QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

TECHNICAL SERVICES FOR AEROSPACE SYSTEMS MODELING

 AND SIMULATION PROCUREMENT 

RFP2-38200-DXG

Question 1: 


Although we are recommending a full and open competition, NASA could accomplish its goals be establishing subcontracting goals for large business prime contractors on this procurement to meet the NASA/Ames requirements.


Answer 1:

If this acquisition is not set-aside for small businesses, small business subcontracting goals will be included in the solicitation.  NASA will welcome any comments from industry on such goals.

Question 2: 


Please clarify what is meant by the statement about Subcontracting Goals that says: ""Uniform Methodology will be utilized in determining recommended ....goals" (emphasis added)?


Answer 2:

NASA FAR Supplement (NFS) 1819.705-470 describes the methods used to determine the appropriate subcontracting goals for an individual acquisition.  These methods include the use of the Uniform Methodology for Determination of Small Disadvantaged Subcontracting Goals outlined in NASA Policy Directive (NPD) 5000.2.

Question 3: 


What are the specific anticipated constraints for the final SimLab RFP Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI) clause? Is the SimLab OCI intended only to preclude subsequent commercial design, development, or production of aircraft by the SimLab contractor? or are there any other proscribed categories of subsequent business for the SimLab contractor to which the OCI would apply?


Answer 3:

We published the Draft Acquisition Plan (DAP) and will publish the Draft Request for Proposal (DRFP) in an effort to solicit industry comments and ideas regarding any desirable revisions to the current OCI clause.  Our intent at present is to publish a revision to the OCI clause (different than what is in the current contract) with the DRFP.  We will welcome industry’s comments and suggested changes to that OCI clause.


Question 4: 


We support the suggested 6-year term.  Longer term relationships encourage investment and leveraging of Simlab capabilities. The 6-year term establishes a partnering contract environment between NASA and the contractor that is more favorable and, thus, more creatively supportive of SimLab productivity and innovation.


Answer 4:

NASA appreciates the comment supporting a 6-year period of performance.  A deviation to FAR 17.2 is currently being sought.  The outcome of this deviation request will be included in the RFP.

Question 5: 


A natural extension of the benefits of more sustained relationships between NASA and contractor [as in our response to contract type/incentives] is linking the SimLab contract Period of Performance to actual NASA-evaluated contractor performance. We recommend that NASA consider an incentive provision that increases the Period of Performance beyond even 6 years as a reward for exemplary contractor performance.


Answer 5:

Please see answer 4.


Question 6: 


For the Incentive Fee portion of the SimLab contract, will NASA stipulate the ratio in the Final RFP or will the Offerors be able to propose a ratio?


Answer 6:

At this time, NASA anticipates utilizing award fee as the incentive for this contract.  However, if incentive fee were included in the solicitation, offerors would propose a rate they believed was appropriate.

Question 7: 


Reference Paragraph 5 - Budgeting and Funding:  We presume that you mean
greater than "$50 million" but less than $100 million for the six years. Is this correct?


Answer 7:

Yes.

Question 8: 


Reference Paragraph 14:  Will all work be performed on government site, or will the Offeror be required to provide some/all facilities for performance?


Answer 8:  

Because the simulation facilities are located at ARC, the majority of the work will need to be performed on-site.  However, if offerors want to propose doing portions of the work at other locations, that will be considered as part of the proposal evaluation.


Question 9: 


Reference Paragraph 13, Section 508 requirements:  In order for bidders to develop and cost appropriately a technical approach that is responsive to the Section 508 requirements of the RFP, we will need NASA's compliance strategy (selection of technical performance standards/requirements and/or technologies to be used, based upon the Agency's market research), as provided for under the Rehabilitation Act and FAR Final Rule.


Answer 9:  

All of the information related to Ames Section 508 compliance can be found at the following website:  http://section508.arc.nasa.gov
Question 10: 


Given potential fluctuations in SimLab workload, will NASA provide a staffing profile/hours by category for all bidders?  Will NASA provide labor categories and their definitions? We suggest that NASA "normalize" the anticipated SimLab man-years across all bidders to eliminate potential offeror "gaming" of this strategy.


Answer 10:

Yes, the Government will provide staffing information with the solicitation.  

Question 11: 


Will the SimLab contract be subject to the Service Contract Act (i.e., have a Wage Determination)?  If so, we recommend that NASA state in the final RFP if you intend that both exempt and nonexempt/Wage Determination labor categories be escalated.


