QUESTIONS AND RESPONSES TO DRFP NNG05110167J

POSTING #1 CONSISTING OF STRICTLY PROPOSAL FORMAT INFORMATION

12/22/05
1.  Draft RFP page 104 states: “Text in diagrams, charts, tables, artwork, and 
photographs shall be no smaller than 10 point.” Please confirm that the font size for text in diagrams, charts, tables, artwork, and photographs is applicable to both the written proposal and oral presentation slides. Many of the slides in the oral presentation will require diagrams (e.g., schedules) and tables (e.g., staffing) where the use of 10 point text will be necessary to convey an adequate solution.

ANSWER: Yes, the font size of no smaller than 10 point is applicable to both the 

written proposal and the oral presentation slides.  

2.  Having both a slide and time limit for the oral presentation doesn’t provide the 
necessary flexibility to prepare an effective presentation to cover the three Representative Task Orders. Our experience with NASA and other Government agencies indicates that a time limit is sufficient guidance for offerors to properly plan and scope their presentations. We recommend that the Government eliminate the slide limit and restrict offerors to a 180 minute time limit only. Also, please clarify if other visual aids other than slides will be permitted during the oral presentation.

ANSWER:   The Government’s slide and time limits remain unchanged.  Slides are 

the only visual aid permitted during the oral presentation.  

3.  Since some offerors may have agreements with multiple team members, we 
recommend that teaming agreements be excluded from the Volume II page count.

ANSWER:  A brief description of the team, including the proposed subcontractors 

and the effort they will perform, is what the Government intended in the RFP.  This 

information is to be included in the Volume II page count.     
4.  Draft RFP page 130 states: “The Government will consider the response to all 
functions and sub-functions of the SOW for completeness, thoroughness, and soundness.” Given the 50 page limit for the Volume II written material, it is impossible to provide a complete and thorough response to all functions and sub-functions of the SOW in addition to all of the material requested in the management plan. Our analysis of recent NASA/GSFC procurements of similar complexity (e.g., ESES and METS) indicates that a limit of 100 pages would be more appropriate to provide the level of detail requested by the Government. We respectfully request that the Volume II page limit be increased to 100 pages.

ANSWER:  The page limit for Volume II written material has been increased to 75 

pages.  The RFP will be modified to reflect this change.  
5.  We respectfully request that the Government eliminate the page count associated 
with Volume IV, Past Performance. This will provide offerors with team members the flexibility to provide a comprehensive response of the capabilities and performance of the entire team. In the alternative, we request that the Government increase the page limit to 40 pages and exclude any safety related data and list of questionnaire respondents from the page count.

ANSWER:  The page limitation for Volume IV, Past Performance, remains 

unchanged at 20 pages. 

6.  Observation Regarding Page Limitations – Page 102 of Section L.12 Proposal 
Instructions includes a chart that specifies a 50-page limitation for the Mission Suitability Volume and further itemizes those elements excluded from the limitation.  We observe on page 110 of Section L.14, Item 3, Subfactor A, paragraph 3, of the Mission Suitability Volume, indicates the requirement for an SOW Compliance Matrix, which is not listed as an excluded item on page 102.  Please clarify whether the SOW Compliance Matrix is excluded from the page limitation.

ANSWER:  Page 102 of the RFP has been revised to reflect that the SOW Compliance Matrix is included in the page limitation.  
