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The purpose of this amendment is to provide answers to questions 1 through 32, update Contract Clause F.7, LEVEL OF EFFORT, update DRD 1.3-b, FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN (533), update Section L-16, and update Exhibits II, III, and V. 
The attached Request for Proposal has been updated to reflect changes in the following sections:

A.  Replace RFP Section C , paragraph 1.3 , Project Information Resources And Performance Management 
B.  Replace RFP Section C , paragraph 1.7 , Property Management 
C.  Update Contract Clause F.7  LEVEL-OF-EFFORT (COST) to reflect LOE hours 
D.  Replace DRD 1.3-b, IMOC Financial Management Report (533) 
E.  Replace RFP Section L-16 
F.  Replace Exhibits II, III, and V
	RID #
	QUESTION/ANSWER

	1 Q

	Section 1.1, MANAGEMENT PROCESSES, PLANNING, AND REVIEWS contains the following requirement. “The Contractor shall develop an IMOC Training and Certification Support Plan (DRD 1.1-a) that will detail the process for completion of certification training by employees.”   Attachment J-7 contains this information “The IMOC Training and Certification Support Plan defines the IMOC management and personnel processes to manage the progress of IMOC personnel thru the MOD training process.”  These statements imply that an entire Training and Certification Plan is the expected product of the DRD.  The detailed requirements in the Contents Section of the DRD are not consistent with the development of an entire Training and Certification Support Plan.   

The approach taken is that the Training and Certification Support Plan document will be written and implemented by NASA.  Training curriculum development and certification is understood to be a NASA function.   The contractor response to the DRD will specifically address those elements requested in the Content section of the DRD which the contractor has responsibility and control over. The response to DRD 1.1-a will not be a complete IMOC Training and Certification Support Plan. 

	1 A 

No RFP change
	It is correct that USA will not write an entire  MOD Training and Cert plan - this a NASA function and exists as the MOD Space Flight Personnel Certification Plan (DA-WI-016).  USA will submit a plan to support the training and cert of IMOC personnel which will address the management and personnel elements/processes over which USA has control – this is called the IMOC Training and Certification Support Plan. 

	2 Q
	Will the contractor provide a risk assessment only on contractor proposed process changes, or will the contractor also be asked to provide a risk assessment(s) on NASA proposed process changes as well?

Assume risk assessments are required for process changes involving formal change paper that travel through the formal board process.

	2 A 

No RFP change
	Per the requirement that you have identifed, the contractor will provide risk assessment for contractor proposed process changes.  The contractor is not required to perform a risk assessment for all NASA process changes, but we are requiring, for example, the contractor to evaluate change requests per paragraph 3.2.1.1 which would include an assessment of risk. Additionally, the contractor is expected to be involved in NASA’s risk management process by communicating identified risks to NASA management (part c of SOW paragraph 1.2), providing a risk assessment on those process changes that the contractor proposes (part d of SOW paragraph 1.2) and include recommendations of risk mitigation (part e of SOW paragraph 1.2). 

If the contractor sees a problem with a NASA proposed process change, they are expected to commnicate this information to NASA management (part c of SOW paragraph 1.2) and include recommendations of risk mitigation (part e of SOW paragraph 1.2).  In order to communicate effectively, a risk assessment may be performed.

Per DRD 1.2, the contractor shall develop the IMOC Risk Managment Plan, which can include any details necessary to perform these functions.

	3 Q
	Section L.16, and previous draft DRL have listed the following plans as required in the IMOC Proposal submittal by March 20, 2008.  However, the DRL in the IMOC RFP requires no plan to be submitted at proposal delivery.



	3 A 

No RFP change
	The DRL uses contract start as the delivery date for these plans since that is when they are needed for contract implementation.  However, section L contains additional special instructions – these additional instructions are required to evaluate the proposal.  The plans must be submitted for the proposal as per the Section L instructions.  There is no need to update the DRL since the need dates therein are also true.



	4 Q
	Goals and objectives for Small Business Subcontracting are not listed.



	4 A 

Change (H.6)
	Goals  will be provided when approved by NASA HQ
Will not be in Amendment 01!

