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	Document Description
	Page #
	Section/ Paragraph
	Question/ Comment
	Proposed Action/ Change
	Government Response

	64
	RFP Section L
VOL II
	 131
	Paragraph 2.1 Bulleted Item 15
	Does the statement on page 124 of the RFP (“Cross Reference Matrices will not be included in the Vol II page count.”) apply to the Requirements Cross-Reference Matrix addressing each Performance Specification referred to in Paragraph 2.1, bulleted item no. 15 on page 131?  If not, could the Government exclude the Requirements Cross-Reference Matrix from the page count in VOL II?  If this is not possible, could paragraph headings be referenced in the Performance Specifications rather than every “shall” statement within a paragraph or could the page count be increased to 100?
	Exclude the Requirements Cross-Reference Matrix from the page count in VOL II and move to a new Section 9.0 in Volume II.
	As identified in Section L, Paragraph 2.1, bullet item no. 15, the Offeror shall provide a separate requirements cross-reference matrix for Volume II.  This cross-reference matrix will not be included in the page count for Volume II.  The RFP has been revised to state this.



	65
	RFP Section L
VOL II
	 131
	Paragraph 2.1 Bulleted Item 15
	Is WS 35589, CAB FoA Specification & Classified Appendix the only documents part of the Requirements Cross-Reference Matrix?  If not, what other documents comprise the Performance Specifications?
	Please define what documents comprise the Performance Specifications.
	It is incumbent upon the Offerer to provide a CAB FoA with the characteristics outlined in the CAB FoA Antenna Specification, the System Specification, and the Government Furnished Information documentation.




	66
	RFP Section L
VOL II
	 131
	Paragraph 2.1 Bulleted Item 16
	Is the reference to an “SVD” not required?
	Please delete the reference to “SVD” in this sentence.
	The reference to the SVD has been deleted from Sections L and M of the RFP.  

	67
	RFP Section L
Proposal General Guidance;
Govt Questions and Comments Responses (07-20-2012)
	124; 22
	Paragraph 1.2 Electronic Files;
Question # 40
	Given that there is no requirement in the solicitation for a draft project schedule to be furnished, and that the response to the reference question stated that an offer’s description shall be provided, is there a requirement to provide any data or documents in Microsoft® Project source files as indicated on page 124?
	Remove the requirement for Microsoft® Project source files
	The requirement for the use of Microsoft Project for all schedules will remain. Should the Offeror submit a schedule as a part of their proposal, Microsoft Project shall be used.  

	68
	ICD for the CEC CAB-E antenna Assembly
	1
3
	2.2
3.1.1
	In the applicable documents section, Non-Government Documents, the applicable document for the telescopic mast is called out as document number 308235D for the TEAMS/CTN 34m Telescopic Mast EXL195/34-5.6.
Also, section states that “The antenna support structure assembly shall mate with CTN Telescopic Mast using Antenna Bracket, drawing number 800957, and secured in accordance with TEAMS/CTN 34m Telescopic Mast EXL195/34-5.6, drawing number 308235D and TIA/EIA-222.,” although neither of these drawings were provided in the CAB-FOA documentation library.
However, the document provided in the CAB-FOA RFP updated of 2012-0614 is document number 310495A1 CTN 26m Telescopic Mast EXL195-26-5.4.  Is it the intention of the Offeror (a) to change the specification of the subject telescopic mast that the CAB-E is to be mounted on to the 26m mast, (b) to have the proposers use the26m mast specifications in the design of the CAB-E in lieu of the 34m mast or (c) to offer corrected drawings containing the specifications of the 34 m mast.
	Clearly state which mast drawing document is the correct one for design of the interface of the CAB-E to the telescopic mast.  Also, provide the correct drawings and load specifications if the intention is to use the 34 meter telescopic mast - i.e. provide copy of Antenna Bracket, drawing number 800957 and TEAMS/CTN 34m Telescopic Mast EXL195/34-5.6, drawing number 308235D per section 3.1.1. on page 3 of the specified document.  
	The government will provide the following mast drawings for informational/design purposes:

· 308235A4_EXL195-34-5.6
· 800136A Spigot 50x90
· 800517C Antenna Boom Assembly Keyed Spigot
· 800957 Antenna Bracket
              A~50 EXL

The interface at the top of the CTN mast is a Ø50mm x 90mm tall spigot with a socket head cap screw.  This is the key to providing a repeatable interface position that prevents the payload (CAB-E) from twisting on the mast spigot.  Drawing 800136A is the spigot that is the interface between the payload (CAB-E) and the Antenna Boom.  Familiarity with drawing 800957 is necessary to avoid the potential to make the socket too deep. 

The difference between 308235D (referenced in the CAB-E ICD) versus 308235A is a revision level of the drawing.  This revision does not impact the interface of the mast top.


	69
	WS35589 Specification for the CEC CAB-FoA Antenna System
	44
	11.7
	The spec says that the free space radar cross section of each CAB-S array shall be as listed in Appendix A.  Neither in this section nor in Appendix A does it mention specifically whether the RCS should be measured with the CAB-S array radiating or not.
	State whether the RCS specifications apply for radiating, non-radiating or both radiating and non-radiating conditions and whether expected testing will be conducted under either or both conditions.
	The specification is applicable at all times (radiating and non-radiating).  Testing will occur only in the non-radiating condition.  If the Contractor provides notification to the government that the antenna has features that
would significantly alter the RCS between radiating and non-radiating
states, further testing will be required in either radiating or non-radiating conditions.

	70
	RFP
	34
	3.1.3
	Section states that the contractor shall analyze the performance of the T/R GaN MMICs and make recommendations for future MMIC design iterations to optimize the MMIC for use in the CAB FoA’s. The Contractor shall review and evaluate T/R GaN MMIC specifications and test data, provided as GFI, and recommend additional testing and design enhancements. The Contractor shall participate in all future T/R GaN MMIC design iterations, to include technical reviews. Following receipt of future T/R GaN MMICs, the Contractor shall integrate the MMICs into next higher CAB FoA assemblies and conduct testing. The Contractor shall provide a test report for these future T/R MMIC design iterations that shall include all Radio Frequency (RF) and thermal performance parameters tested and compare the test results with specified performance.  As these are open-ended requirements, will these activities be done under the Engineering Support Services CLIN as directed by a TI?
	Confirm that the GaN analysis and design activity will be done under a TI and supported under the Engineering Support Services CLIN.
	Requirements for the current T/R GaN  MMIC provided as GFM should be priced under CLIN 0001.

Requirements associated with future iterations of the T/R GaN MMIC design will be issued via TI and supported under the Engineering Support Services CLINs.

	71
	N0002411R5207_CAB_
FoA_Industry_QAs_20_July_2012.doc
	 
	 
	In the responses to questions 2 and 7 in the N0002411R5207_CAB_FoA_Industry_QAs_20_July_2012.doc , there is reference to WS 35592 - T/R MMIC Specification Rev C, dated 16 May 2012.  We have only been provided the initial release of the WS 35592 document, and do not have Rev C.
	Please provide document WS 35592 - T/R MMIC Specification (classified) Rev C dated 16 May
	Responses to questions 2 and 7 which were posted on 20 June 2012 incorrectly refer to Rev C.  All references to Rev C in response to questions 2 and 7 are revised to refer to Rev -.

	72
	RFP Section L, Volume I, Table L2, Item 17.0 and 18.0
	 
	 
	 Table L2 lists the types and quantities of each volume to be provided by the Offer.    Items 17.0 and 18.0 list requirements for copies of the classified and unclassified proposals in pdf format to be included in Volume I.
	Please clarify if items 17.0 and 18.0 are included in the count in Table L2.  And please indicate if the copies requested in 17.0 and 18.0 are electronic versions burned to CDs that are separate from the CDs that will be created for Table L2 products.  
	The requirement for the .pdf version of the classified volume has been deleted from Volume I and added to Volume V.  Both .pdf versions are included in the document count in Table L2. 

