Draft RFP  W52P1J-04-R-0179

Q&A of July 2004

Q&A resulting from Draft RFP released May 2004

1. Question:  Will pricing from the current IDIQ Demil contract be made available to all bidders now that all of the Task Orders have been awarded?

Answer:  About 2 years ago the rules for release of contract prices changed based on a judicial ruling.  In the past contracts were all public documents including price.  Now prime contractors must be notified of a request for price release and if the prime can show significant harm due to unit price release then price information may be withheld.  Both prime contractors for the current IDIQ contract have shown that harm would result from unit price release and therefore, unit price information will remain confidential.

2. Draft RFP Section L paragraph 1 states: “The option years will be evaluated options, see appendix II Section L for minimum and maximum quantity ranges by year which will be included in this award.”

2a Question:  Are the maximum quantities realistic with the current pressure on the budget?  Discussions at the Demil Conference indicated a budget lower than forecast.     

Answer:  Quantities reflect known planned funding projections.

2b Question:  How will evaluation criteria to prevent a company from submitting an unrealistically low price for the maximum quantity, knowing that there would be a very low probability this quantity would be awarded?

Answer:  An offeror who chooses to game their prices in this fashion risks having their offer rejected.  “FAR 14.404-2(g) Any bid may be rejected if the prices for any line items or subline items are materially unbalanced (see 15.404-1(g)).”

2c Question:  Will the contract allow award of a minimum of family A and a maximum of family B?

Answer:  It is the intention of the Government to first award all families at the minimum quantities, then as funding allows to award higher quantities in selected families.  So yes it is possible for a given option year to see 2 or 3 families at maximum quantities and the remaining families at the minimum quantities.  Note that all families will have the minimum award as a priority. 

3. Appendix 1 – Section L, Preparation Instructions b. pg 24-25 states: “The original slides (for the orals) shall be submitted in electronic format and five (5) copies with the offeror’s proposal.”  Will there be a provision to allow changes to the slides prior to oral presentations.

Answer:  No.  This is to prevent offerors with later oral schedules from gaining a time advantage over those with early presentation schedules.  Due dates for various segments of the proposal will be staggered as required for evaluation.  Oral slides due date will be just before presentations start.

4. Small Business Utilization – will there be a requirement for a given percentage of small business utilization? How will the evaluation score be awarded for small business utilization?

Answer:  Offerors who are large businesses will be required to submit a small business utilization plan.  Those offerors with an acceptable plan will be allowed to compete for award. Those offerors whose plan is not acceptable will not be eligible for award.   See clauses I-17 and 1-48.  Sections L&M will include instructions and evaluation criteria; criteria is pass-fail.  Also see Q&A #26.

5. Exercise of Options: Facilitization is at contractors’ expense, and because options are incrementally funded, facilities and equipment would normally be amortized into the base contract. Will there be any mechanism or guarantee on option awards that would allow contractors to amortize capital costs over more than the base year?

Answer:  We have confidence that funds will continue to be made available; however, there is no guarantee, if no funds materialize there will be no option exercise.   The Government is seeking firm fixed prices, no cost / price data will be required; formulation of price is left to the offeror.  

6. SOW for Demil Para 1.4: The proposed families include High Explosive D Loaded Munitions, of which the only CONUS capability is Crane AAA. Given the GAO’s Criticism about the IDIQ primes subcontracting to the Army Depots, doesn’t it make more sense for JMC to workload Explosive D rounds into Crane and replace this family with another, such as bulk propellant?

Answer:  The solicitation is not limited to US performance; there are several explosive D demil facilities worldwide.  The Arsenal Act allows for Government facilities to work as subcontractors on commercial prime contracts (see AFARS PART 5151 - USE OF GOVERNMENT SOURCES BY CONTRACTORS).  Unless this is changed, Government sources may participate as subcontractors.

7. SOW for Demil Para 5.3 states “Each manufacturing propellant lot/index number shall be tested to accurately determine the level of Remaining Effective Stabilizer (RES).”

