1. Question/Comment:  (GENERAL) - We request that a technical library be made available to all offerors including: S&MA Annual Operating Agreement; S&MA Strategic Plan; all QMS procedures and work instructions; all relevant NASA and MSFC procedures, guidelines, directives and instructions; and all reports, plans and outputs generated as a result of Technical Directive performance by the incumbent contractor.

Answer/Response:

In response to this inquiry, Offerors are directed to view the following documents on the MSFC Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) Reading Room for Contract NAS8-00179 (the current S&MA Services Contract with HEI).  The direct link to the reading room is http://foia.msfc.nasa.gov/contract_NAS8-00179.html:

· Quarterly Progress Reports through September 2005 (Provide in summary fashion all reports, plans, and outputs generated as a result of Technical Directives performed by HEI.)

· Basic Contract and Modification nos. 1-57
· Technical Directives 1-0147
In addition, Offerors are directed to view the FOIA Reading Room website for the postings of following information, which will be added to the website upon a final review by the MSFC legal office:
· MSFC S&MA Annual Operating Agreement 
· MSFC S&MA Strategic Plan

· MSFC S&MA Organizational Issuances

· Modification nos. 58-69 and remaining Technical Directives

· Quarterly Progress Reports from October 2005-March 2006

NASA and MSFC Directives can be viewed at the following:

http://nodis3.gsfc.nasa.gov/
Under the link to the “Public Registration and Logon”, NASA Preferred Technical Standards can be viewed at the following: 

http://standards.nasa.gov/NPTS/public_login.taf
2. Question/Comment:  (GENERAL) - The Government indicated at Industry Day that the May 11, 2006 Final RFP release may not occur as scheduled. We respectfully request that the Government maintain a constant dialogue with prospective offerors regarding schedule changes so that we may plan accordingly. This includes updates to the anticipated Final RFP release date as well as impacts to subsequent procurement milestones (e.g., proposal submission dates).
Answer/Response:

The MSFC Contracting Officer, Lee Whalen has provided periodic schedule updates via NAIS.

3. Question/Comment:  (SECTION H, page H-12 (d)) - The Contractor will comply with all procedures and obligations specified in its Organizational Conflicts of Interest Avoidance Plan, which this contract incorporates as a compliance document.” There is no DRD specifying format or required content for an OCI Avoidance Plan. Will a DRD be added in the Final RFP?
Answer: The Limitation of Future Contracting, Organizational Conflicts of Interest, and Certifications and Representations clauses/provisions are currently undergoing minor changes.  The revised clauses/provisions and an applicable DRD will be included in the final RFP and discussed at the pre-proposal conference on or about June 12, 2006. 

4. Question/Comment:  (SECTION I, page 2) - Please confirm the applicability of FAR 52.219-8, Utilization of Small Business Concerns, and FAR 52.219-9, Small Business Subcontracting Plan (including Alternate II), given that this procurement is a small business set-aside. If the Government deems these FAR clauses appropriate, please provide small business subcontracting goals broken down by socio-economic categories.
Answer: Both FAR Clauses 52.219-8 and 52.219-9, Alternate II are inapplicable for this procurement action.  The clauses have been removed from the RFP.

5. Question/Comment: (SECTION J-1, page 23) - The contractor shall prepare, evaluate, and provide assessment associated with the NASA Initiative for Software Assurance and with S&MA/SA documentation for the implementation of the Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) Capability Maturity Model Integration (CMMI) (e.g. SA OIs).” Please validate in the context cited, that SEI is Space Exploration Initiative (and not the Software Engineering Institute). If so, please provide reference documentation for the Space Exploration Initiatives CMMI.

Answer: The reference to “SEI” was incorrectly identified as Space Exploration Initiative.  Please note that “SEI” is the Software Engineering Institute.  The RFP has been corrected.
6. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L, page 7) - Inclusion of the Phase-in Plan within the 30 page limit unfairly favors the incumbent contractor who has minimal transition activities to discuss in comparison to other offerors.  We respectfully request that the Phase-in Plan be excluded from the 30 page limit and assigned a separate page limit (e.g., 10 pages).

Answer: The government has added “Phase-In Plan (not to exceed 5 pages total)” to Section L.13.  These 5 pages are not included in the overall Mission Suitability page limit.

7. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, page 7) - The 30 page limit assigned to the Mission Suitability volume is restrictive given the inclusion of the Total Compensation Plan within the page limit. Additionally, inclusion of the Total Compensation Plan within the page limit is biased against an offeror with subcontractors that must include additional information for each subcontractor. We respectfully request that the Total Compensation Plan be excluded from the 30 page limit and submitted as a non-page limited attachment to the Mission Suitability volume or Cost volume.

Answer: The overall Mission Suitability page limit will be increased to 35 pages (as defined in Section L).  On page L-20, Section S.3 “Staffing and Compensation Plan” of the RFP, additional changes will be drafted to clarify the applicable forms and page limitations.  These changes will be included in the final RFP and discussed at the pre-proposal conference on or about June 12, 2006. 

8. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, page 7) - Section L.13 states that the Offeror shall submit as their assessments up to 5 completed PP Interview/Questionnaires (Form C), corresponding to Offeror’s references, directly to the Government (limit 8 pages per form).  Form C has 3 parts, comprised of 3 instruction pages, 3 fill-in pages (Section I, II, and III) and one continuation Section II page.  We do not believe that the instruction pages should be included in the page limit, thus the submittal in Volume III should be up to 5 completed PP Interview/Questionnaires comprised of the 3 fill-in pages (Section I, II, and III) and up to 5 Section III continuation pages, not to exceed 8 pages per PP submission.

Answer: The “Form C” instruction pages are not excluded from the 8 page limit and the remaining pages must be used without altering the provided format or established font size.  This allows for 3 instruction pages, 3 fill-in pages and 2 continuation pages.
9. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L, page 7) - The DRFP includes a page limit on the SH&E plan of 10 pages. Limiting this plan to10 pages severely constrains the offerors ability to provide innovations or detailed approaches in an area critical to worker safety. A minimally compliant response to the DRD and core program requirements will be difficult to fit within 10 pages. Please consider removing the SH&E plan page limit or expanding the page count allowance to a minimum of 50 pages.

Answer: A revised SH&E Plan DRD has been added to the DPD.  The new requirements have a 15 page limit.
10. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L, page 10) - An electronic copy of the proposal is required in Microsoft Word 2003 format. We request that electronic proposals for the Mission Suitability volume be accepted in Adobe Acrobat format as well to eliminate driver and platform concerns and preserve the integrity of the electronic document.

Answer: Although the Offeror’s concern has been identified and considered, the specified formats will remain unchanged.  The electronic copy of the proposal is required in Microsoft Word 2003 format.
11. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L, page 15) - The Offeror should address each of the numbered management and technical approach (MTA) criteria presented below as well as each DRD element presented in the DPD.” Please clarify the Government’s intent regarding addressing each DRD element presented in the DPD. Does each DRD need to be addressed or only those called out in the instructions (e.g., DRD 1107SA-002– Safety, Health and Environmental Plan)?

Answer: The sentence has been modified as follows for the RFP:  “The Offeror should address each of the numbered Management and Technical Approach (MTA) criteria presented below.”  It remains the Offeror’s responsibility to adequately address any direct or indirect requirements attributable to the DRDs under individual elements.

12. Question/Comment: (SECTION L-2, page 12) - The Government stated during industry day that a site tour would not be provided since all of the work is performed in standard office space. However, sample task 4 cites specific MSFC facilities (buildings 4755, 4619 and Redstone Airfield) in the task description. An understanding of these facilities along with the available transportation routes between these facilities are vital to prepare a suitable task plan response. We request that a site tour be provided of the sample task 4 facilities (as well as transportation routes) for non-incumbent offerors to gain the necessary background and understanding to prepare their sample task 4 task plan.
Answer: A pre-proposal conference and a site tour will be provided on or about June 12, 2006.
13. Question/Comment:  (SECTION M, page 11) - The DRFP specifies a mission suitability cost realism point adjustment. However, there are no provisions for the exclusion of adjustments due to proposed direct labor rates not matching incumbent labor rates. Recent NASA service contracts at GSFC and GRC have provided current incumbent labor rates by labor category as background information for all offerors to consider in the preparation of their proposals. We request that MSFC provide similar information, or in the alternative, exclude any adjustments due to incumbent labor rates from the mission suitability cost realism point adjustment.