Answer 11:

Yes, a Wage Determination will be included in the solicitation.  The solicitation will also include information regarding escalation factors.  Please see answer 20.

Question 12: 


Current SimLab contractor(s) will have knowledge regarding Other Direct Charge (ODC) activity and requirements which would give them a competitive advantage over other bidders. We recommend that NASA consider supplying ODC "plug numbers" that would include materials, travel, training, etc.  Bidders can insert additional bidder-unique ODCs, as necessary.


Answer 12:

The solicitation will include the Government’s estimate for ODCs that offerors will be asked to use in their cost proposals.

Question 13: 


We recommend a staged submission of past performance before other proposal materials (e.g., with contractor past performance due a week before the remainder of the proposal) which we have seen done on other NASA procurements.  This provides both NASA and the bidders with an advantage; NASA benefits in terms of separate and dedicated SEB time available to verify and evaluate contractor references before the full burden of other proposal materials are available, and allows offerors to use limited resources to maximize their response to the RFP.

Answer 13:

Thank you for your comment.  NASA often requests that past performance questionnaires be submitted prior to the proposal due date.  We will consider doing that for this procurement.

Question 14: 

We recommend a Cost Plus Award Fee contract with an additional Incentive Fee for Cost Containment/Reduction.  cost reimbursable contracts are historically vulnerable to cost growth over time, and an incentive for cost containment/reductions will encourage the successful bidder to be proactive in its resolve to provide quality services to the Government while simultaneously exercising prudent cost management practices.  We understand the reasons why the current contract is not incentivized in the materials purchasing and management area.  We believe, however, that materials is a performance area just like the others, and that including this function in the Award Fee base will foster faster and more responsive purchasing services by incentivizing the contractor to excel in this important performance area.

Answer 14: 

Thank you for your input.  However, the Government plans to pursue a fixed fee approach for material purchases. 

Question 15: 

We recommend that a Small Business Goal be established at a level of not more than 20% total on the subject procurement.  While this is somewhat lower than recent NASA procurements, we are concerned that a higher goal may cause difficulty in providing the technology, system enhancements, and state-of-the-art experience desired by NASA.  This SimLab work is highly specialized and unique.  A goal set too high will compromise the ability of an otherwise technically capable prime to directly support the requirements, and therefore may not be in the best interests of this important program. 

Answer 15:

Thank you for your comment.  We are in the process of determining if this solicitation will set aside for small businesses.  If it is not set-aside, we will develop small business goals, appropriate for this procurement.  Please also see Answer 2.

Question 16: 

OCI is a very important issue from both our viewpoint and yours.  From our perspective, we do not wish to be precluded from continuing to pursue our business activities outside of this contract – especially when this constraint could last for 9 years.  From your perspective, there must be protection of data and intellectual property and the avoidance of inappropriate competitive advantages as a result of the wok we perform on this contract.

In addition, we feel it is important to bring a high level of technical capability and innovative technologies to this procurement.  If the OCI clause is too restrictive, potential OEM partners who can provide such technology and innovation will decline to participate.

We recommend that the OCI clause be flexible, that we be allowed to develop appropriate firewalls to protect data and intellectual property, and that NASA and/or third parties conduct audits to ensure that proper safeguards are in place and working effectively.  We believe proper safeguards can be developed and operated to protect the interests of all parties involved, and we will work closely with NASA and outside users of the SimLab to ensure that data and intellectual property are protected.

Answer 16:

Thank you for your input.  We will consider this as we finalize the clause.  If, after reading the clause in the DRFP, you have further comments about this issue, please send them to the Contracting Officer.

Question 17: 

We recommend at least 6 years.  This longer contract period of performance will encourage the contractor to make investments in the NASA infrastructure.  Many contracts today are being solicited for 8-10 years or more, many with a 5-year base period with additional incentive years based upon superior performance.  This process certainly is an incentive to achieve top performance while participating in the Governments goals of enhancing the work place.

In addition, it has been our experience as a NAS2-98084 subcontractor that the current six-year arrangement is efficient, practical, and in the best interest of all parties.

Answer 17:

Thank you for your comments.  Please see Answer 4.