7a  Question:  Many of the TOs on the current contract had nearly 100 different propellant lots, several having less than 10 rounds in the lot and a few with one (1) round. HPLC testing is a costly function if you “accurately determine” the level of RES because one sample per lot is not sufficient. Is JMC willing to accept  near-infrared NIR testing or no testing on these small lots if we can guarantee the propellant is totally disposed of within 30 days?

Answer:   NIR is acceptable for screening propellant.  Certain types of propellant my require additional screening with other test methodologies (e.g. HPLC).  Small Lots - Once again, NIR may be a quicker/cheaper method of preventing contamination of small lots with "hot" propellant but the guarantee is not acceptable.  We know of no way to "positively" guarantee CAT D propellant will be destroyed within 30 days.

7b Question:  SOW For Demil para 5.6 state “Testing for RES will be conducted as soon as possible. Propellant recovered from pull-apart and or down loaded munitions will be tested within one week of recovery generations of the propellant.  If pull-apart/recovery of propellant is ongoing during receipt of assets over 100 samples could be generated per month. Normal HPLC processing at this capacity will not allow results to be completed for report to the PCO within a week. Can this requirement be the same as 5.5 “within one month.”

Answer:   The use of NIR as a screening methodology should reduce the time and cost associated with testing small and numerous lots.   We would consider the following: Lots with test results less than .20% Effective Stabilizer will be reported within 5 days to the PCO and a comprehensive list showing the results for each manufacturing propellant lot will be provided to the PCO monthly.

8. SOW for Demil para 5.7 states “lots with the lowest levels of RES will be processed first. 

Obviously CAT D and C will be processed in lowest levels first but we will be creating a logistical nightmare and cost driver if we process Cat A in lowest to highest order. That is because each magazine will contain several lots of material and the lowest Cat A RES may be in the back of the magazine. The contractor would have to move all lots in front out to get to the lower CAT A material. Any CAT A propellant will be safe well beyond the 12 month storage allowance provision of the contract. Can 5.7 be changed to say “Lots of CAT C and D with the lowest levels of RES will be processed first?”

Answer:  Concur.  We want the contractor to process CAT C & D first because of the potential safety issues; how they process CAT A is up to them.  

9. SOW for Demil Para 15.5 states “All components and all items will be disposed of within 12 months from date of processing.  Will the Government approve an extension to this 12 months on items which may not produce truckload quantities with 12 months such as brass and aluminum as long as no energetic material is included?

Answer: No.

10. SOW for Demil Para 15.10 states “ The contractor shall obtain Final Hazard Classification (EX number) from DOT for all explosive material/sub-components derived from the Demil operation. Since obtaining EX numbers from DOT costs a minimum of $3,000 - $5,000 to obtain each component, will there be sufficient quantities of DODIC’s (especially in pyro) to allow amortization of these costs?

Answer:  Contractor takes title to all residual materials with signing of DD250.  Type of residual materials are dependent on demil process, the SOW is performance based and contractor determined.  Your fixed prices should reflect residual materials disposal costs and or residual materials resale value.  

11. Quantity ranges in families – DODIC quantities of separate loading propelling charges, High Explosive D Loaded Munitions and Pyrotechnics are needed as soon as possible and by year.

Answer:  Noted

12. Quantity Price Ranges 

Question:  Realistic price ranges are a must, ranges which reflect achievable funding with the possible exception of a safety of storage issue with propellants. In this case the Government may wish to purchase minimums or zero other families to solve a propellant stability problem at a depot during one task order.

Answer:  See Q&A 2a above.    

13. If the price ranges are realistic 2 ranges are sufficient minimum and maximum which would allow the Government the most flexibility to extrapolate between the two quantities based on available funding.

Answer:  Noted

14. The proposed asset list for Pyrotechnics list is very extensive and covers too broad a range of material to be in one family.



Answer:  We are considering break out into 3 separately priced subCLINs to reduce risk.  These are:  

· photo flash

· mortars

· artillery

15. Sec C  Paragraph 1.1 – This paragraph states  “Open Burning and/or Open Detonation (OB/OD) are not permitted technologies for any end items or components contained in this SOW”.  This wording does not allow for obtaining exceptions in emergency situations.  Our experience over the last five years has indicated that there are rare occasions where items are in such a condition as to make reutilization, recovery and reuse impossible or unsafe.  Recommend that wording be added to allow the contractor to request permission to use OB/OD when safety or other conditions dictate it as the only recourse.

