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Q36: Can the font for tables and graphics be 10 pt. Arial Narrow to enable a more data rich presentation?
A36: No, the font for tables and graphics cannot be 10 pt. Arial Narrow.  Tables, charts, graphs, plans, figures, diagrams and schematics may be used wherever practicable to depict organizations, systems, layout, and implementation schedules.  These displays shall contain Times New Roman font sizes no smaller than non-compressed 12 point, be uncomplicated, legible, and appropriate for the subject matter.  (Reference provision L.18.2; Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies, and Due Dates).

Q37: SOW Pg C-5, Section 2.1 states: “The Contractor shall develop documentation on the configuration and verification of NASA unique and commercial off the shelf software tools.”  Does “shall develop documentation on the configuration” imply configuration management of the NASA unique and COTS software tools?
A37: The Contractor will be required to ensure and document the configuration of NASA unique and commercial off the shelf software tools.
Q38: Attachment J-2, Line Item DRD 011, Quality Plan, Block 9, page J-2-10: States that initial submission of the DRD is at 30 days after award. With a NASA published award date of 5/03/2013, the Quality Plan is due 6/2/2013, 60 days before the start of Phase-In on 8/02/2013.  Can NASA clarify whether the initial submission is 30 days after award, 30 days after the start of Phase-In, or 30 days after contract start?
A38: The first submission for DRD 011, Quality Plan, shall be 30 days after the start of the phase-in period.  Attachment J-2, Data Requirements List and Data Requirements Description; Attachment J-16, Quality Plan; and Attachment L-1, Representative IDIQ Task Orders; will be updated in the RFP to reflect this change.
Q39: DRD 001 Contract Management Plan states:  “The Contract Management Plan shall address: 1) Organizational structure with personnel identified and how each function interfaces with the Government.” 

Please clarify the meaning of “personnel” in this requirement.
A39: Personnel, as referenced in DRD 001, Contract Management Plan, means people identified within the Offeror’s proposed organizational structure that are expected to interface with the NASA management counterparts.  The personnel listed in this document may be updated as required in accordance with Attachment J-2, DRL and DRDs.

Q40: DRD 019 Contract Phase-In Plan, page J-2-DRD 019-1: Block 4 of the DRD contains this statement – “This document establishes how the Offeror proposes to assume responsibilities 60 days prior to contract start date.” Please clarify the intent of assuming responsibilities 60 days before contract start date.  What responsibilities is the RFP referring to?  
A40: Block 4 of DRD 019, Contract Phase-In Plan, is intended to summarize the use of the plan to be submitted in accordance with DRD 019.  The “responsibilities” being referred to in this block are the requirements stated in Block 8 of DRD 019.

Q41: DRD 019 Contract Phase-In Plan has Milestones 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 7.  Milestone 6 appears to be missing.  Is this intentional?
A41: DRD 019, Contract Phase-In Plan, will be updated in the RFP to renumber Milestone 7 as Milestone 6.  