Question 18:  

Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI) (DAP Section A7, page 8).  We have hundreds of millions of dollars in services contracts and fully understands the need to guard against both actual and perceived conflicts of interest.  The proposed wording of the OCI clause, however, is extremely broad and could cause great difficulty for several companies whom NASA would certainly like to have participate in this competition, including the incumbent, who has strong business interests in many of the areas of exclusion.  We are proposing that NASA clarify a few areas of ambiguity and consider an approach to OCI mitigation strategies that will greatly ease industry’s natural concern with the breadth of this clause.

· Ambiguities:

·  “significant commercial…” needs to be defined.  For example, does NASA consider that numbers, or dollar value, or industry impact of articles  “designed developed or produced” are key criteria, and if so, how many, or what dollar value, or what measure of impact are needed to trigger a conflict.

· “legal entity” can be the interpreted as the highest possible level in a corporation, and also needs to be clarified.  For example, the incumbent, like many of us in industry, has wide-ranging business interests, that, while they are in completely separate and unrelated segments of the corporation, may nonetheless be impacted by this clause.   The most straightforward approach would be to re-define the exclusion to the “performing entity, which would then be business unit completely separated from any other unit performing “significant commercial design…” This would greatly ease industry concern with the breadth of applicability of this provision.

· Proposed OCI mitigation approach: We suggest that NASA encourage each company that plans to bid, and who feels they may have an OCI under the definition planned for this solicitation, submit an OCI mitigation plan for review and approval prior to the final RFP.  Every firm has their own unique organizational and business elements to address, and we believe it is fair that we all know whether or not they will incur an OCI prior to making the considerable financial and corporate resource commitments needed to propose.  Once the draft RFP is published, industry will have a very good idea where they may have conflicts, and we could submit OCI mitigation plans for approval along with our DRFP comments, currently planned for delivery in November 2003.  The Government could review and approve prior to the February 2004 Pre-Solicitation Conference, which would give industry assurance that we can move forward in confidence.

Answer 18:

Thank you for your input.  We will consider your suggestions regarding the ambiguities as we make any necessary changes to the clause before including it in the DRFP.  Also, we will consider your suggestion for encouraging companies to submit an OCI mitigation plan for review prior to the final RFP.  However, we will need to determine that such an approach does not create an evaluation external to the RFP, which would potentially contravene the FAR.  It is through the posting of the DRFP and industry comments to it that we hope to clarify the OCI provision that will be in the final RFP so that all offerors understand and can determine if they can meet the OCI requirement.

Question 19: 

Paragraph A.2, page 2, 30 to 60 day Phase-In/Phase-Out period.  Given the Government’s stated desire to retain incumbent personnel, we believe a 30-day Phase-In/Phase-Out period is sufficient to ensure success of the effort.  We also suggest the Government require a specific Phase-In/Phase-Out plan be submitted with the proposal. In addition, it is not clear how work in process will be carried over to the new contract, i.e. does the Government intend that happen through hires from the incumbent staff, a limited subcontract with the incumbent for the duration of carried over tasks, or some other mechanism. 

Answer 19:  

There is no requirement for the awardee of this contract to retain incumbent personnel.  There will be an approximate 30-day Phase-In period and corresponding Phase-In/Out Plan required by the solicitation.  If hiring incumbent personnel is the approach offerors chose to meet the 30-day Phase-In period, that approach, along with any others, will be evaluated by the Source Evaluation Board (SEB).  Work will transition to the successful offeror by issuance of a task order(s).
Question 20: 

Paragraph A.3, page 3, Cost Goals and Supporting Rationale. The last sentence of this paragraph refers to “…an inflation factor recommended by NASA Headquarters will be used.”  We suggest the Government provide that factor along with the Draft RFP to allow industry time to assess the impact.

Answer 20:

The escalation rates will be provided in Section L of the solicitation.  For your convenience, they are provided below:

	Calendar Year
	Rate (%)

	2004
	2.6

	2005
	2.7

	2006
	2.8

	2007
	2.9

	2008
	2.9

	2009
	3.0

	2010
	3.1


Question 21: 

Paragraph A.7, page 8, Cost Risk.  The last sentence ends with the phrase “…and by the incentive structure delineated in Section H of the solicitation.” This appears to be applicable to the Incentive Fee portion of current contract, but seems inconsistent with the stated intent elsewhere in the DAP to move away from Incentive Fee provisions.

Answer 21:

Thank you for your comment.  That phrase will be deleted in the final Acquisition Plan.

