systems 

and capabilities with your new tech. That goes back to the data type, the data transfer, the kind of 

agnostic approach to interconnecting different tech, devices, and capabilities.  

 

What are the design parameters for available power sources, voltage and order of magnitude (milli-

watt-hr, watt-hr)? What are the required protocols for comms? 

I don't want to be prescriptive on comms protocols. Regarding the order magnitude, going back to 

what I said on the Jetson Dev Kits, they can run upwards of mid 50 to 60 Watt drawl. So less is more 

in terms of power consumption. Voltage can range and we don't want to be prescriptive on that one. 

Especially if you're presenting a new type of sensor or something that we haven't already seen 

before.  

 

Are partial solutions of interest? For example, specific to the body-area networking task or body-

worn sensor integration? 

Short answer is yes. Long answer is we don't know what we don't know. Body worn sensors and 

taking that IoT approach for introducing different sensors, that could provide additional levels of 

capability that interest us. 

  



 

 

 

Will these cameras be streaming all the time back to HQ or will they only stream based upon 

activation?  

Let’s say a team is in a disconnected communications environment. Going back to what I said on 

maximizing the processing at the sensors edge to minimize the data off-put more data that's 

needed to pass back to a forward location. The commanders would like for them to be streaming all 

the time and if we can minimize the data only to the pertinent data, because we don't need all the 

data. We need what the data is telling us. For example, for facial recognition, we pop on something 

and that computation could possibly happen right there on operator, as opposed to sending that 

whole feed back to that forward location. With that being the case, only the necessary information 

would need to be sent back, as opposed to the whole entire video feed. If it's saying, using the facial 

recognition example again, a bad guy is recognized, only that alert that says this is the bad guy and 

this is his information, that's the pertinent information. Focus in on that.  

 

Of the many applications/emphases of this project, how important are interactive data visualization 

and the preservation of situational awareness?  

This is very important. The key thing right now is that data production is through the roof. It is 

growing at an exponential rate and because of this, we're trying to wrap our heads around what 

data is the important data as far as captured or received data as opposed to pre-populated or data 

that's already existing. For example, with the facial recognition piece, you would need a database of 

known bad guys and the biometrics that go along with that. But the other thing is, with all this data 

production and available data, we can't be asking the SOF guys to keep up with more and more 

things while still having to focus on accomplishing the mission. If we can minimize the operator 

cognitive loading through good man-machine teaming facts, through automation, through even 

autonomy that's of great interest to us.  

 

Topic 1: What level of Mesh and interactive networking support is needed? 

We're open ears on this one. We’re currently not utilizing a mesh network in the sense of really 

advanced mesh networks. We’re open to anything novel, especially going back to the SWaP 

constraints for us.  

 

Do you envision a backhaul/long haul high data rate connectivity requirement? Within theater 

and/or back to CONUS? (function #13) 

That is how it is now and that is what clogs up our pipes, if you will. If we can maximize the 

processing on the data at the point of data creation or at the sensors edge, to minimize the data 

pass back from a forward base to CONUS. The restrictions are a little bit less from the forward base 

to CONUS, but they are still restricted. Focus on what's happening at the tactical edge, where that 

team is or where the individual operator is and focus on any way to minimize the insights or the 

important data, the pertinent data to be passed back. 

 

Do your SOF operators and teams include SOF aviation teams and operators? 

Yes, they are SOF Operators across the board. One of the things that Network and Data 

Management at SOCOM S&T is focusing on are like Ground based operations. The form factor of 

having to carry something around on your back is much more difficult than an aviation platform 

where you have a lot more power and weight capacity. Both are still good because they need to talk 

to each other.  

  



 

 

 

Type 1: What is the requisite durability needed for each device (lifecycle/expectancy of a device, 

conditions of operations, remote mgmt./shutdown capability, and phone home distress, attack, or 

health faltering notification)? 

The longer the better. Everybody knows with software nowadays, all things related to advanced data 

processing or database capabilities are that the life cycles are short. If the physical device life cycle is 

long and we have to be iterating throughout that physical device’s life cycle, we just want to make 

sure we can provide updates and even refine the software or the processing happening on the 

device during that life cycle. Having it set up to where it is not necessarily extensible but durable in 

the way of software updates and patches and things of that sort I think is more so important than 

otherwise.  

 

Topic 2: Are developer tools and toolkits of interest which support advanced data analytics, various 

AI/ML functions and/or SDKs? 

Yes. 

 

Topic 4: If interested in Distributed Ledger, is audit history and auditability important? 

Yes. 

 

Is there any interest in integrating with a weapon with centralized power and an on weapon network 

to pull data from equipped enablers?  It may be a little out of scope of this particular item but not 

sure. 