The requested .pdf versions shall be electronic versions burned to individual CDs as specified in Table L2.  

	73
	N0002411R5207_CAB_
FoA_Industry_QAs_20_July_2012.doc
	 
	 
	 The response to question 19 indicates that Systems Integration and Testing should be included in the Offer’s Engineering Support Services (ESS) TI, rather than in a separate SI&T work order in the WBS.
	Please clarify if there are any other tasks from the RFP that should be priced as part of the ESS work order.
	All tasks that should be priced under ESS have been identified in the RFP and/or clarified in the Q&As.   

	74
	RFP, Amendment 0002
	56
	3.5.6 Counterfeit Parts and Materials
	With a counterfeit part regulation anticipated to be released by the fourth quarter of 2012, the defense industry expects to converge on a single set of requirements to assure only authentic material in products delivered to the Department of Defense.  We request more time to implement appropriate internal procedures to comply with this clause.
	Recommend the section entitled “Counterfeit Parts and Materials” not be applied during the development phase.  The upcoming regulation is expected to be in place shortly and would be applicable to the pre-production verification phase and subsequent contracts.
	Section 3.5.6 of the SOW is a requirement under this solicitation and will be required throughout the execution of the contract.  


	75
	RFP, Amendment 0002
	56-57
	3.5.6.1 Preventing Counterfeit Parts and Materials
	The Offeror utilizes the AS5553 definition of ‘authorized source.’  However, this term is not commonly used for non-electronics distribution (e.g., fasteners, o-rings, solder). 

	Recommend NAVSEA employ the 2012 National Defense Appropriations Act (NDAA) term ‘trusted’ source to replace ‘authorized’ source.  
	Government has amended the SOW to read “trusted source” as opposed to “authorized supplier.”  The government defines trusted source in the SOW.

	76
	RFP, Amendment 0002
	56-57
	3.5.6.1 Preventing Counterfeit Parts and Materials
	Offeror has a lengthy process for assessing and mitigating authenticity risk if a particular item is only available from a non-trusted source.  This process includes evaluation of alternatives by multiple functions, acquisition traceability documentation and tests/inspections as appropriate to assure authenticity prior to acceptance.  
	To avoid unnecessary schedule delays, Offeror recommends that CDRL A071 be changed from “requires approval” to “submittal only” in Block 8 of the Contract Data Requirements List.  

	CDRL A071 will remain unchanged.  

	77
	RFP, Amendment 0002
	56-57
	3.5.6.1 Preventing Counterfeit Parts and Materials
	Offeror employ an implied Certificate of Conformance (i.e., acceptance of the PO or delivery of material implies that the supplier certifies that it has complied with all PO requirements), since some sources (e.g., COTS manufacturers) may not provide a written Certificate of Conformance.  Separately, Offeror requires its suppliers to provide acquisition traceability (through procurement process controls and/or documentation consistent with AS5553) to assure material is traceable to its original manufacturer.  
	Recommend an implied Certificate of Conformance and acquisition traceability requirements satisfy the requirement for a Certificate of Conformance.
	The government requires a Certificate of Conformance. 

	78
	RFP
	 125
	Section L, 2.0
	The Glossary of Abbreviations and Acronyms is stated to be required for all volumes.  The July 2012 answer to Industry Q & A number 39 states that the Glossary is not required to be part of Volume V but it is still required by Section L.
	Change Section L to exclude Volume V from the requirement to have a Glossary.
	The July 2012 answer to Industry Q&A number 39 is revised to state that the Glossary is not required in Volume III.  

The Glossary is required as a part of Volume V.  The RFP has been revised to reflect this.    

