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GROUP IIIB
Changes from previous posting:

· Question 202 edited to add additional guidance.

SOW, Section 7 states the contractor shall install, sustain, and maintain available radar instrumentation and provide trained and certified radar operations staff.  Fixed and Mobile radar systems include Precision Tracking Radars, Air and Surface Surveillance Radars, Specialized Science and Weather Radars and Radar Transponder Flight Systems.  Does this imply that the contractor will provide testing and calibration of the radar transponders as described in paragraph 9.1 of the previous draft SOW?

Response:

Previously released versions of documents are no longer valid.  The current SOW requirement for radar services are in Section 7 and include supporting Radar Transponder Flight Systems testing and calibration.  These services, when required, will be defined in IDIQ Task Orders.
SOW, Section 11 Meteorological Services indicates the contractor shall ensure personnel responsible for making upper air and surface observations possess National Weather Service Certifications.  Who provides that certification?

Response:

This Section in the SOW has been clarified.  The NWS titles this as a “Certification of Observers”.  General information concerning this certificate can be found in numerous locations on the Web.  The certification shall be completed prior to the end of the contract Phase In period and this will be noted as such in SOW Section 11.0.  The contractor is responsible for obtaining required personnel certifications from the appropriate certifying organizations.
Does NASA have a current and funded instrumentation upgrade or modernization plan for the range?  If so, request it be posted to the website for bidders to review?
Response:

NASA does not have a current and funded instrumentation upgrade or modernization plan for the range.
Is the Fixed 9 meter TM antenna still used?  If so, how many hours per year has it been used the last two years?  How many hours were required to perform maintenance on that antenna the last two years?

Response:
Yes, the fixed 9 meter TM antenna is still used.  The system was used for launch operations approximately 40 hours each year for the last two years.  This time does NOT include hours of operation devoted to corrective, preventive and sustaining maintenance engineering efforts.
Who is responsible for maintaining vehicles assigned to the contractor from the NASA pool?

Response:
The Government is responsible for maintaining all Government vehicles assigned or provided to the contractor.
Reference Representative Task Order #1 entitled Wallops Range Operations.  The extensive requirements for responding to the RTO #1, and the corresponding low level of relevant performance data and specifications for performance not only give the incumbent(s) a clear advantage to responding to the RTO but are a real disadvantage for every other bidder.  Normally, in the competitive bidding process, Representative Task Orders are in fact just that, representative of the kind of work to be performed and are geared to establish the individual bidders’ capabilities to perform the kinds of work required under the requirement.

Lack of information regarding specific scheduling requirements, tools, procedures, and a detailed due diligence process leaves all other Offerors at a distinct disadvantage.  These items are essential to a contractors understanding of the dynamics of the work efforts and therefore the RTO response accuracy and realism.  Without these data only the incumbent(s) has any real understanding of actual work requirements and accurate staffing.

Will NASA please provide these data and will NASA place in the Bidder’s Library the actual WDs and the incumbent submitted response as NASA GSFC has done on other procurements of this nature?
Response: 

The Wage Determination was uploaded September 10, 2008 to the NAIS website.  A significant number of additional mission requirements documents have been placed in the bidder’s library.  The documents included in the bidder’s library thoroughly outline the dynamics of the work efforts anticipated and define expected performance data and specifications for performance for all missions noted in the RTO’s.  Although the information provided is historical, it is a detailed representation of anticipated future requirements.
Reference Representative Task Order #1 entitled Wallops Range Operations.  The RTO references 8 mission sets for the Offerors to address within their Technical Implementation Plan.  However, in researching the Bidder’s Library, while many documents related to the missions are provided, there is additional material referenced in those documents that have not been provided.  Without having access to these materials it is impossible for Offerors to fully understand the requirements of the RTO and thus provide a complete and compliant TIP.  The following provides, by mission, a list of material identified as missing from the Library at present time: 

STS Data Flow

Applicable Mission Operations Directive (MOD) associated with the particular mission. 
501-601/Space Shuttle - Network Operations Support Plan for the Space Shuttle Program 

Wallops Acquisition Data Archive and Transfer User Guide (NENS-GN-UG-0282) 

Alesis ADAT HD24 Recorder Reference Manual (ME-24619) 

Aerosonde UAV Flights on Wallops Island

No references sited, not very detailed Project Plan.