The non-kinetic sense and the touch points with the kinetic side of things, for example, things that 

go boom, the data is everywhere, and data production is everywhere and if any of our or kinetic 

effect capabilities are producing data, we would like a touch point with that.  

 

Clarification: If there is a device out there that can provide some type of data i.e., a weapon system 

that could help a mission, then I think the answer to that would probably be yes. However, it does go 

back to what kind of data are you going to pull. But at the end of the day, everything out there is the 

sensor. Particularly, as we're looking at everything being a mobile network device and going beyond 

just purely internet of things, multi-functional purpose of a device, being a comps device, and also 

having the ability to have an EW or potentially a cyber effect or if there was an ability for it to pick up 

ballistics off of a kinetics system that's already there, but specifically trying to tie it to a specific 

weapon system, I think would be a little bit out of scope. Most comm systems should be 

independent of the weapon system, due to the nature of our mission sets.  

 

Will the solution be similar to the IVAS system for conventional forces?  What improvements would 

be of interest? 

If you have something novel or something that we’ve never seen before, then we definitely want to 

see that. If it's a heads-up display or an AR Approach, would it be similar to the IBS system, I can't 

really say, because we don't know yet. We are working with some stuff regarding the Microsoft 

HoloLens and we've had pretty good success. But actually using it out on a mission, the constraints 

with direct sunlight really take a lot of the capability out of the picture completely, so try to keep that 

in mind. Additionally, another issue had as well, is the ability, when we look at augmented reality, to 

follow the retina on the operator’s eye. Having surveyed a couple of augmented reality systems, 

there are some limitations within the field of view and the edges. Particularly, as you look at edge 

computing with monochrome versus multicolor, I'm very much open to something that doesn’t  



 

 

 

obscure my vision, can be used in conjunction, day and night, and with night vision equipment. 

We're looking at this as providing interoperability with current systems and I wouldn't say similar to 

IVAS, but open to any and all proposals. 

 

Is SOCOM looking specifically for low-TRL solutions, or are newly proven analytics technologies also 

of interest? 

All of the above. 

 

Could you please describe the limitations of the ATAK device? Are the issues related to the ATAK 

software platform or the Samsung device's physical capabilities? 

The ATAK is an older Samsung device. It doesn't have the newer technologies built into some of the 

newer Android phones, as far as the machine learning or the TensorFlow chip, included on the 

newer galaxies and newer notes. The next thing would be the battery life, loading any functions or 

functionality additional onto the phone. One, the approval process to do that is rather arduous so 

that's why we're saying the body one sensors. How do we provide capabilities outside of what the 

ATAK device could provide, but even connect in with the ATAK device to say populate on the map 

that they're using on the ATAK device or something of that sort, that would definitely be of interest, 

but battery life is a big limitation. If we're trying to do more on the phone, understanding the 

limitations, both the battery and the old device, in a lot of cases we try and steer away from specific 

additional things pulling in to ATAK.  

 

Should each operator's device be the same or can we consider a different device capability for each 

operator that work in a local wireless network? 

Both. With the team makeup, each individual on the team has different responsibilities. The 

communications guy or team engineer each have their individual functions and what they bring to 

the team to bolster that team as a whole. Think in those kinds of terms. You can go on Google and 

see the different MOS’s for Special Forces team members and get a feel for that. If it's something 

where everybody will have to use or need that same function, then the device would be similar. If 

the device is going to be specific to one of those individual team members, then we'd have to go to 

the individual device, specific to each operator. 

 

What are some operator desired features on sensors?  

Jake Stauber: It’s two-fold with sensors. One, onboard on an ATAK device and two, external sensors 

that are either body worn or within the IoT line of sight to 802.11 or 802.15 to orient the other IoT 

Specific stuff, such as LoRa, but I would say cameras, low bandwidth cameras, IR sensors, RF 

sensors, laser detection sensors. I would say thermal and health sensors as well. Performance of 

operators and/or casualties. Biological, chemical and nuclear detection as well. 

 

David Rolen - 1st SFC(A) Innovation: I would say that anything that exists, any type of signal that 

exists in smart city we would potentially have interest in collecting that data. And so that would be 

kind of any level of RF for the types of information. Then on any piece of kit at all we would want the 

ability to very quickly override it to shut it down, especially if it's emitting any signal, we'd want to be 

able to just double tap, or something, to turn it off and get rid of it. 

  



 

 

 

Can you elaborate on the use case(s) in mind with regards to using AI/ML for voice-to-voice 

translation and communication? 

Jake Stauber: As we look at translation of foreign languages, the ability to dictate as well, and also 

the ability to do voice commands. And right now, new algorithms to effectively do that conversion at 

the edge because right now the current algorithms are very computationally heavy. Having seen a 

few demos at different pieces of technology, definitely open to anything and everything in that 

regard. 