Answer: The contract will contain the “Changes Clause” which will allow this type of relief, by contract modification, on a case-by-case basis.

16. Sec C  Paragraph 4.4 – This paragraph states  “Expulsion charges will be removed and tested for stabilizer content and destroyed, neutralized, or recycled.”  Recommend that the wording be changed to indicate stabilizer testing is only required in those instances where the energetics are to be recycled to preclude unnecessary testing.

Answer:   Expulsion charges that are downloaded and the propellant is intended to be recycled, will require stabilizer testing.  Expulsion charges not intended for recycling and not tested for remaining effective stabilizer will be required to be destroyed within 30 days from download.

17. Sec C Paragraph 6.1.7 – Third sentence contains confusing wording.  “Explain how the environmental each waste is treated …”

Answer:  Wording will be reworked for final RFP.

18. Sec C   Paragraph 8.1.1 – This paragraph states “The contractor will submit an approved site safety plan to the PCO…”  Who is the approving authority for the site safety plan – JMC or DCMA?

Answer:   The PCO.  See also question 40.

19. Sec C   Paragraph 9.4 – This paragraph requires the preparation of an inspection process.  Recommend the inspection process requirement be defined in greater detail; i.e. MIL Standard or some other reference.

Answer:  Answer:  Paragraph rewritten as follows:   "The Contractor shall document their decontamination inspection process IAW with their organization's overarching Quality Assurance system and philosophy (International Organization of Standards, MIL-STD, etc)."

20. Sec C    Paragraph 10.5 – The paragraph states “The contractor will make the security site plan available…”  Recommend this be clarified to read either security plan or safety site plan.

Answer:  These are two different documents, both are required.  This section only addresses the Security Site Plan.   The Safety Site Pan is addressed in DoD 4145.26M, "DoD Contractor Safety Manual for Ammunition and Explosives".   The Safety site plan is addressed in Para. 8.

21. Sec C   Paragraph 16.1 – This paragraph states “Contractors will submit the Demil Progress Report by the tenth (10th) day of following month.  Section H Paragraph H-3.b on page 8 of the draft solicitation requires the progress report to be submitted on a monthly basis within two (2) working days after each reporting period.  Recommend this requirement be deconflicted.

Answer:  This error will be corrected in the final RFP.   The due date is the 10th day of the following month.

22. Utilizing commercial contractors in demil work will provide many benefits to the government both short and long term, despite the findings of the recent GAO Report. In utilizing U.S. based companies, more political support can be generated to raise the necessary funds for the much needed demil work of the U.S. Forces. Using foreign sources will not provide any benefits towards this process nor any price advantage to the government.       


Answer:  Contract award will be Best Value to the Govt.  in compliance with current law and regulation.

23. Providing funds to facilitate necessary capabilities would generate considerable benefits to the government under the planned contract structure. If the bidder must fund all of the necessary capabilities, a base year contract with options (non-exercisable) will force every bidder to recoup his capital investment within the base year of the contract, resulting in an excessively high cost for the base year.  With the government financing the capabilities, it would at least have control over the equipment if it does not exercise the options as planned.  

Answer:    It is the policy of the US Govt that contractors provide all facilities required for contract performance see FAR part 45.   Market research and current contract experience show that there is now in existence demil capacity to perform the SOW listed in the RFP. 

24.   As an alternative, turning the option years into a fixed term contract will provide further savings to the government, because “planned operations” for five years will allow more opportunities to reduce recurrent costs, rather than the uncertainty of exercising a year-by-year option.  

Answer:  Noted, PM Demil is considering a FAR subpart 17.1 Multi-Year Contracting strategy for future contracts.