Shuttle Launch Supports

Site specific Radar Operator Handbook, BAE Technical Systems 

NENS Radar Project Support Plan

NENS Radar Digital Data Record Code Sheet (NENS-GN-FORM-0102) 

Minotaur Launches from Wallops

Contingency Plan

Mission Closeout Plan 

Mission Debrief

Lessons Learned Debrief 

Corrective Action Reporting

Project CONOPS documentation

Ground, Flight Safety Plan

NFIRE Project Plan

Failure Investigation Plan 

NFIRE Project Safety Analysis Report 

NFIRE Project Requirements
NFIRE Project Schedule

NFIRE Security Plan (development) 

NFIRE Project Operations Safety Directive
NFIRE Project Work Breakdown Structure
NFIRE Project Logistics Support Plan 

NFIRE Project Instrumentation Support Plan 

NFIRE Project Emergency Response Plan 

NFIRE Project RCC Fire Evacuations Plan 

NFIRE Project Public Relations Plan
Sounding Rocket Launch at Wallops

Contingency Plan

Range Safety Plans

Ground Safety Plans (GSP)

Flight Safety Plans (FSP)

Instrumentation Support Plan (ISP)

Countdowns

Requirements Definition Meeting (RDM) Documentation

Design Review Packages (DR)

Mission Readiness Review Packages (MRR)

Public Affairs Plan

Monthly Status Reports

Risk list and mitigation plans

Risk Analysis Reports.

Record of Environmental Consideration

Documentation that all reviews and associated actions satisfactorily closed

Principal Investigator’s Data Package - a representative example

Requirements Definition Meeting Data Package - a representative example

Mission Telemetry Requirements - a representative example

Flight Requirements Documents - a representative example

Instrumentation Support Plan - a representative example

Mission de-brief - a representative example

NASA/WFF Range Safety Operations Process 803-PG-8715.1.1 
NASA/WFF Ground Safety Process 800-PG-8715.1.13B 

NASA/WFF Flight Safety Process 803-PG-8715.1.12A 

Eastern Range Atlas V Launch Support

No issues with data provided in the Library.
Navy Target Operations

Communication Plan

Control Plan 

Risk Management Plan 

Technology Strategy or Insertion Plan

Safety and Mission Success Plan

Environmental Management Plan
Systems Engineering Plan

Configuration Management Plan

Alaska Sounding Rocket Campaign

See list for the Wallops Sounding Rocket Mission.
Response:
A significant number of additional mission requirements documents have been placed in the bidder’s library.  The documents included in the bidder’s library thoroughly outline the requirements and performance specifications for all missions noted in the RTO’s.  Although the information provided is historical, it is a detailed representation of anticipated future requirements.
Reference page 101, RFP Section L.11 (5) which states that the format of Mission Suitability volume should “parallel the evaluation factors in Section M.4.” It further states that the SOW and RTOs be referenced in the response. Yet, Section L.13 provides specific Mission Suitability content guidance that is not mirrored in Section L.11. Are we to ignore your proposal preparation instructions of Section L.13 in preparing our proposal? Specific examples of inconsistency include:

Section M, Subfactor A-Technical (pages 133-135) requests information actually called for in Section L, Subfactor B- Management. Specifically, Section M, Subfactor A- Technical (Pages 133-135) requests information on staffing, government interfaces, maintaining and sustaining support, innovation, managing technical operations and engineering requirements, quality, and integrating new IDIQ Task Orders, all of which are explicitly requested under Section L, Subfactor B-Management.  In short, to follow the format guidance of RFP Section M, as requested, contradicts the format guidance of  RFP Section L, as requested.

Response:

No.  The Offeror should not ignore proposal preparation instructions found in Section L.13.   L.11 (a) (5) will be changed to define a specific requirement for a Compliance Matrix.  The Compliance Matrix will be excluded from page count limitations and noted in L.11 (b) (1).  RFP Sections L and M have been significantly clarified to ensure elements requested in Section L, Subfactor A have corresponding evaluation criteria clearly defined in Section M, Subfactor A and so on.
Reference page 107, RFP Section L.13 and page 134, RFP Section M.4 which state that the RTOs should address “appropriate SOW elements” (page 107) and “those SOW requirements needing to be met” (page 134), respectively. Yet, RFP Section L.11 (page 101 (5)) suggests all the SOW elements be addressed. Furthermore, RTO #1 identifies on the first page all of the SOW elements, and on the second page states “The TIP shall address each service element in the SOW...” In addition, RTO #2 states on the bottom of the second page that “The TIP shall address each service element in the SOW …...”  Given the fact that the SOW alone is 50 pages long and that there are eight mission sets, each of which theoretically requires all SOW elements, we request specific guidance on the precise extent to which the SOW is to be actually addressed in the 125 page-limited Mission Suitability Volume.  We are concerned that Sections L and M require discussions of over 40 other separate and complex subjects, beyond the technical content of RTO/SOW, in such areas as Technical, Management, Safety & Health, and Small Business Utilization.  A thorough response to the 50 page SOW alone could easily consume the 125 pages allowed.  In short, we believe the page allocation is insufficient to the breadth and depth of proposal requirements imposed.  We recommend significantly increasing the page limit or streamlining those requirements.
Response:

We have considered this recommendation and the Government has determined the page count is adequate.
Reference page 107, Section L.13 (3) Mission Suitability Proposal Instructions – Given the requirement to address the complex needs of the Range Operations contract, the Statement of Work, and the Representative Task Orders, we encourage the Government to consider breaking the proposal instruction provided in Section L.13 into distinct components for clarity of Offeror’s proposal as well as ease of evaluation for the Government.  For example: The Government could ask Offerors to detail or summarize their understanding of the technical requirements of the contract (e.g., the Statement of Work) or to provide a concept of operation ensuring all aspects of the SOW is covered.  Additionally, the Government could request TIPS for each respective RTO in a pre-specified format containing specific response elements similar to a Work Plan Template.  This approach would allow Offerors to demonstrate to the Government their understanding of the technical requirements by providing narrative that summarizes the interactions and inter-relationship of all SOW functional areas.  Secondly, this approach would allow the Offerors to present their technical approach to performing the work detailed in the RTO while expanding on the relevant SOW WBS that is applicable to each RTO.  More importantly, this approach would facilitate the Government evaluation and comparison of RTO responses as one “standard” format is used from all Offerors to present technical approaches and methods.  As the RFP now stands, the requirements of Section L, M, SOW, and RTO are inconsistent and present the opportunity for responses that are equally inconsistent in format, thereby creating a challenge for consistent evaluations.
Response:

The proposal format defined in the RFP will not be changed.  RFP Section L.11 (a) (5) has been changed to define a specific requirement for a Compliance Matrix to assist in defining the Offeror’s understanding of inter-relationships among Section L, M, SOW, and RTO functional areas.  The Compliance Matrix will be excluded from page count limitations and noted in L.11 (b) (1).  In addition, RFP Sections L and M have been significantly clarified to ensure elements requested in Section L, Subfactor A have corresponding evaluation criteria clearly defined in Section M, Subfactor A and so on.
Reference page 102 of the DRFP which lists “Deviations and Exceptions” as item (d) under the Cost Volume.  Yet DRFP page 118 lists “Deviations and Exceptions” outside Cost Volume instructions in L.14.  Please clarify.
Response:
There is a “Deviations and Exceptions” paragraph in each volume.  All “Deviations and Exceptions” are excluded from page count however they should be identified and addressed in the Offeror’s appropriate proposal volume as defined in Section L.12 paragraph (b).
Reference Page 135; Section M.1 Mission Suitability Subfactors and Description of Each Subfactor; Subfactor A: Technical Approach & Understanding the Requirement; 3rd to last paragraph of section:  “The Offeror’s definition of “safety critical” systems will be evaluated for reasonableness, understanding, as will the approach to configuration control, and documenting records and procedures for these systems.  The Offeror’s configuration control approach will be evaluated for effectiveness and ability to provide assurances for operations readiness.”  It is our opinion that the Government already has a list of Wallops specific defined “safety critical” systems.   “Safety critical” systems are range specific so what an Offeror may define as “critical” based on other range experience may not fit the Wallops definition of “critical”, thus placing the incumbent(s) in the best position to gain maximum points on this criterion.  We recommend that the Government provide their list of “safety critical” systems and evaluate each Offeror on “their approach to configuration control, and documenting records and procedures for these systems.  The Offeror’s configuration control approach will be evaluated for effectiveness and ability to provide assurances for operations readiness.”
Response:

NPR 8753.3 has been changed to NPR 8715.5.  However, this NPR is restricted and is not viewable outside the NASA domain.  Additionally, this was not critical element for proposal evaluation.  Therefore, the Government will remove this reference from the SOW and modify the RFP to ensure evaluation of the Offeror’s ability in identifying NASA Safety Critical Systems is removed from the proposal evaluation criteria, RFP Sections L and M.
Reference Page 135; Section M; 1.  Mission Suitability Subfactors and Description of Each Subfactor; Subfactor A: Technical Approach & Understanding the Requirement; last paragraph of section:   “The Government will evaluate the Offeror’s list of maintenance agreements proposed to ensure systems availability, safety criticality, and performance requirements are understood.”  Given that the existing equipment and systems are already being maintained by the incumbent contractor(s), we assume that there is a current list of maintenance agreements in place that support the current range operations.  As has been our experience at other NASA centers, maintenance agreements are generally treated like GFE and new contracts are entered into between the winning contractor and the maintenance vendor(s) during the transition process. As such, the evaluation of the maintenance approach should not become a differentiator between Offerors unless new equipment that is not part of the current inventory is being proposed for the contract.  As the incumbent contractor(s) have the best insight to the existing maintenance agreements, we recommend that the Government remove the maintenance agreements from the evaluation.  If the Government still believes the evaluation of maintenance agreements is critical to the performance off the contract, we believe it is in the best interest of the Government to provide the list of maintenance agreements to all Offerors and evaluate the Offerors proposal related to enhanced maintenance offerings as it relates to future operations and maintenance of the Wallops Range.  In addition, as Wallops likely has an approved budget for maintenance costs, we request that the Government provide the maintenance budget line items for each system on the range allowing Offerors to analyze and compare the current maintenance agreement costs with the NASA WFF budget maintenance budget and thus make an informed decision on providing a maintenance agreement list in the proposal.
Response:

The Government concurs.  The RFP has been changed to remove the requirement for the Offeror to propose a list of maintenance agreements and has subsequently removed the evaluation criteria evaluating the Offeror’s list of maintenance agreements.
Reference Page 136; Section M; 1.  Mission Suitability Subfactors and Description of Each Subfactor; Subfactor B: Management Plan; 16th paragraph of section: “The Offeror’s Staffing Plan …….  Of particular interest is documented commitment from non-company personnel and if the commitment is tentative, the Government will evaluate the terms of the commitment, the personnel qualifications, and the documented commitment reasonableness and risk.”  Please clarify the term “non-company personnel”.  Is the Government referring to personnel who are not currently employees of the bidding entity and their subcontractor partners (e.g., contingent hires)?  Given that the history at NASA for contractor turnover is very high capture rate of the incumbent staff to the new contractor, is our assumption correct that this requirement applies to resumes of key personnel proposed and does not apply to non-key personnel that will be hired on as part of the transition process?
Response:

Yes, non-company personnel is referring to personnel who are not currently employees of the bidding entity and/or their subcontractor partners (e.g., contingent hires).  This commitment information is specifically focused on the personnel proposed to fill the Key Positions defined in H.20.  RFP Sections L and M have been clarified such that this requirement applies to resumes of only Key Personnel proposed.
Reference bottom of 3rd page continuing to top of 4th page; RTO #1; Mission Sets; Section related to “Existing at WFF”.  “In addition, for the Minotaur launches, services are required at two down range sites to provide uninterrupted radar and telemetry coverage through satellite orbital insertion.  The down range sites are at Coquina (COQ), North Carolina and Antigua (ANT).  COQ has been used previously for this purpose and in addition to radar and telemetry services, requires power and command services using WRR mobile systems.  ANT requires telemetry and radar services that will be provided by the US Air Force under a separate agreement between NASA and the US Air Force.”  We have looked in the Wallops Range Operations library and can not find the referenced “ …separate agreement between NASA and the US Air Force.”  Please provide a copy of this agreement so the Offerors can understand what is and is not provided under the agreement.
Response:   
NASA is responsible for the services required from ANT therefore contractor knowledge of the agreement between NASA and the US Air Force is not required.  The RTO’s have been clarified to make it clear that the contractor is not required to provide ANT services.
Reference the Statement of Work for the NASA’s Wallops Flight Facility Range Operations Contract.  A commercialization clause that was included in the previous Wallops Draft SOW has now been deleted in this version of Draft RFP.  What role does the Government foresee for the Range Operations Contractor to undertake in assisting WFF in leveling work loads and increasing long-term growth of WFF?
Response:  

Since this clause was deleted, the contractor has no required role with respect to commercialization.
Reference Page 47, Statement of Work for the NASA’s Wallops Flight Facility Range Operations Contract. “In addition, the contractor shall provide air traffic management subject matter expert services for all mission planning needs that support WRR operations.”  Please clarify as to whether this requirement is above and beyond the daily staffing of the Control Tower at Wallops.
Response:  

The Government does not anticipate this requiring additional staffing.
L.13, Subfactor B, pg 109 – It is unclear what elements should be included in the Program Management Plan (PMP) and what should be included in the body of our proposal in response to Subfactor B.  We recognize that the PMP is a deliverable document that will be included in the contract and is identified as Supporting Documentation to the Mission Suitability Volume in the Table on pg 102.  Would the Government please clarify what elements of our Program Management approaches are to be included in the PMP?
Response:

The requirements for responding to Subfactor B are defined in L.13.  The RFP Sections L and M have been modified for additional clarity and consistency to clearly identify what information is required in Subfactor B versus the Program Management Plan (PMP).
L.14.2 (f), pg 122 – The Government has requested Basis of Estimates for WBS elements at Level 2.  To accurately predict the levels and types of skills required to perform these WBS tasks it is necessary that the Government provide Work Load Indicators for the WBS elements that reflect both the type and quantity of work to be accomplished.  Will the Government provide this information in the RFP and, if not, on what basis should work load be estimated for each WBS?
Response:

Information in the bidder’s library, including the Research Range Services Business Plan and other documents, provides historically required FTE’s for range services and other information to assist Offeror’s with Work Load Indicators.  
SOW, 2.0 , p.3 – The second paragraph excludes the contractor from being responsible for “…the buildings that house the majority of the range instrumentation systems…”.  Does this exclusion cover utility and support systems for the buildings such as electrical power, heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems, plumbing systems, fire alarm and security systems?
Response:
Yes, this exclusion does cover utility and support systems for the buildings such as electrical power, heating, ventilation and air conditioning systems, plumbing systems, fire alarm and security systems.
SOW, 3.2.2, p.10 – Is it the Government’s intent to include tasking for ensuring data system performance and reliability for hardware and firmware, in addition to the software?
Response:

No.  A specific task will not be issued to ensure data system performance and reliability.  The performance metrics defined in SOW Section 3.2 scope the requirement.
SOW, 3.2.2, p.11 – The eighth paragraph includes tasking for “A minimum of 29 tests…” to be run “…initially…”  Are these tests part of the evaluation of newly developed or upgraded systems, or are these test runs to be accomplished for existing systems during the Phase-In to establish current performance and reliability?  Please clarify.
Response:

SOW Section 3.2.2 has been modified to clarify this requirement.  The contractor is not required to accomplish these tests for existing systems during the Phase-In to establish current performance and reliability.  These tests are intended for evaluation of newly developed or upgraded systems or to demonstrate the performance of existing systems.
SOW, 5.1, p.24 – Will the Government provide the list of critical systems that make-up the WRR instrumentation suite?
Response:

The statement in Section 5.1 referencing “critical systems” has been removed for SOW clarity.
SOW, 9.2, p.38 – The third paragraph appears to be a system performance requirement rather than tasking to the contractor.  Please clarify.
Response:

Specific tasks will provide additional requirement detail within the scope of the SOW.
SOW, 9.3, p.38 – The third and fourth paragraphs appear to be a system performance requirement rather than tasking to the contractor.  Please clarify.
Response:

Refer to Question 191.
SOW, 10.4, p.41 – The third paragraph appears to be a system performance requirement rather than tasking to the contractor.  Please clarify.
Response:

Refer to Question 191.

SOW, 12, p.46 – Will the Government provide the demarcation between commercial power systems and those power distribution systems in which the contractor will be responsible for?

Response:

No.  The contractor is not required to provide commercial power services.  The Government will be providing commercial services to a demarcation point that enables interface of contractor operated and maintained range power systems.  SOW Section 12 has been modified to clarify this requirement.
SOW, 14, p.48 – Is the tasking for WAN ICD development to be included in the proposed Task Implementation Plan and Cost Estimates for Representative Task Order #1?
Response:

Yes.  The Offeror’s are required to address all support requirements that are defined in the SOW and RTO #1 and #2 and RTO reference documents.
RTO #1 – The Government has provided Project Plans and Mission Operations Directives for all Missions other than the STS Flight Readiness Data Flows, Shuttle Launch Support, and the Eastern Range Atlas V Launch Support.   Would you please provide the Project Plans and MODs for these Missions or provide additional information concerning the instrumentation/support requirements?
Response:

The Shuttle Requirements Document and the Operations Document for Eastern Range Atlas V Support were uploaded to the bidder’s library that provides the additional information for the missions concerning instrumentation/support requirements.
The Government has provided Mission Operations Directives for all Missions other than the March Sounding Rocket Launch, the Alaska Sounding Rocket Campaign, and the Minotaur Launch.  Would you please provide the MODs for these Missions?
Response:

The Mission Operations Directives (MODs) for the March Sounding Rocket Launch and Minotaur Launch were uploaded to the bidder’s library on September 19, 2008.  The Alaska Sounding Rocket Campaign does not have an MOD and therefore, six vehicle specific mission requirements documents were uploaded that provides the equivalent information.
RTO #1 and RTO #2 – Both RTOs specify certain elements that must be included in the TIP.  For example, in RTO #1, instructions include… “The TIP shall include details of mission support implementation approaches…”  Sections L and M also include requirements for the TIP.  To avoid confusion between these requirements, we suggest that the RTO include only a description of the work to be performed and that all requirements for the Offeror’s response be included in Sections L and M.  
Response:

The Government will ensure that there is consistency between RTO and Section L for TIP requirements.  Since we will be ensuring this consistency, we will not be limiting the RTO’s to simply a description of the work to be performed.
SOW 3.1, pg 6 – This section indicates that the RSM will be described further in SOW 3.4, however, no other information is provided in this section.  Would the Government please provide further information on the RSM roles and responsibilities?
Response:

The SOW will be updated to reference SOW Section 4.1 instead of 3.4.

SOW 3.4, pg 14 – The Government requires compliance with HSPD-12 in this SOW, however, HSPD-12 relates to personnel certifications.  We do not understand how this Directive is relevant to IT Systems Management.  Would the Government please clarify this requirement?
Response:   

We have modified the SOW to clarify that the directive guiding IT systems security management is the Federal Information Security Management Act (FISMA), and not HSPD-12.  In SOW Section 3.4, the Government requires the contractor to update existing and develop new Security Plans, and evaluate information risk and supporting external audits during the contract.  The existing plans and any newly developed plans will meet the FISMA policies.
Has NASA developed an implementing directive or process for HSPD-12 and, if so, would the Government please provide a reference or source for acquiring this documentation?
Response:  

We have modified the SOW to clarify that the directive guiding IT systems security management is the Federal Information Security Management Act (FISMA), and not HSPD-12.
SOW 5.1, pg 25 – The Government has indicated that Instrumentation Radar Support Program (IRSP) is required to be used for radars but other sources will be considered for maintenance of systems other than the radar.  A review of the IRSP documentation provided at https://irsp.com has resulted in two questions.  The IRSP information indicates that the IRSP currently provides maintenance on TM Pedestals as well as numerous radars.  Would the Government please confirm that using other sources for TM pedestal maintenance is acceptable?
Response:

It is completely acceptable that Offeror’s propose use of the Instrumentation Radar Support Program (IRSP) or other sources/approaches for TM pedestal maintenance.  For the purpose of the RTO’s, Instrumentation Radar Support Program (IRSP) Depot Level Maintenance costs for radar systems shall not be proposed by the Offeror.  If IRSP is chosen by the Offeror for Depot Level Maintenance of non-radar systems, these costs shall be identified by the Offeror in their ODC costs (Exhibit 12 in the Final RFP).
The designations of the systems for which the IRSP is responsible does not match the system designations provided in the Range User’s Handbook, Tables 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7 and 3-8.  Would the Government please clarify which of these systems are currently supported through the IRSP?
Response:

All precision tracking radars, both fixed and mobile, that are identified in the Range User’s Handbook are supported by IRSP for Depot Level Maintenance requirements.
During the tour (Industry Day) of the Photo and Video Studios, it appears that chemical processing is no longer used.  Is this the case?

Response:

Chemical processing is no longer performed on site.

What is the volume or number of photo images that must be converted from chemical still or video to digital media?

Response:

This number is not available as no database currently exists, thus the requirement in the SOW.  It is estimated that the number of negatives is approximately 50,000 based on the number of missions supported at Wallops since the 1940’s.

Is there an existing Range Modernization Plan?  If so, is it available for review? Who sets the priorities for this plan?  How is the Plan funded?

Responses:

See Response to Question #170.  NASA does not have a current or funded Range Modernization Plan.
How many service maintenance contracts exist?  What is the annual cost of these contracts?  When do they expire?

Response:

The Government does not know the number, specific cost, or expiration information of service maintenance contracts as these are contracts between the current contractor and the maintenance vendor, other than the Instrumentation Radar Support Program agreement which is defined in the SOW.  Service maintenance contracts are determined by the overall maintenance approach of the contractor.
How are mobile/fixed crews assembled?  How are operators/maintainers deemed certified to operate/maintain instrumentation systems?  What type QA/QC system is in place?

Responses:

Assembling mobile/fixed crews, certifying operators/maintainers to operate/maintain instrumentation systems, and implementing and managing a QA/QC system is the responsibility of the contractor.
Is the repair/maintenance history available for each instrumentation site and mobile asset?  What is the breakdown between repairs performed in house and by vendors?

Response:

Information that is available for corrective maintenance actions for all range systems is that during the period from September 1, 2007 to September 1, 2008, there were 455 corrective maintenance work orders issued.  The breakdown between repairs performed in house and by vendors is the responsibility of the contractor and decided based on their overall maintenance approach.  
Test Equipment/TMDE calibration – How much TMDE exists to support electronics and optics maintenance and repair?  Who calibrates/repairs this equipment?

Response:

The term TMDE is not utilized in this Draft RFP.  The Government is assuming TMDE is referring to Test, Measurement, and Diagnostic Equipment.  SOW Section 15.5 is being changed to define calibration services as a Government Provided Service.  Please read the latest version of the SOW for this new language.
Are the locations at Bermuda and Antigua NASA owned/procured/arranged or does the contractor have to make arrangements for the deployment site?

Response:  

The Bermuda site is not NASA owned.  It is owned by the Bermuda government.  The Antigua site is a United States Air Force owned site.  Deployments to Bermuda, if required, are performed by the contractor and coordinated by the contractor and the Government.  If deployment to Antigua is required, the same would be true.

What are the “points of demarcation” between the ROC contractor, the WIIMS contractor, NASA and any other intermediaries for overseas shipping of mobile systems?  i.e. where do the ROC contractor’s responsibilities for the equipment stop and start on the shipping and receiving ends, respectively?

Response:

This requirement is defined in the SOW Section 15.

Building N-162 – What software application is currently used to manage logistics (storage and administration)?

Response:

Maximo® V5.2 is currently used to manage logistics.
Are there any future plans for expansion of the existing camera system?  What are those plans?

Response:
There are no current plans for future expansion of the existing camera system.  All requirements for photo and video services are defined in the SOW and RTO’s.
Ref B.8 52.216-18 Ordering – Clause B.8 (c) specifies Orders may be issued orally, by facsimile, or by electronic commerce.  B.7 SUPPLEMENTAL TASK ORDERING PROCEDURES (d) specifies that Task Orders will be issued using a Web based Task Order Management System called the Wallops Institutional Information Management System (WIIMS).  Should Clause B.8 (c) be modified to be consistent with B.7 (d) by eliminating the oral and facsimile method of issuing Orders? 
Response:
Clause B.7 includes the primary method of issuing Task Orders.  Clause B.8 defines additional flexibility for emergency situations.  Any Task Orders issued using oral or facsimile methods will be followed up with a WIIMS issuance as soon as WIIMS is made available.
Ref H.15 1852.216-80 Task Ordering Procedure – How does the Government plan to populate the missing information in para (e) to this clause? 
Response:
RFP Section H.15 1852.216-80 Task Ordering Procedure paragraph (e) will define the number of days as seven (7).