	5 Q
	RFP L.16 mentions a continuous improvement plan, but there are no directions or guidance for submittal, not Government CI objectives

	5 A
Change
Done in Amd 01 (C 1.1)


	The Management Plan DRD already has Continuous Improvement words in it.  We added a sentence in the SOW that addresses developing a CI plan as part of the management plan.


	6 Q
	Paragraph 1.7 directs the contractor to provide a Property Management Plan IAW DRD 1.7-a.  In block 6 of that DRD, it references FAR Part 45 and the NASA FAR Supplement Part 1845.  FAR Part 45, as of June 14, 2007, is no longer the FAR section applicable to contractors, as of that date, FAR  52.245-1 is the section for contractors.  Also, NASA FAR Supplement Part 1845 is no longer applicable, being replaced with NASA Procurement Information Circular 07-09 (Sept 11, 2007) .   



	6 A 

Change
Done in Amd 01 (DRD 1.7-a)
	We agree.  The NASA PIC supersedes the NFS.  Changed the DRD.


	7 Q
	Paragraph 1.7 states the contractor shall track and report on-site and off-site workforce per the IMOC Workforce Report (DRD 1.7-b).  Property Administration is not involved with and has no responsibility for workforce reporting

	7 A 

Change
Done in Amd 01(C1.3, 1.7, DRL, add DRD 1.3-c,remove 1.7-b)
	Agree.  Will Moved to 1.3 and renumber the DRD to 1.3-c.



	8 Q
	INAPPROPRIATE COUPLING OF SHUTTLE PROGRAM END AND Cx PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT START.

       Product development begins after CDR FY09/10 and end of Shuttle program (DA8) 

INSTRUCTOR TRAINING, FLT CONTROL TRAINING, AND CREW TRAINING TEMPLATES TO SUPPORT CEV LAUNCH REQUIRES START OF PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT PRIOR TO THE END OF SHUTTLE PROGRAM.



	8 A
No change
	This is a DA8 office assumption addressing DA8 products and should not be assumed for all divisions.  Early development of other ops products such as training templates, procedures, flight rules, etc., at the group and division level will likely occur prior to the end of the shuttle program.

	9 Q
	APPARENT CONTRADICTION IN ASSUMPTIONS:

Flight Controller training starts in 2012

                  Integrated sims start in 9/12

GENERIC INTEGRATED SIMS NEED TO START AT END OF FY2011 IN ORDER TO SUPPORT FLT CONTROLLER CERTIFICATION TRAINING START AT THE BEGINNING OF 2012. 



	9 A
No change
	There is no contradiction.  Integrated sims cannot start before mid FY 2012 due to facility availability.  Flight controller training will start prior to this date in a non-integrated (i.e.; CBT, FCT, classroom, etc.) environment.  Additionally, early training will occur in FY2011 since scripts, lessons, and other training materials will be developed and exercised by system experts prior to official roll out.

	10 Q
	NOT CLEAR IF UNIQUE DIVISION LEVEL ASSUMPTION IS COMMON TO OTHER DIVISIONS:

A single database containing information for all equipment will include owners across different divisions including DX (EVA, P/TV, ROBO, Mechanisms, Crew Sys).  Is the assumption that DS will maintain the database for all divisions or will the appropriate divisions (i.e.; DX) be responsible for maintaining their equipment within the DS database or create their own database(s)? 

	10 A
No change
	This is a DS assumption for Cx, and the implementation of this assumption does not exist at this time.

	11 Q
	“Development and strategic ops integration for Lunar CX efforts required in parallel with CEV-ISS missions” cited in DO Assumption 17 on page L-12.
NOT CLEAR IF DIVISION UNIQUE ASSUMPTION IS COMMON TO OTHER DIVISIONS

Should Lunar CX efforts be included as an MOD-wide assumption?

	11 A
No change
	This is a DO unique assumption.  DO historically has performed long-range strategic planning function for future missions (ahead of the rest of MOD).

While the phasing of the other Lunar Cx-related requirements development and Ops capability development is later than much of the CEV-to-ISS development, we agree that initial Lunar Cx support may be required generically across MOD in the later years of this contract.