Question 22: 

Paragraph B.1, page 10, Sources. We believe that Government interests are best served by releasing the solicitation as full and open with appropriate small business goals.

Answer 22:

Thank you for your comment.  Please see Answer 2 and Answer 15.

Question 23: 

Paragraph B.3, page 12, Source Selection Procedures. 

· Mission Suitability.  Earlier in the DAP (paragraph 7, page 9) the statement was made that Management may be a sub factor in the Mission Suitability evaluation.  The first part of the paragraph beginning “NASA generally uses…” appears ambivalent about the role of Management as a sub factor, however the last two sentences do indicate Management will play a role.  In the same last two sentences, the implied sub factors under Mission Suitability appear to be: “understanding of the requirements” and “qualifications to meet the objectives”.  It is not clear, however, under which of these the next division of sub factors (“technical aspect and management aspect”) would fall.  Also, “qualifications to meet the objectives” appears to be strongly tied to aspects of past performance, and more clarification from NASA would help industry better understand the structure and intent of this factor.

· Past Performance. Experience has shown that past performance is a significant predictor of future success, and we believe the evaluation factors should emphasize the importance of past performance by being as objective as possible. As such, it should be a major factor in evaluating risks associated with bidder proposals. Accordingly, we suggest that past performance be scored on a point system much like Mission Suitability, and be held equal in importance to Mission Suitability and significantly greater than cost. 

Answer 23:

Thank you for your comments.  We will take them into consideration as we finalize our evaluation factors and their relative weighting.  The results will be stated in the solicitation.  Additionally, NASA evaluates the past performance factor using an adjectival rating only; we do not score it like Mission Suitability.

Question 24: 

Paragraph B.3, page 13, Source Selection Procedures, Cost. We recommend that NASA consider providing all bidders with information on planned staffing levels, incumbent salary ranges, and desired skill mix. It is highly likely that the successful bidder will elect to capture a significant portion of the incumbent workforce and will want to be assured of maintaining incumbent employee total compensation. The Governments’ interest is served by providing this information to eliminate estimating unrealistic salaries.

Answer 24:

Please see Answer 10.

Question 25:  

Paragraph B.3, page 11 - 13, Source Selection Procedures, Site Visit/Bidders Conference. We recommend that NASA include an early, separate site visit with an observation period for each identified Prime.  This would significantly enhance the quality of proposals by giving bidders the ability to ask questions without concern for exposing potential competitive positions to other competitors.  It would also permit a more fair competition by supporting better familiarity with the simulations and associated technical requirements, safety requirements and risks, information technology and technical tools, processes and the work environment.

Answer 25:

We appreciate your desire to tour the facilities separately and early.  We regret to inform you that this will not be possible for this procurement.  To the extent possible, the Government needs to ensure that the same information is given to everyone at the same time.  Therefore, an opportunity for all interested parties to attend a site visit will be offered before the final solicitation is released and well before proposals are due in an attempt to provide offerors as much information as they need to complete their proposals. 

Question 26:  

Paragraph B.3, page 11 - 13, Source Selection Procedures, Bidders Library. The incumbent enjoys a significant advantage with respect in knowledge of all of the systems and facilities. To help offset that, industry needs access to a significant amount of information.  We recommend that NASA provide an electronic library accessible from off site and containing all pertinent NASA and ARC directives, regulations, and guidance.  The library should also include, as a minimum, all simulator software and hardware documentation, identification of proprietary items, and all drawings and specifications relative to each facility.

Answer 26:

All of the pertinent NASA and ARC directives and regulations are already available to all offerors via the web.  Various websites that contain vast amounts of information related to this procurement have been posted in the Draft Acquisition Plan (DAP) and the Status Sheets.  Also, the ARC Flight Simulation FY02 Annual Report, which contains a great deal of current information about the simulation facilities was posted.  Further information will be included in the solicitation.  

Additionally, a list of proprietary software will be included in the Statement of Work.  Also, a list of all government furnished equipment will be included in the RFP.  

Question 27: 

Paragraph B.3, page 11 - 13, Source Selection Procedures, Proposal Response Period.  We recommend a proposal response cycle of 45 days from issuance of the final RFP.  In our experience that is sufficient time to effectively respond to a services RFP where there is no complex design or development of new systems.

Answer 27:

Thank you for your comment.  We will take it into consideration when we issue the final RFP.