 

Ref  L.13 3. Subfactor B: Management Plan –The following is contained in Subfactor B--“The Offeror shall define the procedures for determining applicability of subcontracting, if any, and for managing subcontracts.  For major subcontractors (defined as exceeding 15% of a proposed Representative Task Order (RTO) cost estimate), identify their interfaces to your organizational structure and provide:  1) a separate organization chart for each….”  Is the Government looking for offerors to provide an organization chart for the contract and each major subcontractor to satisfy this requirement? 
Response:
Providing an organization chart for the contract and each major subcontractor will satisfy the requirement to identify the interfaces between the major subcontractor and your organizational structure.  The contractor is also required to define the procedures for determining applicability of subcontracting, if any, and for managing subcontracts, as stated in the RFP.  Additionally we are clarifying the RFP definition for Major Subcontractors.
Ref #4 Draft RFP Memo – What work if any by the contractor is expected to take place under this contract at facilities other than the NASA Goddard Space Flight Center, Wallops Flight Facility?  Will the contractor be required to perform work at or staff positions at Poker Flats in Alaska or any other locations?
Response:
In accordance with Section F.4, the services to be performed under this contact shall be performed at the following location(s): NASA/Goddard Space Flight Facility/Wallops Flight Facility/Wallops Island, Virginia.  The contractor will be not required to staff any permanent positions at other locations, however it is anticipated that temporary duty location performance will be required at PFRR and other locations as identified in the RFP.
 

Ref SOW para. 3.1.3 Monthly Status Report – Will the Government consider revising the due date for the Monthly Status Report to the 10th of each month to ensure that all incurred costs have been captured for the previous period based on how costs are posted in an offeror’s Government approved accounting system?
Response:
Yes.  The Government will change the requirement in SOW Section 3.1.3 to read:  “The overall program management status shall be provided to the COTR as a Monthly Status Report (MSR), in the format defined by the COTR, by the 10th of each month unless otherwise defined by the COTR.”
 

Ref SOW para. 3.1.3 Monthly Status Report – The SOW indicates that the MSR “will be a monthly presentation of the MSR package to an audience defined by the Government.”   Will these presentations take place only at the Wallops Island facility? 
Response:
These presentations will take place only at the Wallops Flight Facility.
Ref B.3 Limitation of Indirect Costs – “…Contractor shall not charge or be reimbursed by the Government, under this or any other Government contract, for indirect costs in excess of the individual indirect expense dollars derived by the application of the following indirect cost ceiling rates to the appropriate base(s) set forth below.”  The above referenced clause indicates that the indirects proposed for this effort shall not be exceeded on this or any other contract.  Please confirm that (1) the restriction on recovering indirect cost on any other contract is aimed at preventing the successful contractor from recovering indirect costs allocated to the range operations contract that are in excess of its capped indirect rates on any other contract and (2) that the capped indirect rates established for the range operations contract is intended to be contract specific and will not result in a cap being placed on the contractor’s indirect rates for all of its cost reimbursement contracts with the Government.  
 

Response: 
Both (1) and (2) are confirmed as true.
 
Ref G6 1852.216-76 Award Fee for Service Contracts – Will the Government consider evaluating the Contractor’s performance every six months for the duration of the contract as opposed to only the first contract year under the performance assessment plan?
Response:  

See answer to Question #60.
 

Ref SOW - In conversations with the Contracting Officer, Range Director, and other NASA officials associated with this procurement during the period April 2007 to the present, statements/discussions were made pertaining to prospective RFP/SOW requirements such as:

 

· Engineering studies to improve the efficiency of range mission operations 

· Marketing/New Business Plans 

· Forward-, future-looking aspects of range operations and commercial and government technologies that would need or could use the Range for R&D and T&E 

· Increased level of high-end engineering and M&S skills over and above the O&M required for range operations 

· Initiatives to establish closer ties between WFF and DoD MRTFBs
Some of these items were included in prior procurement document releases (i.e., sources sought announcements and earlier draft SOWs).  None now appear in the latest draft RFP.  Why have these requirements not been addressed or removed from this RFP?  Does the Government desire offerors to address as part of the Mission Sustainability portion of the proposal any of these possible program requirements?  If so which task(s) do these requirements fall under?
Response:  

The current RFP represents the Government’s requirements, however it shall be noted that engineering studies, business plans, and engineering services are within the scope of items that can be issued in IDIQ Task Orders under the anticipated contract.

 

Ref. Section M.5 – In section M.5, the Draft RFP references Clause B.4, Limitation of Indirect Costs.  Should section M.5 actually include a reference to Clause B.3 as opposed to Clause B.4 since the later clause addresses Estimated Cost and Award Fee?
Response:  

Yes, we will change the reference to the clause for Limitation of Indirect Costs to Clause B.3.