	12 Q
	The LOE/IDIQ/CF Cross Reference to SOW Requirements table in Attachment J-1 does not seem consistent with the work identified in DM.  It doesn’t show any work content for Exploration/Constellation in any year for any “Fly” aspect of the SOW.  We believe that there will be “Fly” content in FY09 for the Ares 1-X test flight and in FY12 for the Ares 1-Y test flight.  There could also be Fly content in all of these years for the various abort tests.  

To be consistent with other designations on the table, we believe the FY09/10 Fly and Realtime flight control designation should be “LOE,” and the FY11/12 designation should be “IDIQ”.

The other option would be for us to consider our realtime flight control support in those years to be “analysis” and the corresponding work moved to the “Plan” section of the SOW.

	12 A
No change
	For the life of this contract, there is no Cx « flying ».  The Ares 1-Y flight following is not « flying » but considered to be planning and training.

The table was trying to illustrate what contract method expected to be used for each SOW paragraph and approximate timing.  The table will not limit when a certain task can be done.

	13 Q
	CONTRADICTING ASSUMPTIONS:

MOD wide assumptions state:  “no flight unique training requirements,” but DA8 assumptions state:  “some flight unique training requirements.”

	13 A 

No change
	There will undoubtedly be some flight unique training requirements for Cx missions, but we expect them to be minor in comparison to flight specific training requirements for shuttle/station.


	14 Q
	This content seems more appropriate to be included in the Management section since it is addressing safety requirements at a program level, not specific to operations.  Section 2.2 seems to cover the technical safety requirement to support operations.



	14 A
Change
Done In Amd 01  (C 2.2, 1.9.2)
	We concur.  We will move the GIDEP review requirements to the Management Section.
Moved from 2.2 to 1.9.2.

	15 Q
	MOD will integrate functions of IMOC personnel in order to include operations documentation management as one of their planning functions, i.e.; CEV Integration/Book Manager process will not directly emulate ISS procedures.  IMOC personnel will develop requirements for PCS displays for CEV flights to ISS.

Infers a change of methodology in supporting the development and maintenance of Flight Procedures.  Currently, Book Managers and Coordinators (Integration) are located within one organization in DO.  The exceptions are DM and DX procedures.  The assumption implies that the centralized concept, as used for SSP and ISS, needs to be dropped and Book Managers/Coordinators will reside in each division for CEV procedures. 

	15 A 

No change
	These assumption statements are about CEV and not ISS.  The process for ISS Book Managers and Coordinators is not expected to change. The methodology for how to perform CEV procedures will be evolved from lessons learned in shuttle and station. CEV Book Managers will be required to ensure technical accuracy of their document (reference SOW 2.3.1 on page C-16 for full requirement).  This could mean some different alignment changes to job responsibilities throughout MOD, but there will always be a need for an integration/coordinator function.

	16 Q
	THE REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE EXPORT CONTROL COMPLIANCE IN SOW 2.1 APPEARS TO DUPLICATE THE REQUIREMENT IN SOW 1.8, SECURITY AND TECHNOLOGY PROTECTION MANAGEMENT

	16 A 

No change
	SOW Section 1.8 addresses the contract requirement for export control compliance by the contract.

SOW Section 2.1 acknowledges that occasionally, USA technical personnel help the MOD ECRs prepare the NASA Export Control forms such as JSC1724 and JSC1735.  This is considered to be essentially part of other duties as assigned and should not require dedicated support.

	17 Q
	The MOD Library (4N) and the FD&D Library (30) are included in IMOC.  There is no other library being supported for MOD other than the ITF (5) which is assumed to have moved to FDOC.


	17 A
Change
Done in Amd 01 (pg L-10)
	We concur, there are 2 libraries and the ITF is not one of them.
Changed a 3 to a 2 in the assumptions.

	18 Q
	CONTRADICTING ASSUMPTIONS:

Cx training template fits within 18 months.  (DA7)

              Cx/ISS missions will have less than 12-month training template  (DA7)


	18 A
No Change
	They are not conflicting.  Clarification as follows :

· Cx crew training template for non-ISS missions fits within 18 months and should not need to begin until 2017-2018

Cx/ISS missions would have less than a 12-month training requirement for the Orion vehicle portion.  This will be distributed within the ISS training sequence for crew.