	79
	RFP
	 131, 134
	Section L, Volume II Technical, section  2.1 bullet 16 and section 8.0 Software Development Plan 
	Section L paragraph 8.0 requires an initial SDP, SDP rationale and CMMI evaluation in accordance with the clause in Section L, SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (NAVSEA) (DEC 2006) be provided.  Section L 2.1 bullet 16 also requires an Initial SDP, SDP rationale, SVD and CMMI evaluations.  The Software Development Plan clause states that the SDP is not subject to the Volume II page limitation.  These requirements appear to be redundant and it is not clear if this content is to be included in section 2.1, 8.0 or both. 
	 Delete bullet 16 from section L paragraph 2.1
	See response to Question 66.  

	80
	RFP
	 119, 131, 134
	Section L SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT PLAN clause,  Section L, Volume II Technical, section 2.1, bullet 16, section 8.0 Software Development Plan 
	The Software Development Plan clause states that an initial SDP, SDP rationale and CMMI evaluation be provided.  Section L paragraph 8.0 requires an initial SDP, SDP rationale and CMMI evaluation in accordance with the clause in Section L, SOFTWARE DEVELOPMENT PLAN (NAVSEA) (DEC 2006) be provided.  Section L 2.1 bullet 16 requires an Initial SDP, SDP rationale, SVD and CMMI evaluations.  The section L Software Development Plan clause does not mention the SVD.   The SVD is a document to be provided with deliverable software that is used to release, track and control software versions and seems out of place in the context of the section L requirement.
	 Remove “SVD” from Section L, Volume II Technical, section 2.1, bullet 16.
	See response to Question 66. 

	81
	RFP
	Section L/page  130
	Paragraph 18.0, One complete copy of classified annex in .pdf format (if required).
	The Government response to question # 44 in the question/answer set that was provided in Amendment 0002 reads as follows: “Table L.2 and corresponding language has been revised to instruct Offerors to exclude the Classified Annex from the Master Copy.  The RFP has been revised to instruct the Offerors to include submission of a .pdf version of the Classified Annex as part of the classified submittal.” Page 140 of the RFP provides information on the Classified Annex and does not contain any references to a copy being provided in .pdf format.
	(1) Delete Section 18 .0 on page 130 of the RFP.
(2) Incorporate language on page 140 that indicates a .pdf version of the Classified Annex is to be provided.
 
	The RFP has been revised to state that a .pdf version of Volume V shall be provided.  

	82
	RFP
	Section M/page 146
	Section 8.0 GOVERNMENT TOTAL EVALUATED COST/ PRICE
	Line 1 of the first paragraph reads as follows:  “The GTEC/P will include a total estimated cost and target/fixed fee for all line items.”

Line 1 (Total Cost Proposed) of the GTEC/P example providing the calculations does not include CLINs 0002, 1003 and 2001?  And yet the fixed fee associated with these CLINs is included in the GTEC/P calculations?

	Request that the Government clarify if the Offeror’s proposed costs for CLINs 0002, 1003, and 2001 are included in the GTEC/P calculation.
	The Offeror’s proposed costs for CLINs 0002, 1003, and 2001 are included in the GTEC/P calculation.  The RFP will be revised to include CLINs 0002, 1003, and 2001 in Line 1 (Total Cost Proposed) of the GTEC/P example.  

	83
	RFP
	Multiple
	Section C
	CDRL deliveries called out in the Section C are not consistent with the Exhibit A delivery requirements.  The following CDRL’s are not aligned;
A016, A013, A020, A021, A022, A028, A034, A045, A051, A057, A062, A063, A068 and A069
 
	Align CDRL deliveries between the Exhibit A and SOW
	CDRL deliveries between Exhibit A and the SOW have been re-aligned.  