Q42: DRD 019 Contract Phase-In states: Milestone 1– Key Personnel:  The successful offeror has hired all personnel it proposed as key personnel and all of these personnel are performing phase-in work at the level proposed.  The RFP does not have a requirement for Key Personnel; please clarify?
A42: Milestone 1 will be changed to: “Milestone 1 – Phase-In Personnel: The successful offeror has hired the proposed Program Manager and staff to execute the proposed phase-in approach.”
Q43: DRD 019 Contract Phase-In Plan, page J-2-DRD 019-1; Section G, Clause G.7, paragraph (b)(1), page G.9: The instructions for Milestone 3, Property Management, state: “…the successful offeror is  prepared to perform an inventory of that property and is prepared to sign for accountability of the property upon completion of the inventory.”  Draft RFP clause G.7 (b)(1) Installation Accountable Government Property states: “… The official accountable recordkeeping, financial control, and reporting of the property subject to this clause shall be retained by the Government ….”  Please clarify what accountability responsibilities the contractor has for Clause G.7 and Attachment J-5 Installation Accountable Government Property.
A43: The Government will retain accountability for the property provided.  Milestone 3 will be changed to state: “The successful offeror has implemented an appropriate system to account for all Installation Accountable Government Property.  Furthermore, the successful offeror is prepared to perform an inventory of that property and is prepared to sign for responsibility of the property upon completion of the inventory.”    
Q44: Page L-22: The RFP states: “Paragraphs (a) through (c) are the proposal instructions for the Technical Acceptability Volume.” Only paragraphs (a) and (b) are provided.  Please clarify.
A44: The RFP will be changed to state: “Paragraphs (a) through (b) are the proposal instructions for the Technical Acceptability Volume.”
Q45: Regarding proposed innovations, Section L.18.4(a)(6)(i) states” “The Offeror shall only provide their proposed Technology, Innovation, and Process Improvement Plan and shall not include candidate proposals as part of their response to this solicitation" while the Technology, Innovation, and Process Improvement Plan (TIPI) DRD (DRD-004) implies that proposed innovations should be included in the TIPI plan.  Specifically, it states, "Identified candidate proposals must include sufficient rationale to demonstrate the feasibility and effectiveness of the contractor’s proposal including an analysis of benefits and risks.  Proposed changes to approaches or processes should not be limited to those currently used or described in task orders?  Can the government clarify whether it wishes to have candidate proposed technology, innovation and process improvements included in the TIPI plan?
A45:  Candidate proposals shall not be submitted until after the contract start date, as opportunities for innovation are identified.  The Offeror shall not include candidate proposals as part of their response to this solicitation.  For the purposes of this solicitation, the Offeror’s submission of DRD 004, Technology, Innovation, and Process Improvement Plan (TIPI), shall describe their continuous approach to promote infusion of technology and innovations into the Safety and Mission Assurance Directorate’s products, processes, and operations.  
Q46: L.18.4 (a)(8), page L-24 paragraph F) states: “Offerors are advised that a proposal will not be rejected solely because the submitted plan does not meet the NASA recommended goals that are expressed in paragraph (a) (1) above in terms of percent of  TOTAL CONTRACT VALUE (basic and all options combined).”  However, page M-5 states: “Offerors are advised that evidence of non-compliance with Provision L.18.4 (a)(8), Small Business Subcontracting Approach, may result in elimination of the Offeror from competition.” Please reconcile these two RFP statements.

A46: In accordance with Provision M.3; Solicitation Requirements, Terms, and Conditions; “Failure to comply with solicitation requirements may result in an Offeror being removed from consideration for award.”  L.18.4(a)(8)(D), encourages, but does not require, offerors to propose goals that are equivalent to or greater than those recommended by the Contracting Officer.  Therefore, a proposal will not be rejected solely because the submitted plan does not meet the NASA recommended goals.  The statement “Offerors are advised that evidence of non-compliance with Provision L.18.4 (a)(8), Small Business Subcontracting Approach, may result in elimination of the Offeror from competition”  will be removed from the RFP as it is redundant with the requirement at Provision M.3.
Q47: Attachment L-1, TO-RFP-02, 4.1, page L-1-7 states: “The Contractor shall provide a means to track evaluations and maintain historical data on past evaluations.” Is there an existing application or database used on the current contract for tracking evaluations and maintaining historical data on past evaluations? In the event of a transition, will this application or database transition to the new contractor?
A47: Yes, there is an existing government database in use which will be provided to the successful offeror.
Q48: Attachment L-1, TO-RFP-03, page L-1-11, Section 6, Row 5: Missing the product title. 

Would the government please provide an update with the product title?
A48: The RFP will be updated with the title “SAFER Hazard Reports and FMEA/CILs”.
Q49: Pages M-7 and M-8: The table on page M-7 includes “magnitude of effort and complexities” in the definitions for relevancy, while page M-8 states: “Relevancy will be based on the size, scope and complexity of the projects being evaluated for past performance.”  Please clarify the definition of relevancy.
A49: The definition of relevancy, as expressed on Page M-8 of the RFP includes the size, scope, and complexity of an effort.  Page M-7 of the RFP defines relevancy as the magnitude and complexity of an effort.  The word, “magnitude”, as expressed on Page M-7 of the RFP encompasses both the size and scope of an effort.  
Q50: L.18.4 (a)(8)(i), page L-23: RFP directs that the Small Business Subcontracting Approach be within the 170- page limit of the Technical Acceptability volume, and that the Small Business Subcontracting Approach includes the offeror’s Small Business Subcontracting Plan. The Small Business Subcontracting Plan is approved by external government agencies and not allowed to be modified in proposals, except for the insertion of small business percentages. Request that the Plan be outside of the 170-page