Answer: The Offerors’ proposed direct labor rates will not be adjusted based on the HEI labor rates.  The Government will use the IGCE rates (derived from multiple sources including Watson Wyatt 2005 salary survey and Chamber of Commerce of Huntsville/Madison County 2006 Wage Survey) in its evaluation of the Offerors’ proposed rates in accordance with Provision M.5 “Evaluation Factors for Award”, section (e)(2)(ii) “Cost Factor (Volume II)”.  
14. Question/Comment:  (SECTION M, page 13) - The DRFP indicates that Cost is equal in value to the Mission Suitability and Past Performance. Recommend that the Government consider reducing the relative value of the Cost Factor. 

Answer: MSFC maintains the position that equal weighting of the three evaluation factors serves the best interests of the Government.
15. Question/Comment: (SECTION M, page 14) - The DRFP provides a delineation of numerous elements under each subfactor. Management and Technical Approach, for instance is broken down into 14 different elements. Recommend the Government consider providing the relative weights associated with the evaluation scheme under each subfactor.
Answer: The elements within a subfactor are not individually allocated any specific points or relative weighting.
16. Question/Comment:  (SECTION I, page 4) - Please confirm the applicability of NFS 1852.242-75, Earned Value Management Systems, and NFS 1852.242-76, Modified Cost Performance Report. If the Government deems these NFS clauses appropriate, please specify the proposal instructions and evaluation criteria to address implementation of an EVMS and CPR. Also, please discuss the evaluation of costs associated with implementing these systems.

Answer: Both the NFS Clause 1852.242-75 “Earned Value Management Systems” and NFS Clause 1852.242-76 “Modified Cost Performance Report” are not applicable to this contract.  The clauses have been removed from the RFP.
17. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L, page 25) - The Cap on the Award Term period (14.5% of the total fee pool) seems to limit the ability of a contractor to generate acceptable Return on Investment in the Award Term periods of this contract. A contractor would normally expect the fee in the three Award Term periods to account for somewhere near 30% of the total award fee pool. Even considering the Fixed nature of the Award Term periods this ROI would seem to be inadequate. Recommend the Government consider raising this cap to 28% of the total Award Fee Pool.

Answer: The cap on award term at 14.5 % establishes approximately a 60/40 fee ratio between award fee and award term fee periods respectively.  The award of additional contract term, a non-monetary incentive, coupled with a higher award fee pool provides the appropriate incentive to maintain “excellent” contract performance.  
18. Question/Comment: (PWS, GENERAL) - NASA is offering a 10-year contract opportunity, yet is providing limited information regarding new or changing contractor support requirements over the 10-year period of performance. Could NASA provide a Statement of Objectives outlining their vision and expectations for S&MA contractor support throughout the period of performance? Additionally, proposal instructions and evaluation criteria (heavily weighted) requesting offerors to provide their approach to meet NASA’s vision and expectations could be requested.

Answer: Additional information addressing MSFC’s anticipated role in NASA’s vision for Space Exploration has been included in Section L of the RFP.  This language will be discussed during the pre-proposal conference on or about June 12, 2006.  Although the above-stated narrative will be provided in Section L, the existing proposal instructions and evaluation criteria are deemed appropriate.  
19. Question/Comment: (SECTION L-2, page 5) - The Sample Tasks added to the DRFP provide an outstanding opportunity to gain insight into the true capabilities of the offeror to address the changing requirements that will face MSFC during the 10 year anticipate Period of Performance. However, Sample Tasks 2, 3 and 4 are focused on the offeror’s knowledge of current support requirements, giving an advantage to the incumbent contractor. Recommend the Government replace some our all of Sample Tasks 2, 3, and 4 with Sample Tasks focused on unique approaches to NASA’s most important changing requirements.
Answer: Although the President’s Vision for Space Exploration is realigning the Agency’s goals, Sample Task 2 is integral in demonstrating an Offeror’s understanding of the PWS requirements as it characterizes a significant portion of the types of ongoing and future activities to be performed for Crew Launch Vehicle, Cargo Launch Vehicle, etc.  

Sample Tasks 3 and 4 are hypothetical, yet representative, of the types of activities potentially required by the PWS although not necessarily performed under the current contract.
20. Question/Comment: (SECTION L-2, all pages) - Is it the government’s intention that the responses to the Sample Task Orders be representative of how we will respond to actual task orders received during the contract, or are these to be treated as sample problems with details regarding possible scenarios that might arise from the details contained within the Sample Task Order descriptions that the government provided in the RFP Section L-2?

