1.  Cost Format 2 requires that material for GOES T and U be included in the sum for the basic contract.  This appears to be inconsistent with the SOW and WBS which specify the GOES T&U parts and materials are part of the options.
Response:  SOW 6.1.0-2 requires that the Contractor procure, etc., parts and materials for the delivery of two additional spacecraft, i.e., GOES T and GOES U.
The optional spacecraft materials are to be part of the basic contract value.   
2. Page 105:  The example for packaging BOEs should be revised to eliminate “spares” since they have a separate WBS.
Response:   The RFP will be amended to eliminate the reference to spares and to materials and replace with references to the GOES T & U parts/materials.  The example is as follows:

WBS X.1.1 Program Management 

NRE

FM1

FM2

GOES T parts/materials

GOES U parts/materials

Option 1

Option 2

WBS X.1.2  Resources Management

NRE

FM1

FM2

GOES T parts/materials

GOES U parts/materials

Option 1

3. The cover letter requests that the proposal be valid for 180 days but Section L specifies a validity period of 270 days.  Please clarify.
Response:  A minimum of 180 days is requested.  However, 270 days is preferred.
4.  Cost formats 2a-d include a line for Image Navigation and Registration (INR) in the Systems Engineering WBS section.  This WBS element was included in the draft WBS then excluded in the final RFP WBS.  Should the proposal include INR and if so how is it represented in the WBS?
Response:  The WBS is correct as is.  The cost formats 2a-d will be amended to eliminate the row for INR.
5.  Page 103, Format 1, is to be provided “down to CWBS Level 1 (NRE, FM1, FM2, FM3/4 Material/Spares, Option 1, Option 2) for each of the basic contract, Option 1 and Option 2”.  There appears to be an inconsistency between the referencing of Level 1 and the items listed as examples in the parenthesis which are not all Level 1.  Please clarify.
Response:  Section L and cost format 1 will be amended to reflect that cost format 1 is to be provided for “basic, Option 1 (GOES T), Option 2 (GOES U) and the total of all contract efforts.”
6.  CDRLs in the contract schedule and Section L have identifier numbers (e.g., FM-3) that do not exist in the current CDRL document.  Please clarify:

Response:  The contract schedule and Section L will be amended to reflect the following changes:

From:

To:

Financial Mgt Reports



FM-3

RM-4
Satellite Handover Review Data Pkg

PS-08

LO-05

Spacecraft Master Schedule



MS-01

RM-07
Risk Management Plan



RM-01

RK-01

Safety & Health Plan



PM-13

PM-12

7.  Several documents referenced in J.1, List of Attachments, contain TBDs.  Instructions for TBDs  provide “The contractor shall propose a requirement or value and provide a rationale for all TBD requirements”.  Where in the proposal should TBDs and supporting rationale be provided?

Response:  Section J.1 will be amended to change TBD to TBPO (To be proposed by Offeror).  These documents, e.g., small business subcontracting plan, are to be included with the proposal per RFP instructions.  No separate rationale is required.
8.  The RFP mentions that the front piece materials include a glossary, cross reference matrix , exhibits , acronym list and appendix.  With both a glossary and acronym list, what content is expect for the glossary?  What content is expected for the appendix?

Response:  A glossary would be a definition of terms only.  It shall not include technical data for mission suitability evaluation.  If such data is included, it will count against the page limitation for the appropriate subfactor.  The RFP will be amended to delete the reference to the appendix.
9.  Re. the Performance Evaluation Plan (PEP), it is recommended that each interim award fee payment be equal to the amount associated with the interim award fee evaluation score.

Response:  The PEP reflects current regulations in the NASA FAR supplement and will not be changed.
10.  Re. the Performance Evaluation Plan (PEP), Section 1(e) states that “Interim award fee evaluations for NRE and FMs are based on technical, management and cost performance.”  The PEP also indicates that “Each e valuation of on-orbit performance is considered to be a final evaluation.”  See 1(d).  The cited language is not consistent with the language in III-A, which says “Fee associated with NRE will be included in the on-orbit fee for FM1.”

Response:  The fee pool for on-orbit performance of FM1 is established at the final evaluation of FM1, which includes NRE.  The PEP will not be revised.
11.  Clause G.3(c)(2) states that “Interim award fee payments will be made to the Contractor based on each interim evaluation.” Section 1(e) of the PEP indicates that the NRE is subject to interim award fee evaluation.  Attachment III A is inconsistent with the other two references.   

Response:  The fee pool for on-orbit performance of FM1 is established at the final evaluation of FM1, which includes NRE.  The PEP will not be revised.