limit for the Technical Acceptability volume.
A50:  Per Provision L.18.2, Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies, and Dates, the Small Business Subcontracting Plan will be included in the 170 page limitation for Volume I, Technical Acceptability.
Q51: L.18.5 (a), pg. L-32: Only past performance of the proposed program manager is evaluated. To ensure the Offeror has identified management resources beyond the Program Manager with insight and

experience in the SOW, we recommend that the Government expand the evaluation to include the

Offeror’s proposed management team for the SMAEC contract.
A51: Per Provision L.18.5(a), offerors shall only submit past performance information for the Offeror, any major subcontractors, joint venture team members (if applicable), and the proposed Program Manager.  
Q52: L.18.4.(b)(1)(iii)(B), page L-30, and Attachment J-19: Offerors are allowed to include additional labor categories that do not easily map into the SLC in Attachment J-19; however, if categories in addition to the SLC are proposed, the Offeror shall provide job descriptions similar to the guidelines provided in

Attachment J-19. Recommend that additional labor categories and descriptions be added by allowing the Offeror to modify Attachment J-19, and that these additions not be subject to page limits.
A52:  Provision L.18.4(b)(1)(iii)(B) [reference changed to L.18.4(b)(1)(iii)(A) in the Final RFP] will be revised in the RFP to state “If categories in addition to the SLC are proposed, the Offeror shall modify Attachment J-19 to provide the job descriptions for these additional labor categories.”  Provision L.18.2, Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies, and Dates, will be revised to add a row for Attachment J-19 under Volume I, Technical Acceptability.  Attachment J-19 will not be included in the 170 page limitation for Volume I.

Q53: Attachment J-16, Quality Plan (DRD 011) Page J-2-10 states due 30 days after award. Page J-16-2 states Due with proposal. Page L-1-5 states after contract start Please clarify Due Date of DRD 011 “Quality Plan”.

A53: The first submission for DRD 011, Quality Plan, shall be 30 days after the start of the phase-in period.  Attachment J-2, Data Requirements List and Data Requirements Description; Attachment J-16, Quality Plan; and Attachment L-1, Representative IDIQ Task Orders; will be updated in the RFP to reflect this change.
Q54: L.18.5 (h) Past Performance: “The prime Offeror shall provide a statement of small business participation (targets, record, and type of work subcontracted) over the last 3 years on work that is

relevant to this effort, with special emphasis on the division of the company which will perform the proposed contract.” Regarding Small Business Past Performance, can the government clarify that the

requirements for L.18.5(h) are for the three contracts submitted as past performance only?
A54: The requirements for L.18.5(h) are not limited to the 3 contracts submitted in accordance with L.18.5(a).  There is not a limit to the number of statements of small business participation to be provided.  However, the Offeror is reminded to provide statements for work performed that is relevant to the SMAEC effort and performed within the past 3 years.
Q55: L.18.4 (b) (1), page L-27 RFP states that “for proposal purposes, the Offeror will not be required to propose the types or quantities of labor resources required for TO 6 since the Government will order the level of effort (LOE) required for term form requirements.” The RFP does not require labor resources to be addressed for TO 6; therefore does this mean that the Offeror’s response to TO-RFP-06 only needs to

address the requirements found at L.18.4 (b) (1) (i), Technical Understanding of Requirements? Is a BOE for non-labor resources required in response to TO 6 in Volume I?
A55: Per Provision L.18.4(b)(1), The Offeror shall demonstrate their understanding of the requirements outlined in the Representative IDIQ Task Orders (Attachment L-1), and the functions listed under SOW Section 3.2, Pressure Systems.  Provision L.18.4(b)(1) paragraph 5 will be revised in the RFP to state “For proposal purposes, the Offeror will not be required to propose the types or quantities of labor resources or non-labor resources required for TO 6 since the Government will order the level of effort (LOE) required for term form requirements.” Provision L.18.4(b)(1)(ii) will be revised to state “For each Representative IDIQ Task Order, with the exception of TO 6, explain the BOE by providing a WBS structure with supporting rationale for all labor resources (FTEs and skill mix) proposed.”

