1.  Will labor categories/job titles for this solicitation be made available?

Response:  The current CBA will be made available.

2.  Will the number of FTE’s for this solicitation be given?

Response:  No.

3.  Will salary information for incumbent personnel be given?   

Response:  No.

4.  Based on recent history the maximum amount of supplies and services that may be ordered ($17,000,000) appears inadequate for the period of performance. Might this amount change in the Final RFP?   

Response:  Clause B.3 Minimum/Maximum Amount of Supplies or Services applies only to the Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity portion of the contract.

5.  Para 2.1.11 – Food Services Equipment – There is no inventory of equipment. Where is Appendix 36?  

Response:  All appendices containing workload history, historical data, etc., will be released with the final RFP.

6.  Para 1.25.4 – What is IAG?    

Response:  The acronym is actually IAGP and stands for Installation Accountable Government Property.
7.  Are any of the personnel on this contact covered by a Collective Bargaining Agreement? If so will a copy of the Agreement be provided along with Points of Contact within the Bargaining Units?

Response:  The current CBA will be made available.

8.  Page 46 (3) – General Construction --   Will we see Davis Bacon rates in the contract? 

Response:  There will be no Davis Bacon Wage Determination associated with this requirement.

9.  Reference DRFP Clause B.4 Limitation of Indirect Costs and L.3 Type of
Contract. Clause L.3 states that the Government contemplates award of a

?Cost-Plus-Award-Fee Baseline/Cost-Plus-Award-Fee Indefinite Delivery Indefinite

Quantity? contract. Clause B.4; however, limits reimbursement of cost incurred

under the contract by the performing contractor. Clause B.4 is contrary

to a cost reimbursable contract and significantly increases risk to the

performing contractor; whereas Clause L.3 simultaneously prevents the contractor

to off-set this risk via legislated limits to fee amounts under cost reimbursable

contracts.

We recommend that the Government eliminate Clause B.4 from the RFP.

Response:  Clause B.4 Limitation of Indirect Costs has been successfully utilized in previous cost reimbursable contracts.  

10.  Reference DRFP Clause I.5 Statement of Equivalent Rates for Federal Hires

and M.4 Mission Suitability Factor, paragraph 3. Adjustment for Cost Realism.

Our initial assessment of the contemplated work indicates that labor will

more than likely will be the predominate cost element under the contract.

Clause I.5 states that SCA employees hired prior to December 31, 1985 and

retained under this contract shall receive, among other fringe benefits,

7% of basic hourly rate for retirement; however, no data is provided as

to the demographics of the work force involved.

Under or over estimation of the number of personnel subject to the benefits

listed in Clause I.5 may trigger mission suitability point adjustments under

the evaluation simply because a bidder lacks knowledge of the make-up of

the existing workforce, and not a lack of job content knowledge, contractor

capability or suitably proposed approach for performing the work. Our position

is that a bidder?s lack of detailed knowledge of the specific demographics

of an incumbent workforce is not an indication of that contractor?s ability

to perform a contract and; hence, is fundamentally unfair to non-incumbent

bidders. 

We recommend that the Government either a) provide the actual demographics

of the existing workforce or b) the Government provide ?plug?, or representative

demographics to be used by all bidders proposing an incumbent workforce

or c) eliminate clause B.4 ?Limitation of Indirect Costs? applicable to

the fringe portion of the Indirect rates to mitigate against the unknown

impact of this clause.  This will enable the Government to evaluate relevant,

material differences in bidder?s cost approach, eliminate non-material differences

due solely to unfair incumbent knowledge and provide for bidders not proposing

incumbent workforces.

Response:  This clause sets forth those wage rates and fringe benefits that would be paid by the contracting activity to the various classes of service employees expected to be utilized under the contract if 5 U.S.C. 5332 (General Schedule-white collar) and/or 5 U.S.C. 5341 (Wage Board-blue collar) were applicable.


11.  Reference DRFP Clause I.15 NASA 8 Percent Goal. As this procurement is

limited to US SBA certified 8(a) contractors, 100% of the contract will

be performed by small disadvantaged businesses. We have several questions

regarding the inclusion of this clause in the contract.

A)      How, if at all, will a bidder?s approach to this requirement be evaluated?

B)      Is Clause I.15 relevant to 8(a) restricted competitions?

We recommend that the Government eliminate Clause I.15 from the RFP.

Response:  Clause I.15 NASA 8 Percent Goal is an Agency required clause and should have no effect on this contract.