Question 28: 

Paragraph B.3, page 11 - 13, Source Selection Procedures, Pre-Solicitation Conference.  We strongly believe it is in the best interests of both the Government and industry to keep an open dialogue as long as possible, and we suggest NASA adopt that strategy up until the final RFP is issued.  In that light, we also recommend that NASA block at least one hour per bidder for a private, one-on-one discussion with the Government team to provide for last minute concerns and issues, and to assure a level of confidentiality that group meetings cannot provide.

Answer 28:

Please see answer 25.  Also, it is always acceptable to contact the Contracting Officer, even after the final solicitation is issued (i.e. during the "blackout period"), who can arrange meetings with other NASA-Ames representatives as appropriate and necessary. 

Question 29: 

Paragraph B.3, page 11 - 13, Source Selection Procedures, Sample Tasks. Though not explicitly called out in the DAP, the prior solicitation included sample tasks.  If sample tasks are anticipated for the new contract, we assume they will not be priced for award since not every contractor will have access to the same level of knowledge as the incumbent, and a fair price comparison would be difficult.  Also, if sample task(s) are contemplated, we strongly suggest they be published with the Draft RFP to allow industry to review and comment. 

Answer 29:

The Government is currently planning to include sample tasks with the RFP.  We are currently planning that these tasks will not be priced.

Question 30: 

Paragraph B.3, page 11 - 13, Source Selection Procedures, Oral Presentations. Though not explicit in the DAP, we understand the Government may be contemplating oral presentations, either in conjunction with or in lieu of written proposal.  If that is under consideration, we suggest the Government provide specific guidance in the Draft RFP to elicit meaningful comment from industry.  In addition, if orals are contemplated in conjunction with the written proposal, we strongly suggest the briefing charts be submitted along with or after the written proposal rather than in advance of the final submittal.  Since changes to written proposals are frequently made within the last few days before submittal, industry needs time to make corresponding changes to the charts that accurately reflect the written version.

Answer 30:

The Government does not intend to use oral presentations, either in conjunction with or in lieu of written proposal for this procurement.

Question 31:
Paragraph B 19, Page 25, CMMI status.  The DAP is unclear with respect to exactly what qualifications are expected of industry.  For example, the second paragraph indicates NASA will use the CMMI to measure progress, and cites six CMMI Level 2 Process Areas as being directly relevant, but does not appear to require Level 2 certification.  We agree with what we believe is the Government’s intent, but suggest removing the ambiguity by requiring each bidder to either be CMMI/SW Level 2 certified or pass a software capability evaluation conducted by NASA or an independent assessor. 

Answer 31:

It is not the policy of NASA or of Ames Research Center to require that an offeror be appraised against the CMMI. Where an appraisal has been done, however, this information is considered useful in evaluating the offeror’s ability to perform both software engineering and systems engineering tasks.

Question 32: 

Paragraph A.5, Delivery or Performance Period Requirements, Page 4.  Although the five-year procurement cycle (period of performance) offers industry an opportunity for increased competition, we believe it is in the best interest of the government to go with a six-year period of performance.  Assuming NASA will utilize a base plus option years and an ability to force an early recompete if the contractor performance is unsatisfactory.

Answer 32:

Thank you for your comment.  Please see answer 4.

Question 33: 

Paragraph A.7, Voluntary Protection Program, Page 6.  Is the Prime Contractor required to be VPP certified? If not, will VPP certified bidders have a competitive edge, being given “points” for this certification?
Answer 33: 

Although not mandatory, the Government will evaluate any Voluntary Protection Program (VPP) certification held by an offeror.

Question 34:
Paragraph A.7, Proprietary, Business Confidential, and Financial Data, Page 8.  It is of high importance that there exist independence between the developers of aerospace systems and components and the Prime Contractor and Major Subcontractors of this contract.  As such, we recommend that the OCI be a part of the evaluation criteria for Mission Suitability, and that the procurement be targeted to those organizations that are narrowly focused on the design, development, modeling, and testing of aerospace systems and yet are not involved in the production of commercial aircraft or aerospace systems.

Not only is this desired for the protection of proprietary business and technically sensitive material, it is also necessary in order to ensure that future aircraft are developed and tested in an independent environment.

Answer 34:

Thank you for your input.  We will consider this as we finalize Sections L and M for the RFP.  