25. Narrowing the option quantities is a must.  Five out of the six proposed families require dedicated heavy capital investments. As always, such capital investment has to be implemented with a certain capacity in mind. Every responsible bidder must / will choose a capacity near the minimum quantity in order to keep costs and risks low. The character of the required capital investments does not allow for an easy doubling or tripling of the capacity within the given time frame of the contract, despite its escalating effect of costs (step costs). We highly recommend a variance of quantities in the option years of not more than 25%, based on the numbers of the base year. In general, it must be understood that the selected ammunition families (except prop charges) demand a real technical, industrial approach, not comparable with any OB/OD operation. Therefore quantities and subsequent capacities have a huge effect on price, mainly due to additional facility and equipment costs to meet larger capacities.

Answer: Option quantity ranges are based upon the forecast of possible funding.            The assertion that “Five out of the six proposed families require dedicated heavy capital investments” does not agree with the Govt. market survey where we found existing capacity to accommodate these requirements.  

26.   As demonstrated during the IDIQ 1, the operational performance on the commercial side within the U.S. has been provided by Small Businesses. As the government intends to provide ammunition families under the follow-on contract, which can’t be performed by the organic base given their current set up, it is vital to the government to ensure the set up of such capabilities within the U.S. In order to provide incentives to the prime to be engaged with U.S. based Small Businesses, the Pass / Fail Criteria to utilize Small Business Participation should be a very high one, and be measured against the total contract value. As demonstrated over the past six years, all large businesses that have ever been involved in operational demil work have left this business field for various reasons. It is very unlikely that the current and mid term environment of the operating demil work will attract large U.S. Companies to enter this business field. They would rather focus on being a prime. So it would be just a reflection of reality to increase the percentage value of the total contract value to 60% to be subcontracted to Small Businesses in the U.S. as a Pass / Fail Criteria for the follow on contract. Again, we do support the systems approach of the contract and the use of a prime contractor, but we also ask for a fair set of rules to increase the commercial participation of Small Businesses in the demil work.

Answer: The PM for Demil and the JMC Demil team fully support and encourage small business participation in the demil mission.  To raise small business goals to an unrealistic high level would most probably limit competition.  A somewhat higher goal is being considering.  Also see Q&A #4.

27. As no potential prime can win this contract without providing an operational base (meaning subcontractors which execute the demil work), such operational base will be part of the “winning package”. Therefore any prime winning the contract shall be obligated to utilize the operators originally being part of the winning package until such subcontractor fails to perform. Such clause should be integrated to protect the government that its best value evaluation of the winning team will be executed as intended, and to protect the subcontractor from being used as a “marketing tool” only.

Answer:  FAR part 44.2 addresses consent to subcontract.  The consent to subcontract clause is not required for this contract (fixed price based on adequate competition 44.204(c)(1)).  

28. If the decision is to stay with the draft contract type then we recommend a multiple year Firm Fixed price Contract with a base year and four option years; with the option years divided in Sub CLIN’s, that represent quantity price ranges for all six families per CLIN, to allow for funding fluctuation and to maintain funds for the industrial base.

Answer:  The draft RFP is multiple year contract with a base and 4 option years for potentially 5 total years of performance.  If the question means a true multi-year contract under FAR Part 17.1 where there is a commitment to a fixed funding level for each year; the problem is time.  It takes about 2 years to go through the Presidential Budget cycles and Congressional approvals.  The PM for Demil is considering a true multi-year for future requirements. 

29. We believe the overall quantity ranges proposed are too great in breadth to be covered by only one to three price points per a single option each fiscal year.  We fear that a pricing structure such as this would lead to price inefficiencies due to the tremendous amount of cost risk mitigation needed to cover vast quantity differences between each price\quantity point, even if the FY quantity ranges were split into equal 1/3 intervals.  We feel that enough cost risk lies within the various DODIC quantities comprising each family alone, and the existence of large quantity intervals will only amplify this risk exponentially.  

Answer:   The concern is noted.      

30. With the uncertainty of future funds, the proposed minimum buy quantities themselves may be too aggressive to achieve, raising the risk of early contract termination.  We believe that the potential costs of a stop work and tear down associated with an unexercised FY option would be too great to achieve the level of independence and objectivity needed to price these options fairly.  Also, a pricing structure that is too rigid will not provide proper incentives for incremental volume awards between price\quantity points.