Answer: The Sample Task Order requests shall be answered as if an Offeror was responding to an actual scenario thus enabling the Government to evaluate the Offeror’s overall capability to competently plan and address the relevant technical content for that task.  
21. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, Par L.16, page 10) - Regarding SF-294 and SF-295 – Section L.16 states that an SF-294 (Subcontracting Report for Individual Contracts) and a SF-295 (Summary Contract Report) are “required to be submitted in performance of any contract award as a result of this solicitation.” In the General Instructions for both the SF-294 and the SF-295 the first item states: “This report is not required from small business.”  According to the DRFP Cover Letter, the first paragraph states that this procurement is a Small Business Set-Aside.  Within the DRFP there is no mention of there being any requirement for submission of a Small Business Subcontracting Plan. Would the Government please clarify?

Answer: In section L.16, the selections in the table for both the SF-294 (Subcontracting Report for Individual Contracts) and SF-295 (Summary Contract Report) have been deleted from the RFP.  
22. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L, Par L.13, page 7) - Regarding Safety and Health Plan – Section L.13 states that the “Draft Safety, Health Environmental Plan not to exceed 10 pages per DRD 1107SA-002.” Taking into consideration the past history of this document we find that the 10 page limit allocated for this response will not be sufficient in order to answer all the requirements listed in DRD 1107SA-002 completely and adequately.  We respectfully request for the Government to increase the page limit for the Safety, Health and Environmental (SHE) Plan.
Answer: A revised SH&E Plan DRD has been added to the DPD.  The new requirements have a 15 page limit.
23. Question/Comment:  (SECTION J-2, PAGES 17, 22, & 30) - Regarding DRD Initial Submission Dates – It is our observation that the “Initial Submission” dates for DRD 1107MA-008, DRD 1107SA-003, and DRD 1107MA-004 are fixed around contract award instead of contract start or Authorization to Proceed (ATP).  Some of these DRD’s are for reporting of activities that would not occur until after Contract Start. Please clarify if any of these DRD’s initial submission dates should instead be “Contract Start” or “Authorization to Proceed.”

Answer: The DRD will be modified to change dates in DRD 1107MA-008, DRD 1107SA-003, and DRD 1107MA-004 to read “Authority to Proceed” in lieu of the contract award date.  
24. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, Par L.13 & L.17 – pages 7 & 20) -Regarding Job Description/Qualifications Form (JD/Q) – Section L.13 (page L-7) states that Job Description/Qualifications are not to exceed 15 pages total, where as under paragraph B. Staffing and Total Compensation Plan, subparagraph S3 (pageL-20) states “it is limited to one Form JD/Q…shall not exceed 12 pages total.”  Because the form is limited to two jobs per page and there are 26 NASA/MSFC S&MA Services Contract Labor Categories listed in the draft RFP that we can potentially match to, the 15 page limit is the more realistic page count.  Please confirm that the 15 page limit is correct for the Job Description/Qualifications Forms.

Answer: The 15 page limit for job Description/Qualification Forms is correct.  Paragraph B Staffing and Total Compensation Plan, subparagraph S3 (page L-20) will be revised to replace “12 pages” with “15 pages.”
25. Question/Comment:  (SECTION L-1, page L-1-3) - Regarding Job Description/Qualifications Form (JD/Q) – Page L-1-3 states that “Each Offeror shall also provide a separate matrix that clearly and completely shows a one to one correspondence/mapping between each government labor category/job title defined in Attachment J-6 and the Offeror’s corresponding labor category/job title proposed for this solicitation.”  Please confirm that the above mentioned matrix is included in the 15 page count for Form JD/Q.

Answer: The one-to-one correspondence/mapping matrix does not count as part of the 15 page limit for Job Description/Qualifications Form.  The Offeror’s matrix shall be no more than 2 pages (as defined in Section L).
26. Question/Comment: (SECTION M, Par M.5, page 4) - Regarding Evaluation Factors – Section M.5 (page M-4) states that Subfactor A – Management and Technical Approach has been assigned a numerical weight of 600 points in award evaluation. 
a) How many points is each of the elements (MTA1 through MTA14) of Subfactor A worth? 

b) How many points is each of the five Sample Task Requests within Task Order Planning and Technical Content (MTA13) worth?