Q56: L.18.6, IDIQ Workbook Instructions, 4.c, pg. L-41, and Attachment L- 4, Level of Effort for TO 6

Reference in L.18.6 states that non-labor resources are provided in Attachment L-4, but the Non-Labor Resources section of the spreadsheet does not include dollar values. Will the dollar values of the TO

6 Non-Labor Resources be provided within Attachment L- 4 with the final RFP?
A56:  The Non-Labor Government Resources Estimate for all Task Orders is provided in Attachment L-7, Table L-7-5 and will be updated in the Final RFP.  Attachment L-4, Technical Workbook, will be removed in the Final RFP.

Q57: Attachment J-2, page J-2-8; and DRD 06, page J-2-DRD 006-6 Discrepancy between DRL and DRD with regards to first submission due date of DRD 06. Attachment J-2, Data Requirements List requires initial submission of DRL No. 6 entitled “Contractor Financial Management Report” within 10 working days after completion of first accounting period; however, the Data Requirements Description (See Pg. J-2-DRD 006-6) requires initial N533 report to be submitted within 30 days after authorization to proceed. Please clarify when the first submission of DRD 06 is due.
A57: In accordance with DRD 006, Contractor Financial Management Report, the initial baseline report shall be submitted by the Contractor within 30 days after authorization to proceed has been granted.  Authorization to proceed is considered to be the date the Contractor has been authorized by the Government to perform work.  Per Clause F.3, the period of performance for the phase-in period shall begin August 2, 2013.  In addition to the initial baseline report, the monthly 533 report shall begin no later than 30 days after the incurrence of cost, including the phase-in period.  Subsequent submissions of the monthly 533 report shall be due within 10 working days after completion of the Contractors accounting period or the 15th calendar day of the month, whichever is earlier.  The Data Requirements List (DRL) found in Attachment J-2 of the solicitation has been revised to reflect this requirement. 
Q58: L.18.2, Table L-1, Pg. L-19; and L.18.8 RFP unclear if Model Contract requires submittal of complete Sections A-J or if only required fill-in sections and Section J attachments due with proposal are to be submitted. Table L-1 (See Pg. L-19) with regards to Volume V, Model Contract, reads in part “Sections A-J, with fill-ins completed”. Section L.18.8 provides instructions to complete only required fill-in Sections and provide Section J attachments due with the Proposal. Please clarify what data must be submitted as part of Volume V, Model Contract.
A58: In accordance with Provisions L.18.2, Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies, and Due Dates, and L.18.8, Model Contract (Volume V), Offerors shall submit with their proposal Sections A through K in their entirety with all required fill-ins completed.
Q59: L.18.5 (a), pg L-31; (c), pg L-32; (d), pg L-33, and (i), pg L-34 RFP requires offerors provide “information from organizations or companies from which your . . . proposed Program Manager has previously performed work” in accordance with the requirements in (c). We recommend that the requirement for information from organizations or companies from which an offeror’s proposed Program Manager has previously performed work be removed because in the majority of cases companies only provide dates of employment and do not provide reference information.
A59:  The requirement for offeror’s to submit information from organizations or companies from which an offeror’s proposed Program Manager has previously performed work will remain in the RFP.  
Q60: Attachment J.2, DRD 013; J.2, pg. J-2-11; and J.9, pg. J.9-2; Pre-Proposal Conference presentation, pgs 30 and 31 Information Technology Security Program Plan and Reports is shown in the DRL to be due 15 days prior to the end of the phase-in period; page 30 of the Pre-Proposal Conference

Briefing showed it was not required to be submitted with the proposal; page 31 of the Pre-Proposal Conference Briefing showed it was required to be submitted with the proposal. Please clarify if the Information Technology Security Program Plan and Reports DRD 013 is due with the proposal.
A60: In accordance with Attachment J-2, DRL and DRDs, DRD 013, Information Technology (IT) Security Program Plan and Reports, is due 15 days prior to the end of the phase-in period.