 

Do you have any guidance on project size? 

Clarification: What is the average size of a funded project, by phase. 

I actually don't have the numbers off the off the top of my head, but if you have something novel, 

submit it, regardless of the cost. The big thing is going after new approaches or things that we don't 

know. Let the let the tech be the driver on that one.  

 

Topic 1:  Low-power-consumption computing: What are the Instruction set(s) and/or library support 

requirements? 

Less is more on that. So we basically want quantum computers out there at the edge that don't use 

any battery power at all.  

 

Are there currently fielded sensors or radios that are not open standard?  If so, would government 

pay NRE to interface with those? 

Yes to the first question. Regarding the second question, it depends. If it's something that is just an 

absolute disruptive capability, then we're willing to pay some NRE to interface, but it all depends.  

 

Topic 1:  Low-power-consumption computing: What are the management infrastructure needs? 

We're open on that one, honestly. Even things that manage processes or power consumption from 

network sensors or anything of that sort, it's always of interest to us. And again, the lower the 

power, the better. 

 

Topic 1: For these low-power devices, what size algorithms, data sets and activities do they need to 

support for general processing?  For Fusion or information? 

That depends on the devices doing so. We're not going to run a 10,000 layer deep neural network on 

an edge device and expect good performance or expect to provide the crazy capability with ultra-low 

power consumption. It depends on exactly what the proposed capability is. 

 

Topic 1: What level of protections (device itself, collection/transmission of data, health 

checks/software updates & cyber validation) support is needed? 

The more secure the better. But the more secure something is computationally, the more restrictive 

it is, and the less capable it is usually at being able to integrate with other devices. One of the areas 

of interest in terms of InfoSec cybersecurity, is zero trust systems with legacy systems is almost 

impossible. Zero trust, of course, is the common theme for IoT devices and newer digital devices, so 

keep that in mind. 

 

Is it advantageous for a solution to have already been tested and proven out on multiple devices? 

That would be nice, depending on the device and on the capability. 

  



 

 

 

Type 1: Do they need to support only a single or multi-node communications support? 

Multi-node, in most cases. It depends on what it is exactly, but multi node would be the preferred 

build out.  

 

Are you interested in leveraging cloud edge technology that synchronizes with core locations? Yes. 

But the communications networks hindrances on disconnected, degraded communications 

environments and the connectivity to the cloud is very limited. So again, going back to the 

prioritization of important data, whenever a communications link comes up, what data we are 

passing to them. 

 

Topic 1: Low-power-consumption computing: What are the Instruction set(s) and/or library support 

requirements?  

No specific Instruction Sets or Library Support Requirements. No specific ones apply. We are open 

on this topic.  

  

Topic 1: What other hardware, sensors, or systems do they need to support or interact with?  

The government desires an open architecture system and desires to connect to as many systems 

possible. However, current systems of interest are Android Tactical Assault Kit (ATAK) device and/or 

handheld radios.  

  

Topic 2: What domains are of interest?  Chem/Bio?  Truth & Deception?  Multi-domain processing 

and/or fusion?  

All of the above. 

  

Topic 3: Are you looking to compute and derive insights across one or  a stack of multiple networks - 

possibly all different networks and domains (i.e., location based, temperature based, identity-based, 

other networks?)   

All different networks and domains.    

  

Topic 3: To establish and validate these networks and insights, would offerors need to have sensors 

that can corroborate their truth using distributed ledgers?  

Yes. 

  

Topic 4: Is the government interested in Distributed Ledger and blockchain based data or 

information fusion?  

Yes.  

  

Topic 6: Is remote-sensing that can identify, track, and uniquely validate a human's identity of 

interest?  

Yes.  

  

Topic 6: Is remote-sensing to uniquely identify each/other living thing's identities of interest?  

Yes.  

  

Topic 6: Is remote-sensing through materials (walls, doors) of unique living entities of interest?  

Yes.  



 

 

  

Topic 7: What level of ability / support is allowable/desired for auto-mesh, auto-discovery, and 

transmission?  

This question needs more content.   

  

Topic 7: What priorities does the government have regarding 5D's protection?  

“5D’s” referring to Deter, Detect, Deny, Delay and Defend?  If that is the question, priorities are 

mission based. The base answer is all are contributing factors  

  

Topic 7: Is there a requirement for alerts, notification, or action based upon activity?   

a. Yes.  

b. Cyber triggers? Yes.  

c. Other interactions? Maybe, however this may be particular-requirements on a case-

by-case base.  

  

Topic 7: What devices, other hardware, sensors and/or systems do the low-power devices and 

management interfaces need to communicate with?  

Refer to the At-the-Edge Background pdf. That provides a list of attributes. Devices that support 

those attributes would be of interest.   