12.  Reference DRFP Clause L.14 Business Proposal Instructions and L.8 (a)

Proposal Page Limitations. The table of proposal page limitations contained

at Clause L.8 (a) lists Volume II as a ?Past Performance Volume?; however,

Clause L.14 indicates a ?Business Proposal? which is inclusive of Past Performance.

Is the Business Proposal instructions page unlimited with the inclusive

Past Performance data limited to 25 pages, or should the table at L.8 (a)

list Volume II as a ?Business Proposal? with a 25 page limit? Please clarify.


Response:  Clause L.8 has been revised.

13.  Reference DRFP Clause L.14 Business Proposal Instructions, paragraph

1. Past Performance. Clause L.14 states bidders will ?Furnish the following

information for ALL relevant contracts or subcontracts in excess of $1,000,000

that the offeror is currently performing or that were completed within the

last 3 years? (capitalization added). Clause L.14 (l.) adds this requirement

for each subcontractor over $300,000, if any.

An experienced team with highly relevant current and past performance could

easily have a large (25+) number of relevant contracts. Given the data requested

in L.14 a. through k. (excluding j., which is not individual contract specific),

we anticipate that each contract description will easily exceed one page

each.

We recommend that the Government either a) eliminate the page count restriction

on past performance so that bidders can respond to the ALL relevant contract

requirement or b) limit the requirement to the 5 most relevant contracts

for the prime offeror and the 5 most relevant contracts for each major subcontractor,

if any.

Response:  Each offeror should utilize best judgment in submitting the most relevant past performance information.

14.  On the topic of a 30 day response time for proposal submittal, we believe

that this is an inadequate amount of time for a non-incumbent, small disadvantaged

business concern to respond to a requirement of this size and complexity.

Our position is that the 30 day response time favors a bidder who is or

has teamed with the incumbent contractor. Proposals submitted for evaluation

by non-incumbent contractors may not reflect the full quality of demonstrated

capability and approach, due solely to time restrictions for work / job

research and proposal preparation. This may eliminate or reduce discriminating

factors that the Government can evaluate as a basis for selection, thereby

reducing the competitive environment for this procurement. 

We recommend that the Government increase the proposal response time to

45 days.  

Response:  Based on the Government's need date for this requirement, the proposal response time will remain at 30 days.

15.  Due to the magnitude of and complexity of the planning and proposal efforts, which will presumably include locating and coordinating with sub-contractors, we are requesting that the time for submittal be extended to 75 days from when the RFP is released.   Additionally the receipt of ‘recommended changes’ to the draft RFP will potentially change the proposed “Facilities Operations and Maintenance Services” Scope of Work as it relates the NASA/Goddard Space Flight Center. 

Response:  Based on the Government's need date for this requirement, the proposal response time will remain at 30 days.

16.  In the Draft RFP Amendment 1, the Government has deleted Exhibit C thru Exhibit K.  These worksheets previously showed solicitation number RFP5-01915-GET.  Of the remaining four worksheets three of the worksheets, (Exhibit A, Exhibit A-2, Exhibit B-3.1) still show solicitation number RFP5-01915-GET and contain ODC plug numbers for Conference Room Upgrades, Conferencing ODC's, Photo Production and Printing.  However, Exhibit 1B shows the proper RFP number but does not contain any ODC plug numbers for documentation costs.

Is it the Government's intention for the contractor to reproduce Exhibit 1B and create a cost summary spreadsheet for each PWS area?

Response:  The offeror proposed based on meeting the Statement of Work requirements.

17.  Does the Government intend to provide the contractor with a material and supplies plug number?  Equipment plug number?  Training plug number?

Response:  Government plug numbers will not be provided.

18.  Exhibit 1A and 1B reflect 29 days for phase-in, however in Section L page 95, Exhibit 5 reflects the total phase-in period to be 30 days.  Is it the Government's intention to have a 30 day phase-in period?

Response:  The phase-in period is 30 days.

19.  Exhibit 8 (Productive Work Year Calculation) contains eight separate worksheets; Composite DL Rates, Summary Bid, Summary-Ceiling, Cost per PWS, Composite Indirect Rates-Bid, Composite Indirect Rates-Ceiling, Prof. Comp, and Prod. WY.  The first seven worksheets all deal with the contractors proposed costs.  The eighth spreadsheet, Prod WY, contains the development of contractor hours.  Is it the Government's intention to complete the first seven worksheets in repetition to the other cost exhibits?