Q61: Attachment J-2 (all), pg. J-2-1; Pre-Proposal Conference presentation, pgs 30 and 31 Page 31 of the Pre-Proposal Conference presentations shows that Attachment J-2 must be provided with the proposal. Neither Attachment J-2 nor Section L states this requirement. Since Attachment J-2 requires

no Offeror input, recommend the Offeror not be required to submit this Attachment with the proposal.
A61:  The Offeror is not required to submit attachment J-2, DRL and DRDs.  
Q62: L.18.2, pgs L-18 thru L.21, and Modification 3, Questions and Answers from SMAEC Preproposal

Conference Definition of proposal format requirements does not include if disclosure statements may be

included outside the 1” margins and at a font size smaller than 12 point. Since disclosure statements do

not constitute proposal information as defined by the Government, recommend these be allowed to be included outside the 1” page margins at a font size smaller than 12 point.
A62:  In consideration of the fact that the Offeror’s disclosure statement may have been produced prior to the SMAEC solicitation, the Offeror may submit the disclosure statement in its native format.  The RFP will be revised at provision L.18.7(b) to state the following: “This disclosure statement may be submitted in its native format and is not required to comply with the font type, font size, or margins stated in Provision L.18.2, Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies, and Due Dates.”  

Q63: L.18.4 (b) (1) (ii) RFP states, “Efficiencies that affect multiple Representative IDIQ Task Orders should be addressed in the Offeror’s response to L18.4 (b) Technical Approach,” but section L provides only for responses to the representative task orders and SOW 3.2. If these efficiencies are discussed outside of the responses to the Task Orders, it is not clear how they will be evaluated. Specifically, where in the proposal Section L.18.4(b) should the Offeror discuss efficiencies that affect multiple representative task orders?
A63:  The Offeror shall discuss efficiencies that affect multiple representative task orders in response to Provision L.18.4(b)(1)(i), Technical Understanding of Requirements, and L.18.4(b)(1)(ii), Basis of Estimate (BOE) & Efficiencies.  The Offeror’s response to the Technical Understanding of Requirements and BOE & Efficiencies will be evaluated under the Technical Approach section of M.4.4, Technical Acceptability (Volume I).
Q64: TO-RFP-03 The Section 6 list of Products is incomplete. The last table row on page L-1-11 is left blank in the column for the Product name. In the Products table, on the last row on page L-1-11, what specific product is expected to see a quantity of 10 per year?
A64: The RFP will be updated with the title “SAFER Hazard Reports and FMEA/CILs”.
Q65: TO-RFP-03 and TO-RFP-06 (Subtask 3) TO-RFP-03 just refers to “EVA”, and TO-RFP-06 (Subtask 3) refers to both “US and RS EVAs”. Are the two EVA TO responses to be written for US EVA support only or for both US and RS EVA support?
A65: Yes, the support under TO-RFP-03 and TO-RFP-06, Subtask 3 are required for both U.S. and Russian EVAs.  TO-RFP-03, Section 4, Task Description, has been revised to state “The Contractor shall perform the following functions in support of U.S. and Russian EVA operations”.  TO-RFP-06, Subtask 3, Section 4, Task Description, has been revised to add the sentence “The Contractor shall perform the requirements of this task order in support of U.S. and Russian EVA operations.”
Q66: L.18.5 (g), pgs L-33 and L-34: The first paragraph of (g) requires NAICS codes and points of contact for “contracts performed in the last three years.” Please clarify that the NAICS codes and points of contact required in (g) pertain only to the contracts included by the Offeror as Past Performance.
A66: Provision L.18.5(g) will be revised in the RFP to state “Offerors shall provide the following performance data with explanatory remarks on all contracts performed in the last three years.”  Offerors shall therefore submit the required environmental data, safety data, NAICS codes, and points of contact for all contracts performed in the last three years.
Q67: L.18.5 (c) (11), pg. L-32, and L.18.5 (j), pg. L-35, and Attachment L-6 RFP requires that the program manager provide a Consent Letter that “authoriz(es) the release of past performance information so the Offeror can respond to such information.” RFP also requires a Letter of Commitment for the Program