	19 Q
	THE REQUIREMENT TO PROVIDE HAZARD ANALYSIS IS NOT INTERPRETED AS COMMON TO THE RESOURCES IDENTIFIED FOR SOW 2.1.  IT APPEARS MORE CONSISTENT WITH THE OVERARCHING REQUIREMENTS FOR SR&QA IN SOW 1.9.  



	19 A 

No change
	The contract paragraph structure is not organizationally aligned. 

Disagree with recommendation.  Will leave paragraph where it is, as the work is an IMOC technical input to NASA system safety processes (i.e.; SVMF, NBL, other facility operations), and potentially to other ground tests and operations.  The resources and technical approach to Section 2 should contain engineering resources to accomplish this (flight controller, instructor) so it is common to the rest of the technical production required in section 2.0. 

No response to export control statement, believe RID to contain a cut’n’paste error from another RID.

	20 Q
	Missing the templates for the Total Compensation Plan



	20 A
Change
Done in Amd 01 (Ex. V)
	We will update Exhibit V to contain the Total Compensation Plan template.

Have the file and will send with the amendment 01 to the RFP.

	21 Q
	Page F-3 states that the contractor is obligated to provide not less than 90 percent nor more 110 percent of 282,000 total direct labor hours.  The LOE Labor Pricing Template in Exhibit II indicates that that there will be 465,192 LOE hours.  Is the exhibit merely a representative example or were the LOE hours intended to be 465,192 hours rather than 282,000?

Also, are the 5 Labor Categories that contain LOE hours in the Exhibit (Engineering Staff Technical Authority, Engineering Staff Specialist Level, Engineering Staff Career Level, Engineering Staff Entry, and Technician III) the only labor categories that the contractor is expected to propose to or is that a representative example also?


	21 A
Change
Done in Amd 01 (F.7, Ex. II)
	We have reassessed the number of LOE hours, and there will be an RFP amendment issued updating section F.7 (on page F-3) and Exhibit II.

The 5 labor categories that contain LOE hours in Exhibit II are a possibility of how the LOE hours might be distributed for the duration of this contract. Your proposal can have a different distribution of the LOE hours between labor categories.  Exhibit III is the listing of all the labor categories to be used in your proposal however you see fit.

Page L-21 states that Exhibit II is a guideline to be used for mapping standard labor categories and also states, “The contractor is allowed to include additional labor categories that do not easily map into the SLC’s described in Exhibit II.”  Also, see page L-22 section “Volume II-B Instructions for LOE for more information”.

	22 Q
	Confirm how the Cost Volumes should be organized.  Is it as follows?:

Volume IIA – LOE and CF                     and             Volume IIB – LOE and CF
· Pricing Templates                                       -  Resource BOE’s

· Form A’s

· Rate Narratives

                                                               OR

Volume IIA(1) – CF               Volume IIA(2) - LOE    Vol.II B(1) – CF     Vol. IIB(2) -LOE
-       Pricing Templates    - Pricing Templates       - Resource BOE’s   - Resource BOE’s

· Form A’s                - Form A’s

· Rate Narratives       - Rate Narratives



	22 A 

No Change
	The answer is:

Volume IIA(1) – CF               Volume IIA(2) - LOE    Vol.II B(1) – CF     Vol. IIB(2) -LOE
-       Pricing Templates    - Pricing Templates       - Resource BOE’s   - Resource BOE’s

· Form A’s                - Form A’s

· Rate Narratives       - Rate Narratives


	23 Q
	On page L-18, a major subcontractor is defined as a subcontract with “anticipated total contract value of $10M or more.”  Does the anticipated total contract value include any contract value that may be anticipated during the option year, 2012, or is the anticipated value calculated using the base period of IMOC, 2009-2011?

	23 A 

No change
	Yes, it includes the option year.



	24 Q
	Clarify the level required for the Labor Pricing Templates.  Are Labor Pricing Templates required at a summary level only or for each lower level BOE?