 

topic 7: What level of cyber self-protection (alert, analyze, defend) does a device/network require?  

The best implementation is pulled from the 5D’s; Deter, Detect, Deny, Delay and Defend.  

  

Topic 7: Are the devices/hardware deployed intended to be undiscoverable?  Or significantly hidden 

in the noise to have its data and management be secure and resilient?   

Yes, for both.  

  

Topic 8: What testing/requirements environments are you considering?   Please address the 

following: (User architecture of communications - network types, devices, applications, external 

environment/conditions)  

Refer to the At-the-Edge Background pdf. That provides an idea for the types of 

networks, devices and operating environments.  

  

Topic 8: What testing/requirements environments / parameters do you have around User 

Capabilities in performance and functions (i.e., Data transmission QoS, User Authentication - IL Level 

and PKI or other support, Data-centric requirements for network, data, storage, and computing?)  

Refer to the At-the-Edge Background pdf. That provides a good idea for the types of environments to 

operate in. Also, yes to all in parentheses.   

  

Topic 8: What threat environments are of interest/required to support (i.e. Unintentional 'as is state' 

availability of communications, intentional - D5 characteristics and vectors and associated 

priorities?)  

Refer to the At-the-Edge Background pdf. That provides an idea for the types of threat environments 

and D5 characteristics.  

  

  



 

 

 

Topic 8: For Data/information centric environments - What features do you require support for 

regarding: Data Types, Data Management Functions, other?  

It is best to examine what support features would be available in operating environments or should 

be available. This will provide a clearer picture of what is in the relm of the possible for such 

environments.  

  

Topic 8: For User Interfaces/UIX, what modes of operation (headed, headless) do you require or 

desire?  

Whatever solution or combination most reduces the cognitive load for the operator.   

  

Topic 8: For User Interfaces/UIX, what types of network operations functions do you require or 

desire?  

The user interface should consider as an example from many, such as ATAK. Net Ops are mission 

based. However, the At-the-Edge Background pdf provides language that inspires thought into 

potential low to high end functions.  

  

Topic 8: For User Interfaces/UIX, what user administrative/maintenance and governance (accounts, 

notifications, alerts, auditing) functions do you require? Desire?  

No specific requirements at this time.    

  

Topic 8: Given data collection, mgmt., etc. have become complex, and that body-worn to battlefield 

things sensing has not yet been effectively integrated into open architecture, system-of-system 

(SYSO) designs, will the scope of this tech sprint include the development of an Open Arch SYSO for 

edge?     

No this is a tech sprint for at the edge computing devices.  

  

Topic 8: Is there a current Open Architecture available for sensor and endpoint integration for body 

worn to battlefield things sensing?  

None at this time.  

  

Topic 9: To address the ability to be used in Air, Maritime, and Ground environments, what type of 

hardware or software communications devices and infrastructure) would be used?  (i.e., 

What are the intended Edge, infrastructure channels, and backend environments that are 

required?)   

The purpose of the attribute was to address the ruggedness of the system in a general sense.     

  

Topic 9: Will there be a need to integrate directly into Aircraft or Ship based communication 

systems?  

Yes.  

  

Topic 9: On Average, how many connected nodes are you looking to test with initially?  At ramp-up 

scale?  

There is no specific number of connected nodes but the government desires maximum 

connectivity.    

  



 

 

 

Topic 9: What requirements do you have for point-to-point (peer-to-peer) or one-to many 

communications?   

No specific requirements.     

  

Topic 9: What are your initial testing goals/requirements for uptime?  Confidentiality / 

encryption?  Data Transfer rates?  

Availability and Data transfer are not specified.  The government does not require the system to be 

NSA Type 1 encrypted, but data needs to be protected to the maximum extent possible.    

  

Topic 9: What initial testing goals/requirements do you have for interoperability with Allies?  

None at this time.    

  

Does the data have to stream, or can it be just after the fact?  

Data needs to be available to the user as soon as possible.    

  

Is the body-worn sensor system the same as the Army's Exosense?  

No.    

  

For body-worn sensors, what types of data do you need to collect or intercept?   

The government is looking for a system that is open architecture and can collect and intercept as 

many types of data possible.    

  

What is the target power consumption?   

The government did not set power requirements but are looking for the lowest power consumption 

possible.    

  

Are you interested in leveraging cloud edge technology that synchronizes with core locations?  

Yes.   

  

What mission command and intel systems in CONUS/sanctuary must the system share data with 

and/or populate the COP and/or Common Intel Picture?  

None is currently specified at this time.    

  

Can the development go beyond 3-month demo time period?  

No. This is a tech sprint.   However, the government will consider a system that can incorporate 

future upgrades and integration of further capabilities.     

 

For event-related questions, please contact Claire Hawley, claire.hawley@sofwerx.org  
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