CRESST II CAN NNG16541308C
Questions and Answers
The CRESST II CAN Contracting Officer has been changed from Tiffany Neal to S. Pauline Barrett, thus proposals should be submitted to her attention at NASA Goddard Space Flight Facility. 
1. Section 5, Proposal Evaluation Subsection 5.1, Evaluation Process and Criteria #3
Question: The CAN evaluation criteria states “Proposed costs will be evaluated, including consideration of realism, reasonableness, and the relationship to the available funds.“  We understand that the FY16 budget is approximately $17.5M.  To ensure that our proposed costs relate to the available funds, please provide the anticipated FY17 and FY18 budget relative to the approximate FY16 $17.5M budget.
Answer:  The government at this time cannot provide any anticipated FY 17 and FY 18 budget information for the CRESST II procurement.
2. The CAN evaluation criteria places a weighted value on proposed costs of 20%. NASA’s Guidebook For Proposers Responding to a NASA Research Announcement (NRA) or Cooperative Agreement Notice (CAN), January 2015 edition. Appendix C. Proposal Processing, Review, and Selection

Question: If review panels are instructed not to compare proposals to each other but to base all evaluation comments against the criteria and objectives as stated in the CAN (NASA Guidebook to Proposers), how will NASA evaluate the cost of the proposed effort in relation to the 20% weighted value?
Answer:  NASA will evaluate each proposal on their own merit and select the proposal that represents the best value to the organization.  In addition the board will assign the percentage points they believe represents the merit of the proposal.  

3. Question: In the CAN it request that we provide a plan for integrating current CRESST scientists, but the CAN does not provide any information on who they are, what science they perform, nor what coverage they receive from CRESST.  Is this information available?
Answer:  As it relates to question #3, we were not able to find the information you stated  in the CAN which says “In the CAN it request that we provide a plan for integrating current CRESST scientists….” as such the government is not able to provide an answer to this question. 
4. Question:  The CAN also states that we need to budget for facility costs.  Can you provide information for a basis of cost for GSFC facilities (like office space, conference room usage, etc.).  I need costing for conference rooms, if there is any, and the cost to set up an undergraduate student facility.  There may not be any costs, but I wish to verify this is the case.
Answer:  The government does not have any such information to provide at this time.
5. The proposal are due on Tuesday June 21st. In order to ship the requested hardcopies we need to complete our proposal by this Friday.  A timely response would be appreciated.

Answer:  The proposal due date has been extended to Friday, July 8, 2016

6. Question: On page 19 of Cooperative agreement Notice No. NNG16541308C, section 4.2.5a. instructions are provided for universities to propose the percentage of research time and salaries to be charged identified by academic year and summer effort.  No all university employees have academic/summer appointments.  Many are 12 month employees.  Can universities propose effort based on the employee’s actual appointment, i.e. some as 12 month appointments, other as academic/summer appointments?

Answer:  Universities can propose efforts in accordance with their stated practices.

7. Question:  4.25 Cost Section.  As the Universities make 12 month appointments, do we need to break out salaries between academic year and summer salary?

Answer:  In accordance with 4.25 (a) b clause, of the CAN it states “For universities, the percentage of research time and salaries to be charged should be identified by academic year and summer effort” therefore the answer is yes.

8. Question:  The chart on Page 15 shows that the Representation and Certifications are a Section Component of the proposal contents.  However, 4.2.6 Representation and Certifications, states that signature by the AOR of the Proposal Cover Page automatically certifies to this document.  My question is, should the entire Enclosure A be added as a Proposal Section or is the signature of the AOR on the Proposal Cover Page all that is required?

Answer:  The entire Enclosure A should be added as a proposal section.  The signature page is stating that the signatory certifies that he/she has certifies that the organization is in compliance with the requirements stipulated in the Representation and Certification information.

9. Question:  4.2.1 General: Can we include Proposal Summary, References, Table of Contents, and Biographies in proposal copies as well as the original.

Answer: Yes you can.

10. Question:  in further reading of the CAN, it states the GSFC will cover office space, telephones, and office supplies for people on site, but it does not mention anything regarding facility support for workshops or short term students.  It also request E/PO activities, but not sure what we can expect for facility support for such activities.  Can you provide any clarification:
Answer: Available facility support is not known at present and may vary from fiscal year to fiscal year.
11. Question:  In addition the CAN asks how we would transition current CRESST employees into our proposed management.  However there is no information regarding current CRESST employees.  Can this information be provided?

Answer:  As it relates to question #11, we were not able to find the information you stated  in the CAN which says “In addition the CAN asks how we would transition current CRESST employees into our proposed management” as such the government is not able to provide an answer to this question. 

12. Should in fact the response to Question 6 refer to a two year base with four (not five) 2 year option periods? (for a total of 10 years) 2) 

Answer:  that is correct it should state one 2 year base period with four 2 year option periods for a total of 10 years.

13. Question: Your revised p 15 of the CAN includes additional changes to the document posted on March 23, specifically the bottom two lines “Marking of Proprietary Proposal Information: It is NASA policy to use information … “. The original document began the section with “Restriction on Use and Disclosure of Proposal Information:” It appears that approximately 8 lines have been inserted in your new version between p 15 and p 19, which results in a changed pagination of the new p 19. Please post a complete version of the revised document with your answers to questions incorporated.

Answer:  We will repost the entire CAN that incorporated all the changes.
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14. Question:  Page 19 of the RFP, third paragraph, section 4.2.5.a. requires the offeror to show “Direct labor categories, labor hours and labor costs associated with the research effort” With this requirement, NASA (even if unintentionally) has provided the incumbent with a competitive advantage. In the interest of providing meaningful information on the Government’s expected requirement, and to enable a fair comparison of offers, please provide the total number of labor hours supported by the $16M expected annual award value (as indicated on grants.gov).

Answer:  The government cannot supply this information; however, the information provided does not give the incumbent a competitive advantage.  The government believes that offerors can provide their best effort based on the information provided in the CAN.