	24 A 

No change
	We expect to see the data at the standard labor category level, which should be mapped to the BOE of the SOW paragraphs.

	25 Q
	SOW 2.1 ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT  -  Is the requirement for the 'publication' of minutes intended to include the development or 'taking' of those minutes for meeting support?  The task and associated resource levels as currently provided under SPOC does not include the taking of minutes in some of those meetings. 

	25 A
No Change
	We are asking for the same type of support that we have on the SPOC contract today.  We agree that some of the minutes are prepared from notes taken by the meeting chairman and other participants.  

	26 Q
	SOW 2.3.1 OPERATIONS DOCUMENTATION MANAGEMENT - 'Ensuring technical accuracy' and 'attending procedure validation sessions and hardware and software testing in order to obtain technical content' defines a technical slant more conducive of engineering planning requirements as identified and duplicated in SOW 3.3.1.c; "The contractor shall develop and validate crew procedures ...".    Please clarify the intended expectation of Operations Documentation Management.

	26 A
No Change
	Fundamentally, we want the Book Manager to be more technically cognizant, and participation in the hardware/software testing supports that goal.  However, we are not trying to suggest that the Book Manager is the author of all technical procedures contained in the document.

	27 Q
	SOW 2.3.4  ELECTRONIC MEDIA SUPPORT -  Please clarify whether this section, which includes "records databases, web and sharepoint sites, training and evaluation records for crew and flight controller, training/lesson flow database," etc., is intending to include the maintenance of the records (data) as well as the maintenance of the 'tools' associated with those records.  It is not clear if the skills required to develop and maintain databases, web, or sharepoint sites is part of the requirement.  For example, it is assumed that the 'STAR' system will be Goverment furnished and maintained.

	27 A
No change
	This requirement does not include developing or sustaining any user applications/tools (i.e.; like STAR).

The SOW clarifies this support as:  “The Contractor shall coordinate inputs from MOD users, update metadata, ensure consistency of content across users, facilitate requirements and discrepancy reporting, and perform general maintenance of data.”

	28 Q
	SOW 4.0 MISSION OPERATIONS TRAINING -  The sections appear written exclusively to the development and providing of training without inclusion of the receipt of training.  Is the development of flight control resources (e.g. participation in simulations) a fullfillment of the TRAIN, PLAN, or FLY requirement?

	28 A
No change
	While most of SOW 4 addresses the development and training, SOW 4.1.3 specifically  addresses the receipt of training by flight controllers, instructors, and analysts leading to certification.

	29 Q
	Education/Experience requirements specify that employees in these job categories must possess an engineering or engineering technology degree from an engineering program accredited by the Accreditation board for engineering and Technology and the appropriate professional level experience.  Although not stated in the SLC description, a Physics or Mathematics degree from an accredited college/university is also acceptable for certain engineering positions.

	29 A

Change Done in Amd 1(Ex.III)
	We agree.  We changed the description to include physical science degrees.

	30 Q
	The Job summary, Job Level description, and Education/Experience Requirements for the Operations and Processing Staff categories are blank in the RFP.



	30 A 

Change Done in Amd 1(Ex.III)
	We agree.  We added the descriptions for Operations and Processing Staff categories.

	31 Q
	The Job Summary, level description, and Education/Experience requirements for Computer Science Staff positions are blank in the RFP.  Additionally, Specialist and Technical Authority levels of Computer Science Staff are not included in the RFP.

	31 A 

Change Done in Amd 1(Ex.III)
	We agree with some reservation.  We added the descriptions for Computer Science Staff categories.  But, we do not expect to see a lot of support in these categories on this contract.

	32 Q
	The Education/Experience requirements section for the Technician III position includes a paragraph that appears misplaced.  

	32 A 

Change Done in Amd 1(Ex.III)
	We agree.  The paragraph was removed.


OTHER CHANGES TO RFP FOR AMENDMENT 01

	Location
	Change

	DRD 1.3-b (NF533)
	Updated to the CFO submittal

	Section J-8 attachment C
	Award fee percentages added

	Section L.16 Proposal Instructions
	Some headings renumbered and references corrected

	Exhibit III
	Added Technical Editors to SLC

	
	