Question 35: 

Paragraph A.8, Acquisition Streamlining, Page 9.  Recommend the Pre-Solicitation Conference include site tours of all Aerospace Systems Modeling and Simulation Facilities.

Answer 35:

The Government intends to offer a site visit in conjunction with the presolicitation conference, which is currently planned for February 2004.

Question 36:  

Paragraph B.1, Sources, Page 10.  Recommend NASA consider Millennia Lite, Functional Area 2 - High-End Information Technology Services (HITS).  Millennia Lite offers a broad-based Statement of Work (SOW) under which the High-end IT Services (HITS) are performed.   Services address embedded systems supports for complex, high-end IT engineering support across the full system life cycle. Millennia Lite offers impressive vehicle scope including Maintainability, Maintenance, Software, Systems, Systems Missions Analysis, and Safety across relevant areas of Aerospace and Aeronautical systems.

Answer 36:  

The Government appreciates the information regarding the other contracting options it has to fulfill the requirements.  However, a determination has been made to issue a solicitation for these requirements instead of using a different contracting vehicle.

Question 37:
Paragraph B.3, Source Selection Procedures, Page 12.  If the goals and objectives of the procurement are to center around innovative solutions that would drive improved sharing, teaming, and common practices, enhancements in architectures, and the leveraging of efficiencies in service delivery, then the roadmaps to meet these goals have their origins in the proposed Management Approach of the procurement. As such, this future procurement may consider weighting the scoring in favor of the Management Approach, as opposed to the implementation arm of the submission, the Technical Approach.  

Below is a recommend scoring which allocates Mission Suitability scoring in a manner that emphasizes the relative significance to the overall success of the contract.

	Subfactor
	Maximum Score

	Management Approach
	450

	Technical Approach
	350

	Staffing/Key Personnel
	100

	Safety and Health
	100

	Total
	1000 points


Answer 37:

Thank you for your comment.  We will take it into consideration as we finalize Section M of the RFP.

Question 38:

Paragraph B.3, Source Selection Procedures, Page 12.  Does NASA contemplate Orals for this procurement?

Answer 38:

No, NASA does not anticipate using oral proposals for this procurement. 

Question 39:

Paragraph B.4, Contract Type, Page 13.  Recommend NASA continue with the CPAF/IF with a FFP component as a Contract Type for the Technical Services for Aerospace Systems Modeling and Simulation procurement.  This offers the government necessary flexibility for managing contract cost and overall cost competitiveness though the IF.  In addition, the government is provided the ability to tailor and emphasize technical performance though the AF component. Emphasis needs to be put on establishing clear guidelines for performance based tasking and NASA should explicitly solicit offeror’s approaches to implementing PBC and specific examples.
Answer 39: 

Thank you for your comments.  Also, please see answer 14.

Question 40:

Does the list of Interested Parties published so far indicate Primes as well as sub-contractors?
 

Answer 40:

Yes.

Question 41:


Is there a separate list available or is there available information on what companies are pursuing the award as Prime Contractors?
 

Answer 41:

No, there is only one list available that lists both prime contractors and subcontractors.  

Question 42:


Will our Cover letter and Capability Statement be accessible to the other interested parties? Or is this NASA only?

Answer 42:

This information will only be accessible to NASA.

Question 43:

Relevant to Part A, Section 7 Cost Risks and Management Risks, it is known that several of the captive simulators within the SimLab have quite high annual operating costs. It may be useful to have the contractor examine the cost-effectiveness of technology replacements that might offer lower maintenance costs. (An example would be consideration of PC-Image generator technology as a replacement for the NASA FFC’s current supercomputing imaging capability. As another example, human pseudo-pilots are a major cost item in running large-scale airport simulations. A possible technology enhancement that would substantially reduce costs is the addition of an ATC voice recognition system, where human resources are replaced with an intelligent aircraft/pilot behavior response system.) Obviously, such operational cost-reducing measures may well feed into the contractor’s cost performance metric. This suggestion may also have implications for Part B Plan of Action, Section 12 Test and Evaluation Plan and Section 18, Contract Administration with reference to the Performance Evaluation Plan.