Answer: 
a) The elements within a subfactor are not individually allocated any specific number of points or relative weighting. 
b) The “Sample Tasks” are not allocated any specific number of points.
27. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, SUBFACTOR MTA 13, PAGE 18) - Will the government assign an equal weighting to MTA 13 (Task Orders) when evaluating the MTAs. Or will MTA 13 receive a higher weighting due to the number of TO Scenarios associated with it.
Answer: 
a) The elements within a subfactor are not individually allocated any specific number of points or relative weighting.

b) The “Sample Tasks” are not allocated any specific number of points.

28. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, par L.13, page 7) - Regarding Sample Task Response Forms – Section L.13 states “Sample Task Responses (Form D) not to exceed 30 pages total (total is for all 5 Sample Tasks together, excluding Form B and Form B-5).”  Are Form B and Form B-5 considered within the 30 pages of the Mission Suitability Factor Volume, or are they part of the 30 page exclusion for Sample Task Responses or are they not within any page limit restriction?

Answer: The “Form B” and “Form B-5” are not counted against either the 35 page Mission Suitability limit or the 30 page Sample Task limit.
29. Question/Comment:  Regarding Safety, Health and Environmental Plan  - It is our observation that the Safety, Health and Environmental Plan has been listed as a submission in both Volume I Mission Suitability Factor per pages L-7 and L-18 as well as in Volume IV- Completed RFP & Signed SF33 per page L-28.  Please confirm if the Safety, Health and Environmental Plan is assigned to be submitted in both Volumes I and IV or if it should only be submitted in either Volume I or Volume IV?

Answer: The Safety, Health, and Environmental Plan shall be submitted in Volume I and as an attachment (J-13) to the model contract in Volume IV.
30. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, page 17) - Regarding Automated Task Management System  - It our observation that  the MTA 7 (page L-17) instructions to discuss an Automated Task Management System refer to clauses H.4, Task Ordering Procedure, and H.5, Supplemental Task Ordering Procedure. The clauses themselves are titled H.4 “Supplemental Task Ordering Procedures” (page H-4) “Task Order Cost Increase Notification Requirements” (page H-5). These titles appear to be in conflict with the actual titles of the referenced clauses on page L-17. Similar discrepancies were noted in MTA6 as well.  Could the government please provide clarification?

Answer: The Section L, MTA 6 and MTA 7 have been revised to correctly refer to clauses H.4, “Task Ordering Procedure” and H.5, “Supplemental Task Ordering Procedures”.
31. Question/Comment: (GENERAL) - Regarding Draft Solicitation Posting - It is our observation that on April 18, 2006 the Draft Document for Solicitation Number NNM06AA82C was released and posted on the NASA Acquisition Internet Service (NAIS) website.  On April 21, 2006 the same Draft Document was removed from the website and an Amendment 1 was posted with a revised Transmittal letter.  The full Draft Document was then reposted on Saturday, April 22, 2006.  Could the Government please confirm if any changes were made to the Draft Document between its post date of April 18, 2006 and April 22, 2006, excluding the Transmittal Letter of Amendment 1?
Answer: The only change from 18 April 2006 through 22 April 2006 to the draft RFP was made to the transmittal letter.  Please note that the electronic mailing address of the SEB recorder was corrected as the point of contact for Industry Day.
32. Question/Comment: (SECTION L, page 30) -  The OCI clause L.20 totally restricts the prime contractor and all related entities will significantly restrict small business prime contractors from getting access to “highly focused and limited availability personnel” as identified in the draft RFP release letter.  A revision to this clause is recommended to allow subcontractors and/or specialty vendors the option of developing an OCI mitigation plan that addresses specific tasks on a case by case basis should be added to the L.20 section. This change will allow small business primes to properly and quickly respond to the S&MA directorates need for special skills noted in the letter and support new program staffing requirements in the Exploration program.
Answer:  The final RFP will contain changes to the Organizational Conflicts of Interest clause/ provisions, the Limitation of Future Contracting clause/provisions, and the Certifications Regarding Organizational Conflicts of Interest clause.  Although no mitigation is allowed for prime contractors and their related entities that have organizational conflicts of interest, limited mitigation will be allowed for subcontracting on specific tasks where “subject matter experts” are required.  The changes will require Organizational Conflict of Interest (OCI) avoidance plans for the use of subject matter experts as a condition of award and during contract performance.  These changes expand an Offeror’s subcontracting abilities and do not limit subcontracting opportunities where no OCI exists and the potential subcontractors conform to the requirements of the Organizational Conflicts of Interest, Limitation of Future Contracting, and Certification Regarding Organizational Conflicts of Interests clauses.