Manager that is defined at L.18.5 (j) as required “in order for the Government to obtain appraisals of past performance.” However, Attachment L-6 defines the PM Letter of Commitment as requiring “The Offeror [to] provide evidence of commitment to the program for the Proposed Program Manager.” The definition of Letter of Commitment at L.18.5 (j) appears to be inconsistent with showing evidence of commitment. Please clarify. Please clarify the Government’s definition of “evidence of commitment” as shown in Attachment L-6.
A67: Section L.18.5(j) will be revised in the Final RFP as follows:  “Provide information in Attachment L-6, Program Manager Letter of Commitment, for your proposed Program Manager.  The SLPT will evaluate the past performance of the Program Manager as part of the Past Performance evaluation for selection purposes, and requires evidence that the Program Manager is committed to the SMAEC effort.”
Q68: M.4.5, pg. M-8 RFP relative weighting of past performance effort of the proposed Program Manager to that of a prime or subcontractor unclear RFP states, “The proposed past performance effort of the proposed Program Manager will be considered less relevant than the proposed past performance effort of the same magnitude and complexity of that offered by a prime or subcontractor.” Please clarify the intent of this statement.
A68: The intent of this statement is to communicate that while the past performance of the Program Manager is an important aspect of the past performance evaluation, the overall past performance of the prime or subcontractor company will be considered to be more relevant in establishing the past performance confidence rating.
Q69: DRD 019, Contract Phase-In Plan, B.3.a through B.3.f, pg. J-2-DRD-19-2 Paragraph B.3 refers to

Milestones 1 through 5 and to Milestone 7. Milestone 6 is missing. Please provide Milestone 6 to DRD 019 “Contract Phase-In Plan”.
A69: DRD 019, Contract Phase-In Plan, will be updated in the RFP to renumber Milestone 7 as Milestone 6. 
Q70: Attachment L- 3, D, pg. L-3-9 Requirement for “Key Personnel Only” appears to pertain to contract past performance and not to Program Manager past performance. A candidate Program Manager may not have been “Key Personnel” on a contract cited as Program Manager Past Performance. Recommend the requirement within Attachment L-3, Section D, be changed from “key personnel” to “proposed program manager.”
A70: The title of Section D in Attachment L-3, Past Performance Questionnaire, will be changed to “Proposed Program Manager” in the Request for Proposal.  To provide further clarity, all references to “key personnel” made throughout this attachment have been changed to “proposed Program Manager.”
Q71: Attachment J-2, DRD 019, pg. J-2-DRD-019-1 Item 8.B.3.a defines a milestone requirement for Key Personnel. There is no Key Personnel provision in the RFP. Please clarify DRD 019 “Contract Phase-In Plan” Milestone 1, Key Personnel, given there is no Key Personnel provision in the RFP.
A71:  Milestone 1 will be changed to: “Milestone 1 – Phase-In Personnel: The successful offeror has hired the proposed Program Manager and staff to execute the proposed phase-in approach.”

Q72: M.4.4, pg M-4 M.4.4 states, in part, that a proposal is rated “Potentially Acceptable” when “the Government anticipates the provision of additional information during discussions could result in a proposal rating of “Acceptable””. Please clarify by what criteria an Offeror may be found “Potentially Acceptable.”, if possible please provide examples of the type of information that could result in a revised rating of “Acceptable”.
A72: The Government cannot provide specific examples of criteria that may be found as Potentially Acceptable proposals without disclosing source selection sensitive information or engaging in discussions of a hypothetical nature.  The Government believes the definition of a Potentially Acceptable rating at M.4.4, Technical Acceptability (Volume I), is sufficient to allow the Government to determine the technical acceptability rating of proposals submitted in response to this solicitation.
Q73: L.18.6.c, pg L-35. RFP requires the Offeror to “explain in detail all pricing and estimating techniques.” Please clarify that the provision found at Section L.18.6.c allows the Offeror to provide additional detail on its basis of estimate, pursuant to explaining all pricing and estimating techniques in detail, in the Cost/Price volume without this detail being counted against the page limits of the Technical Acceptability volume.
A73:  The provision found in Section L.18.6(c), “Explain in detail all pricing and estimating techniques,” is applicable to the rates and factors proposed in the Cost/Price Proposal (Volume III).  In accordance with Provision L.18.2; Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies, And Due Dates; the Cost/Price Proposal Volume of your proposal is not page limited.  However, this section is to be strictly limited to cost and price information.  Information that can be construed as belonging in one of the other sections of the proposal will be so construed and counted against that section's page limitation.  Any basis of estimate (Full-time Equivalents and skill mix) that is required in accordance with Provision L.18.4, Technical Acceptability (b) Technical approach, ii. Basis of Estimate (BOE) & Efficiencies should be discussed in Volume I.
Q74: References: Section L, page L-26, Attachments L-1 and L-7. TO 6, Subtask 4 is titled “Additional Tasks for costing only” in Attachment L-1. Additionally, Attachment L-7 identifies TO 6, Subtask 4 as “Additional Tasks for costing only”.  No Narrative in Table L-7-1. However, the Technical Approach instructions beginning on page L-26 don’t specifically identify TO6, Subtask 4 as being excluded from the Technical Understanding and Resources requirement. Please confirm that Offerors are not required to provide any response in the Technical Approach subfactor related to TO 6, Subtask 4.