Answer 43:  

The Government will evaluate the realism of each offeror’s proposed costs to ensure the offeror understands the magnitude and complexity of the effort.  This will include an evaluation of the extent to which proposed costs indicate a clear understanding of solicitation requirements, and reflect a sound approach to satisfying those requirements.  This assessment will consider technical/management risks identified during the evaluation of the proposal and associated costs.  Cost information supporting a cost judged to be unrealistic and the technical/management risk associated with the proposal will be quantified by the Government evaluators and included in the assessment for each offeror. 

Question 44:

Relevant to Part B. Plan of Action, Section 4 Contracting Considerations, it may be useful to consider devising a performance-based revenue-sharing system where a contractor can provide business development services to bring customers in to use the NASA SimLabs facilities. 

Answer 44:  

Thank you for your comment.  We will consider such an approach.

Question 45:

With respect to Part A. Section Capability or Performance, the cost of maintaining low-usage simulators may affect total costs associated with this contract. It is known that at least one of the SimLab simulators is under business-case evaluation as to whether to continue operating the particular facility. With this in mind, it may be useful to consider a contractor’s capabilities in providing “knowledge capture” analysis, namely, prior to shutdown, capturing all the technical and business information it takes to run the particular equipment. This provides flexibility in cost-based Go-No Go decision-making as well as insurance that the equipment can be jump-started quickly should it be deemed necessary to re-activate.

Answer 45:  

At this time it is assumed that all facilities will be operational for the duration of the contract.  If the scope of work changes, the RFP will be modified to reflect any new and significant developments.

Question 46:

We agree with the subcontracting goals as listed in the DAP.  We additionally recommend the government consider NASA Mentor/Protégé participation. 

Answer 46:

Thank you for your suggestion.  The Government intends to include this as part of the evaluation.  Please see Sections L and M of the RFP.

Question 47:

We recommend a 6-year term for period of performance as opposed to a 5 -year term. However as an alternative, we recommend an award term contract whereby if performance thresholds are reached the contract is extended on a year-by-year basis up to a maximum of 10 years. 

Answer 47:

Please see the answer to question 4.

Question 48:

We recommend that the RFP include a baseline of labor, by labor category. This will level the playing field and ensure cost realism.

Answer 48:

Please see the answer to question 10.

Question 49:

In Section A.1, Technical Summary of Requirements, no mention was made of FAA certification for any of the flight simulators. Will the contractor have the responsibility to acquire or maintain FAA certifications on any of the facilities' simulators?


Answer 49:  

The contractor will be required to perform maintenance functions to ensure FAA Level D, or equivalent, Certification is maintained on the 747-400 flight simulator.

Section C— Statement of Work of the RFP will describe in greater detail what contract services will be required. 

Question 50:

In Section A.7 under Information Technology, mention is made of the contractor's responsibility to prevent, among other things, "denial of service".  As classic denial of service "attacks" are generally mitigated at the Center level does this mean that there are networks in the facilities that are not covered by Center level NASA IT security?

Answer 50:  

All networks are covered by NASA ARC’s Security Policy.  The contractor will be responsible for maintaining network security consistent with ARC and SimLab policy.
Question 51:

Section B.17 states that all personnel that support NASA programs, whether civil servant, contractor, or other categories, are required to receive training in the area of export control.  Will the government provide this training? 

Answer 51:

The Government has many courses, such as export control awareness, available on-line for both civil servants and NASA contractors.

Question 52:

Safety is mentioned many times and appears to be extremely important element of the DAP.  Is this a result of a safety incident on the existing contract? 

Answer 52:

Current contractor performance is confidential.  However, safety is very important to NASA and it will be included in Sections L and M of the RFP.

Question 53:

Will there be a requirement to integrate hardware or software developed outside of the listed facilities with the simulation systems supported by the contractor? If so, with who does the final responsibility for the successful integration lie? 

Answer 53:  

There are times when the contractor will be required to integrate outside hardware and software to the existing flight simulator.  This is most common, but not limited to, the Vertical Motion Simulator (VMS) where the simulator cabs are constantly being modified to meet the customers requirements.  The customer may have equipment/software unique to their aircraft that will need to be integrated into the simulator.  The contractor will be responsible for performing this integration.

Question 54:

Is access to application program algorithms and source code for all of the supported systems available to contractor personnel?  If not, what level of responsibility will the contractor have for modifications, upgrades or the integration of new software and/or hardware for these systems?