Answer:  Minimum quantity range for the base year contract is funded in the approved Presidents budget for FY2005.  See also Q&A #5. 

31. We believe an appropriate pricing structure would be one that combines maximum price and quantity flexibility with some level of affirmation that all ammunition families will be included in an option award.  This family “guarantee” would aid in the establishment of a stable supplier base, where operational inefficiencies can be minimized and cost efficiencies maximized.  Greater price and quantity flexibility will allow for the Demil contract to survive temporary funding “droughts” that may occur in any given year(s).

Answer:  It was not stated in the draft RFP however it is the Govt intention to award all families at the minimum option quantities before considering greater quantities. See Q&A  #2b

32. Since this continuity of business in the commercial Demil industry is one of the most vital components of its success, especially for contracts with lofty small business goals, we propose that each fiscal year award consist of multiple, smaller scale options.  Each option within the fiscal year would contain proportional sub-ranges of the total FY option quantity range, with multiple price\quantity points within each sub-range.  For any award quantity in-between these ranges, prices would be straight-line interpolated between the related price points.  This would allow for the creation of smooth cost curves for the Government, instead of price\quantity steps or leaps.  A pricing structure such as this will give the Government the most financial flexibility, as well as facilitate the survivability of the contract.  This structure should also reduce price inefficiencies by creating incentives for the bidders to capture incremental business, instead of only focusing on achieving the minimum award each time.  The result should be value maximization for every dollar spent.

Answer:   The idea of using a simple mathematical price curve equation has merit and will be considered.  The use of multiple price curves within the various families and price quantity ranges may be a bit overcomplicated.  

33. We recommend that the selected contractor takes possession of the containerized assets at the storage facility (FOB Origin) and is responsible for the of the shipment of the assets to save shipping cost for the Government.  If this is not an option than we recommend that the Government state that they are responsible for transportation cost to point of demilitarization (FOB Destination). We recommend that transportation cost be not used to determine best value.

Answer:  Law requires US Govt provided transportation for all US titled ammunition within CONUS.  It might be possible for the prime contractor to provide freight forwarding services for over ocean destinations.   Govt. under current draft RFP language is responsible for delivery of assets to place of demil performance.  The transportation costs are part of the evaluated price.

34. We recommend that JMC supply an asset list for each year (Base and option years) with DODIC and quantities, which allows us to price for each family.

Answer: We will provide asset lists with as much detail as possible.  In some cases especially for the out years exact NSNs and other details may be problematic due to the volatile nature of the demil account.     

35. Title Transfer Reference: Statement of Work Section: 1. Scope Sub-section 1.1  We recommend title transfer of demilitarized components after USG execution of Certificate of Destruction.

Answer: Payment will be made upon DD250 signature.

36. We request estimates on shipping costs (CONUS and OCONUS) to allow us to price competitive if USG is handling the shipment of assets.

Answer:  Unfortunately freight rates are variable over time and we do not know all the possible demil locations making it difficult to provide meaningful estimates.     For example:  PC&H varies from depot to depot and changes each year and also depends on hazard class and on CONUS/OCONUS destination; current PC&H range is from  $371 to $177 per ton.   CONUS ground transportation rates are highly variable in May 04 rates were $0.27 to $0.11 per ton mile.  Over ocean costs to Europe were around $270 per ton.

37. Statement of Work Section 6.2 Ammunition Demil/Disposal Plan Sub-section 6.2.4

We suggest the first sentence be reworded “After initial acceptance of the plan, any significant changes to the plan by the contractor shall be coordinated with, and accepted by the PCO.”  We suggest “significant changes” be defined as: “The contractor shall identify the demil processes that are considered significant, with respect to their impact on performance or safety. For all existing subcontractors, a listing of these significant processes, including a brief description, shall be submitted to the PCO prior to implementation.  All significant processes shall be detailed in the demil plan. Once established, any change to these significant processes shall be submitted to the PCO prior to implementation.  The government reserves the right to disapprove any process that does not comply with contractual requirements.”  A reference for ‘significant changes” as described above are contained in the Tank Training Ammunition Contract: Contract DAAA09-99-C-0021.