A74:  Offerors will not be required to demonstrate their understanding of the requirements outlined in Subtask 4 of Task Order 6.  Provision L.18.4(b)(1) will be revised in the RFP to state this exception. 
Q75:  Please clarify the reference to (SOW Reference 2.5, Information Technology) in TO-RFP-01. Should it instead be a reference to "SOW 1.1.1 Information Technology and Data Management"?

A75:  In TO-RFP-01, Section 4.4 Information Technology (IT) and Data Management, the reference to “(SOW Reference 2.5, Information Technology)” is incorrect.  This reference will be revised in the Final RFP to read “(SOW Reference 1.1.3 Information Technology and Data Management)”.

Q76: The TCP is limited to 25 pages per draft RFP page L-18. DRD 14 states: “The Total Compensation Plan and Total Compensation Templates (a) through (e) will be required for both the prime team members and all subcontractors that meet the criteria in NFS 1852.231-71(d).” Please confirm that the prime contractor’s TCP is limited to 25 pages and each subcontractor that meets the criteria in NFS 1852.231-71(d) is limited to 25 pages for their TCP.

A76:  The phrase “but limited to 25 pages” will be eliminated regarding the Total Compensation Plan (DRD 014) page limitations in Table L-1 “Overview of Proposal Volumes and Page Limitations” in Section L.18.2 “Proposal Arrangement, Page Limitations, Copies and Due Dates.”  There will be no page limitations for the Total Compensation Plan in the Final RFP.
Q77:  Since the TCP includes salary and wage information, please confirm that subcontractor TCP’s can be submitted in a sealed envelope along with their Cost Volume.

A77:  Yes, subcontractors may submit their total compensation templates in a sealed envelope along with their Cost Volume.

Q78: Total Compensation Templates A and B [TC(a) and TC(b)] include columns for escalation percentages for nine years. Additionally, draft RFP page L-46 states: “The ‘Escalation rates for year 2-9’ column shall include your annual escalation percentage.” Since the contract has a total period of performance of five years, please explain the rationale for nine years of escalation.

A78: The escalation percentages on the Total Compensation Templates (a) and (b) are only required for CYs 2-5.  The Total Compensation Templates (a) and (b) and the Compensation Template (a), “Salaries and Wages Non-Exempt,” in Section L.18.6, Total Compensation Templates Instructions, will be updated in the Final Request for Proposal to reflect a 5-year period of performance.  
Q79: L-8 IDIQ Workbook; ISCT TO1 Fixed Price” tab, The Non-Labor Resource section is missing. Please clarify if the Government will revise Section L-18 IDIQ Workbook, Tab ISCT TO1 Fixed Price, to add a Non-Labor Resource Section with the final RFP Template.

A79: Yes, Attachment L-8, IDIQ Workbook, worksheet “ISCT TO 1 (Fixed Price)” will be revised in the Final RFP to include a section for the Offerors to propose Non-Labor Resources.

Q80: Does the Government have an estimated date for when responses to the Draft RFP questions will be released?  

A80: The Government intends to post the responses to the Questions received regarding the Draft RFP to the SMAEC website prior to the release of the Final RFP. 