Response:  Exhibit 8 has been modified.

20.  Will the "Other Maintenance Contracts" be directed subcontractors under the Facilities Contract or will they be stand alone contracts?

Response:  "Other Maintenance Contracts" are separate from this requirement.

21.  What vehicles and how many are required by the contractor?

Response: The Contractor is required to provide all vehicles deemed necessary by the Contractor to fulfill the requirements of the contract.

22.  Is there any impact/overlap of maintenance of equipment performed on other contracts with the FOMS contract?

Response: Equipment to be maintained under the FOMS contract by the Contractor is specified under the applicable appendices.

23.  Page 47 – Hazardous Materials Identification – Without any workload data being included, there is no way of offerors knowing what hazardous materials to propose. Could a listing of what is currently being used be included? 

Response: Workload history will be provided.

24.  What modules of MAXIMO are currently in use? 

Response: MAXIMO modules currently used are: Work Orders Module, PM (Preventive Maintenance) Module, Inventory Module, Equipment Module, Purchasing Module, Plans Module, Resources Module, and Business Analysis and Reporting Module.

25.  SOW 2.1.8 – Who is responsible for replacement of the UPS?

 Response: The Contractor. 

The SOW requires the FOMS contractor to deliver a replacement plan, but who then is responsible for UPS replacement? 

Response: The Contractor. 

If the answer is the FOMS contractor, will it be done under an IDIQ CLIN? 

Response: UPS systems listed under Appendix 32 will be replaced as part of the baseline contract. Any UPS systems that may be added to the contract after award will be replaced under the IDIQ part of the contract.

26.  The DRFP does not provide workload data or information on the ages and condition of equipment. Will such information be included in the final RFP or in the library? 

Response: Workload history will be provided.

27.  There is no maximum size or dollar threshold for repairs. Would the contractor be responsible for repairs of any size? 

Response: Yes, the Contractor will be responsible for all repairs.

28.  Para H.8 and SOW I.2, I.24.4, and 2.1.1.e --- all discuss “outages” and they all seem different in terms of response time and the person to respond to – 2 days, 3 days? to CO, COTR, or FOM? Please clarify. 

Response: Outage requests are submitted 3 days in advance to the Building Manager (BM) for approval which is given by the Facilities Operations Manager (FOM).

29.  SOW I.24 – Last sentence under General Description – What does this mean? These types of things can be managed by MAXIMO. What is the government looking for out of this system? 

Response: Refer to the final release of the SOW for additional clarity.

30.  Page 23, SOW 2.1.e – Can you make available to the offerors the current Condition Assessment? 

Response: No. A current updated and complete condition assessment does not exist.

31.  Page 29 SOW 2.1.7.c “Painting” – Will the FOMS contractor perform all painting on center? 

Response: No. 

If so, how much can be expected in order to propose the right amount of manpower? 

Response: Refer to the five-year workload history for past performance. 

We believe GSFC has separate IDIQ painting contracts. If so, how does what is to be covered by FOMS differ? 

Response: Painting under the FOMS contract is done only in support of other maintenance shops. Major interior and exterior painting is done by others. 

Also, this para on Structures speaks about parking lots; how about the roads on the center? Does this mean painting, paving, repairing, resealing, recoating of parking lots and the same for roads? 

Response: Parking lot and road painting work includes selected cross-walks, handicap accessible spaces, and incidental parking spaces. 

No mention is made of roof maintenance. 

Response: Roof maintenance is performed by others.

32.  The Contractor has 7 days to respond to IDIQ requirements. Since Snow Removal is IDIQ, obviously this couldn’t apply in this or similar situations. Is this correct? 

Response: Clause H.10 Task Order Procedure allows for issuance of emergency task orders.

33.  SOW I.13 – Does the Technical Library have all of the O&M Manuals? 

Response: Some, but not all are available.

34.  Comments from Johnson Controls    

Therefore, we are submitting the attached document with recommended changes to Attachment A, Section 2.1.10.
RESPONSE:  Johnson Controls submitted recommended changes to language contained in the SOW.  The Government reviewed these recommendations.


35.  And, because of the complexity of the planning and proposal efforts, which might include locating and coordinating with sub-contractors, we are requesting that the time for submittal be extended to 60 days from when the RFP is released.
Response:  Based on the Government's need date for this requirement, the proposal response time will remain at 30 days.