	84
	RFP
	Pages 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, and 10
	Section B, CPIF CLINs
	For the CPIF CLINs, the Minimum Fee Proposed is stated as 0%.  On Page 13 of the RFP, Offerors are instructed to complete Table B-1, which includes a column entitled “Min Fee Amount”.  Additionally, the Government Total Evaluated Cost/Price (GTEC/P) example calculation in Section M, paragraph 8.0 includes a line entitled “Total Min Fee Proposed”.
	For the CPIF CLINs in Section B, remove the 0% from the Minimum Fee Proposed so that Offerors can insert a minimum fee percentage.
	Table B-1 in Section B of the RFP has been revised to include a Minimum Fee of 0% for all CLINs.  

	85
	RFP
	121/122
	Section L/1.1.3, Submission of Questions and Comments – Classified Questions and Comments
	 Paragraph 1.1.3 does not provide detailed information on how the government intends to respond to classified questions and comments
	(a) Identify the methodology to notify the Offeror's that responses to the classified questions are forthcoming. 
(b) Identify the mode of transmission of the Government response(s).  
	Instructions for receiving responses to classified questions and comments have been included in Section L of the RFP.  

	86
	RFP
	24
	Section C Para 2.2
	Multiple ‘Related Document’ revisions listed in the SOW, CEC related documentation, paragraph 2.2, are not consistent with the document revisions listed in the GFI list, Attachment 7 and materials previously provided.

As an example, in the current SOW, the following is listed: “Interface Control Document the Cooperative Engagement Capability Common Array Block – Expeditionary (CAB-E), Antenna Assembly, 1 June 2011 UNCLASSFIED.”  

In the GFI provided as part of the RFP release (19 May 2012) this same ICD is dated 20 February 2012, rev A.  

In the amendment 2 RFP release, GFI list, attachment 7, lists this same ICD as a Rev. B.  

It is critical that the offerors understand the requirements baseline without ambiguity.
	Align SOW reference documentation revisions to the GFI list.  Provide the latest revision for all documents to the offerors for evaluation and incorporation into the offering. 
	All revision numbers and dates have been removed from the SOW. Configuration control for all revisions is now kept on the GFI list.  For purposes of identifying the latest revisions of all documents, refer to the GFI list.  

	87
	Atch 2, GOV Q&A Response 20 July 2012; Attachment 7, GFI List 20 July 2012
	 6 (Q&A);
1 (GFI List)

	Question  7 (Q&A); GFI List line 19
	 Q&A response for Question 7 identifies GaN MMIC Specification WS 5992 Rev C, 16 May2012.  Attachment 7, Government Furnished Information List identifies only the GaN MMIC WS 5992 specification with no effective date or revisions.  Question:  What is the current MMIC Specification date/revision on which offerors are to base their bid?  Comment:  Without this clarification, the Government documentation is unclear as to just what specifications offerors should base their proposals; hence, offerors are unable to submit compliant proposals. Further, since it is apparent all offerors do not yet have the correct GFI (since we do not know what to ask for), not all offerors are afforded a fair and open opportunity to submit compliant proposals.
	Recommend NAVSEA update the RFP SOW and GFI listing to the current information required for fair and open competition and make it available ASAP to qualified offerors that have the required documentation on file at NAVSEA.  
	See response to Question 71.  

	88
	SOW dated 20 July 2012; Attachment 7, GFI List 20 July 2012
	Pg 24 (SOW); Pg 1 (GFI List)
	 Section 2.2/CEC Referenced Documents; GFI List Page 1, lines 15 & 16;
	In Section 2.2 the listed specification for the Cooperative Engagement Capability Common Array Block – Family of Antennas (CAB-FoA) Antenna System (U), W 35589A (appendix) is dated 14 February 2012, SECRET ( date changed from 1 June 2011). No unclassified specification is referenced in 2.2.  The latest unclassified specification received from the CAB Bidders Library is dated 14 February 2012-Rev C; further, in Attachment 7 (lines 15 &16) the most recent CAB-FOA WS35589 unclassified specification is listed with no date and Rev D and classified annex listed does not have any date/Rev listed.  Question:  What is the current CAB FoA Specification date/revision (both classified and unclassified) on which offerors are to base their bid?  Comment:  Without this clarification, the Government documentation is unclear as to just what specifications offerors should base their proposals; hence, offerors are unable to submit compliant proposals. Further, since it is apparent not all offerors have the correct GFI (since we do not know what to ask for), not all offerors are being afforded a fair and open opportunity to submit compliant proposals.
	Recommend NAVSEA update the RFP SOW and GFI listings to the current information required for fair and open competition and make them available ASAP to qualified offerors that have the required documentation on file at NAVSEA.  
	See response to Question 86.  