Answer 54: 

The contractor will have complete access to source code for systems software.  The contractor will be required to perform the following functions to ensure proper maintenance of system software:

· Maintain, integrate, test and install software for each computer system

· Maintain documentation for these systems

· Coordinate with operational SimLabs groups to achieve required system performance

· Incorporate modifications to solve reported problems/incorporate and document

· Perform system backups as necessary approved design changes

· Test and report on all new/modified systems software (accept/reject) 

· Archive software and associated documentation

· Perform system/subsystem testing, diagnostics, and reporting on new hardware

· Provide programming and software capabilities assistance to systems users

Section C— Statement of Work of the RFP will describe the government’s requirements in greater detail.
Question 55:

There are several contracting vehicles available for use that would provide Ames with the benefits of reduced procurement cycle time.  In the initial analysis, Ames specified that these may not provide all the required support areas. However, if additional analysis finds that the below areas are suitable, we have selected what we consider to be the contract vehicles that provide the best cost vs. performance benefits. These include:

· Government Wide Agency Contracts (GWACS) such as National Institute of Health (NIH) Chief Information Officers Solutions and Partners (CIOSP);

· GSA Multiple Award Contracts such as Millennia; and

· GSA Multiple Award Schedule 70/Information Technology.

We think that using CIOSP or a GSA Schedule 70 Task Order would enable Ames to bring talent in to perform tasks on an as-needed basis that would flexibly ebb and flow with the work available. 

Answer 55: 

Please see answer 36.

Question 56: 

We believe the Government can realize significant benefits from eliminating the OCI clause. This belief is based on our assumption that NASA will not commercially procure or field any of the systems developed at Ames. The contractors can then reach back to the rest of their corporations to access advanced ideas, prototype reports, test reports, laboratory equipment, etc, and thereby significantly lower cost to the Government for this research while increasing the quality and decreasing the time of the response.

We realize that there might be tasks performed under this contract that evaluate technology developed by our company but believe we can adequately fence off the evaluators using techniques best suited to the particular task order, as we have demonstrated success in this area.

In case the Government decides to implement an OCI clause, we are experienced with and adapt at setting up OCI Mitigation Plans. We have a team of legal professionals who can ensure there is no conflict.

Answer 56:

Thank you for your input.  However, the Government must include an OCI clause in the solicitation for this procurement.  Please refer to Section A.7, Proprietary, Business Confidential, and Financial Data of the Draft Acquisition Plan for more information.

Question 57:

We prefer a six-year period of performance (or longer) to a five-year period of performance. A longer period will enable the Government to get better bids as there will be a larger incentive for companies to invest more bid and proposal money into this procurement.  It will also benefit the Government by necessitating fewer evaluation efforts.

We recommend several alternatives (in order of most-to-least desirable):

· Optimally, an award-term contract with a six-year base and two three-year options or three two-year options for a possible total of 12 years. This will enable the contractor to invest in the contract and, as a result, foster strong partnering with Ames. Other alternatives that add up to six years follow.

· Five-year base period plus a one-year option.

· Four-year base period plus a two-year option.

· Four-year base period plus two one-year options.

Answer 57:

Thank you for your comments.  Please see answer 4.  Also, currently NASA is utilizing award-term contracts in a pilot mode and is not using it for contracts such as this one.  Therefore, we cannot use award-term as an incentive on this contract.

Question 58:

Page 23, Export Control: Ames could protect itself by requiring that the Contractor has an established ITAR program and demonstrated ITAR experience.

Answer 58:

It is correct that export control and compliance with ITAR is important.  We will consider this as we finalize the weighting in Section M of the RFP.

Question 59:

Page 25, Other considerations: The requirement of being aware of Level 2 CMMI processes could be strengthened by requiring the Contractor to be at Level 2 or Level 3.  This would demonstrate that the Contractor has quality software processes and would help Ames as the Contractor would bring this expertise and experience to Ames.

Answer 59:

Please see answer 31.

Question 60:

In the recompete, will the prime have to be ISO certified?

Answer 60:

No.

Question 61:

SEI-CMM3 Assessed (independent)?

Answer 61:

Please see answer 37.

Question 62:

The NAICS Code should be changed to 541710 (R&D) 1000 employees.

Answer 62:

The size standards are listed at the following website:

http://www.sba.gov/size/sizetable2002.html#fn11
The Government has initially reviewed this table and believes that 500 is the correct size standard for this procurement.  However, the Government invites industry to provide a detailed analysis for recommending using one of the other size standards.