Award Term Options – Will the Government consider adding an Award Term Option to extend the term of the contract thereby providing the successful offeror with a further performance incentive for providing NASA with outstanding services in connection with the range operations support program?
Response: 

No.  Award term was considered but will not be implemented.
Section I, Clause 52.219-23 – How will the Government go about evaluating a certified SDB’s offer under the price evaluation provisions found in FAR Clause 52.219-23?  Will a 10% downward price adjustment apply only to the SDB’s estimated cost of its effort exclusive of effort to be performed by its major subcontractors or will it be applied to the entire SDBs offer inclusive of major subcontractor effort? 
Response:  

The 10% upward total price adjustment will be applied to all firms other than SDB’s that have not waived the total price adjustment per FAR 52.219-23.
L.11(a)(5) – “The proposal shall reference where in the proposal the technical requirements of the SOW….RTOs, and the evaluation criteria of this RFP are satisfied.”  Is the proposal cross-reference matrix requested in this section excluded from the page count for the Mission Suitability Volume?

Response:

L.11 (a) (5) will be changed to define a specific requirement for a Compliance Matrix.  The Compliance Matrix will be excluded from page count limitations and noted in L.11 (b)(1).
G.10, G.14 – Clauses G.10 and G.14 appear to conflict. G.10, 1852.245-71, indicates that NASA would retain accountability and record keeping responsibility for the equipment listed in J.1 Att D. G.14, indicates that the ROC contractor would become responsible. Please clarify.

Response:

The Government has removed Clause 1852.245-76 which was G.14 in the DRFP to solve the identified conflict.

E.4, SOW 3.0, SOW 5.1, Surveillance Plan Section 4.4.1 – The RFP appears to contain inconsistent requirements for ISO, AS9100, and CMMI compliance.  The SOW requires an ISO-compliant QMS (SOW 3.0) and CMMI-compliant mission software (SOW 5.1), whereas Section E.5 requires compliance to the higher level standard of either CMMI or AS9100.  The draft Surveillance Plan, Table 1 states that the QMS shall comply with ISO and CMMI, whereas Section 4.4.1 states that the QMS shall comply with both CMMI and AS9100.  Please clarify the requirements for compliance with ISO, AS9100, and CMMI.

Response:

The RFP, SOW, and Surveillance Plan have been modified to ensure requirement consistency across these documents for ISO, AS9100, and CMMI compliance.
In some cases, the requirements of the DRFP SOW and RTOs conflict with or are significantly more or less than the requirements in the mission description documents in the bidders’ reference library.  For example, the RTO for Navy Target Operations specifies that two tracking radars with one backup, two telemetry systems and two command systems are required.  However, the MOD for Navy Target Operations in the bidders’ library specifies, in paragraph 2010, Range Support and Instrumentation Summary, that five tracking radars are required, while no telemetry and no command systems are required.   Five tracking radars are required in the MOD because there are two vehicles simultaneously in flight in the MOD.  We presume that the DRFP RTO scenario includes only one flight vehicle at this time.  Is that correct?  Which requirements document(s) takes precedence?  We assume it is the DRFP SOW and RTOs in all cases.

Response:

Offers are reminded that RTOs are fictional requirements documents that may or may not imply reality.  Conflicts have been resolved in the FRFP and all FRFP documents take precedence over DRFP documents.  
Section M.6 currently states: “The Past Performance evaluation assesses the Offeror's performance under previously awarded contracts for similar efforts of at least $5,000,000 in value which the Offerors (including prime and major subcontractors) have had within the last 3 years.”  Since Section L.15 currently references FAR 15.305 (a) (2) (iii) regarding relevant past performance, it is recommended that Section M.6 be modified to include the following:  “In accordance with FAR 15.305 (a) (2) (iii), all contracts submitted with a record of relevant past performance will be evaluated."

Response:

See Question #84.  Sections L and M are being modified for clarity and consistency.
Section L.14 (2)(d) Representative Task Order (RTO) Costs – Referencing, “In addition to the summary cost proposal exhibit for each RTO, Offerors shall provide detailed back-up cost spreadsheets that include the following elements by month.”  Did the Government intend to require additional detailed back-up spreadsheets by month?  If yes, are the monthly back-up spreadsheets required at the RTO level (RTO1, RTO2) or at the RTO/WBS level (RTO1 – WBS 3.0, 3.1, 4.1, etc.).  Are the back-up cost spreadsheets a separate requirement from the exhibits 1, 2 and 2a?  It is unclear at what level the Government requires the monthly back-up spreadsheets.  Please explain this requirement.

Response:
No.  We did not intend to require additional detailed back-up spreadsheets by month.  We have corrected Section L.14 (2) (d), Representative Task Order (RTO) Costs, to require detailed back-up cost spreadsheets broken down by contract year.
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