	89
	CAB FoA RFP Jul 20, 2012
Section L, Volume II; CDRL A027
	 Pg. 131; Pg. 1 (CDRL 207)
	 Section 2.1, last bullet; Block13 (CDRL 207)
	 Section 2.1, last bullet states:
• “Initial SDP, SDP rationale, SVD and CMMI evaluations”
Addition of the Software Version Description (SVD) in the above bullet would require the offeror to submit a complete SVD in their proposal on software that has yet to be developed (contract execution). Further, CDRL A027 requires delivery of the “SVD NLT 15 calendar days prior to TRR and with each subsequent TDP delivery.” As defined, “the SVD shall detail all Operating Systems with their associated kernel version, configuration, operational libraries and firmware”.   Per the CDRL DID, the SVD identifies and describes the software as delivered, consisting of one or more Computer Software Configuration Items (CSCIs). It is used to release, track, and control software versions. Comment: SVDs are normally produced and delivered concurrent with release of software/firmware, after contract award.    Question:  Is the Government requiring in RFP Section L, Par 2.2 offerors submit an SVD for software yet to be developed, discuss the items required to develop and SVD, or was the SVD requirement inadvertently included? 
	Clarify the proposal instructions with regard to the Software Version Description (SVD) or delete this Section L requirement (defer to CDRL A027).
	See response to Question 66. 

	90
	RFP, 16 May and 20 July
	 136 and 139, respectively
	 Section L, Volume 4, Section 3.0 (b) Basis of Estimate
	 In the 16 May RFP, this Section stated: A cost summary for each CLIN that shows the BOEs and cost elements to the third WBS level. 

In the 20 July RFP, this Section states: The Offeror shall provide BOEs for each CLIN included in Section B of this RFP. Within the provided BOEs, the Offeror shall include a description of the tasks to be completed for each CLIN down to the third WBS level.

Question:  it appears that the requirement for 3rd level pricing (see bolded/underlined text) has been removed – was this the Government’s intention?  Are offeror’s only required to provide the Level 1 CLIN pricing?
	Government to clarify if only Level 1 CLIN pricing is required.
	The requirement for pricing to the third WBS level still exists.  The RFP has been revised to include the requirement for pricing to the third WBS level.   

	91

	CAB FoA Specification
	18
	2.1.1
	The WS 32896-2 Prime Item Development Specification for the Cooperative Engagement Capability Common Equipment Set Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP) is citied in the CAB FoA Specification as a reference document that in the event of a conflict supersedes the CAB FoA specification.  This referenced document has not been provided as part of the CAB FoA Library Set.
	Provide WS 32896-2
	WS 32896-2 reflects the current CEC system including the PAAA antenna.  The Prime Item Development Specifications (PIDS) will be revised to reflect the new CAB-S antennas and will not take precedence over the CAB FoA Spec for the purpose of proposal generation.  WS 32896-2 will be provided to the successful Offeror. 

	92
	Cab FoA Soecification Appendix A Rev D
	A-2/A-3
	Table A-1 Antenna Requirements
	How will antenna architectures that prohibit dual independent beam operation, including switched or commutated types, be evaluated in light of the CAB FoA requirement for future dual independent beam capabilities?
	Clarify evaluation criteria regarding the future independent dual beam capability.
	The government will evaluate the Offeror’s hardware and software design and whether its architectural and control functionality will accommodate the dual-beam operation objective.  
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