Answer:   Before the Government would consider such a proposal, the contractor would have to demonstrate their command over the demilitarization and disposal processes, their management of their sub-contractors, and their document control process(es).  

38. Reference: Statement of Work    General:  Change all References to “DCMC” in SOW to “DCMA”   Reason:   The “DCMC” Command no longer exists.  It is now an agency -“DCMA.”

Answer:  Error corrected, thanks.

39. Demilitarization and Disposal Plan:    Section 6.1.5 Safety   Currently Reads:    6.1.5 Safety – Summarize significant safety hazards unique to the munitions and procedures/processes contained in the plan, including the precautions and procedures that must be employed during the demilitarization and disposal operations.  List the significant hazardous materials of the munitions; including PEP, and other highly hazardous materials, and the quantity of each.  If not previously approved for this family and contract, include the safety site plan for operational, storage and receiving structures and sites.  (See paragraph 8.1 for Site Safety Plan)  Suggested to read:  6.1.5 Safety – Summarize significant safety hazards unique to the munitions and procedures/processes contained in the plan, including the precautions and procedures that must be employed during the demilitarization and disposal operations.  List the significant hazardous materials of the munitions; including PEP, and other highly hazardous materials, and the quantity of each. If not previously approved for this family, include the safety site plan for operational, storage and receiving structures and sites.  (See paragraph 8.1 for Site Safety Plan)  Reason(s):  To eliminate the duplicate and redundant submission of previously approved site safety plans for the facilities that will be processing the same families as those for which the original approval was granted.

Answer: Each contract stands alone, as does each associated deliverable.  The submission of site plans and significant safety hazard summaries, even if the contracting officer has previously found them acceptable, is necessary.  The review and acceptance process for demilitarization and disposal plan(s) previously found acceptable, in theory, should occur more quickly than new or revised submissions.  

40. Reference: Statement of Work    6.0  Demilitarization and Disposal Plan: Section 8.0 Safety   Sub-section 8.1.1    Currently reads:   “8.1.1 The contractor will submit and approved site safety plan to the PCO no later than 30 days after the award of the contract”              Suggested To Read: “8.1.1 The contractor will submit a site safety plan for each previously unapproved, or new, or modified facility used in performance on this contract, through the cognizant DCMA ACO to the PCO, for review and approval no later than 30 days after the award of the contract.”             Reason:   Language clarification, avoid redundant submissions, and to more properly describes the process for explosives safety site plan routing for approval in accordance with DoD Contract Safety Requirements.

Answer:    Same as above.  Each contract stands alone, as does each associated deliverable.  The submission of site plans and significant safety hazard summaries, even if the contracting officer has previously found them acceptable, is necessary.  The review and acceptance process for demilitarization and disposal plan(s) previously found acceptable, in theory, should occur more quickly than new or revised submissions.  “8.1.1 The contractor will submit a site safety plan for each previously unapproved, new, or major modified facility used in performance on this contract, through the cognizant DCMA ACO to the PCO, for review and approval no later than 30 days after the award of the contract.”          

41. Reference: Executive Summary Section and Rating System A more comprehensive rating system for both areas would be an improvement.  The rating system should address those areas that exceed contractual requirements with a superior rating. 

Answer:  Thank you your suggestion is, noted

42. Value Engineering 

Recommend adding a “Value Engineering” clause to the contract. This will provide an additional incentive to the prime and subcontractors to reduce contract unit costs of the product through process improvements via Value Engineering Change Proposals (VECP) – again, at no additional cost to the government.

Answer:  VE clause FAR 52.248-1 will be added to section I of the solicitation.

43. Use of Government Facilities

We recommend that the use of demilitarization facilities under this RFP be limited to commercial facilities only, because the GOA Report (April 2, 04) stressed the fact that unnecessary and additional cost incur to the demilitarization program by allowing the commercial sector to use Government facilities.

Answer:   See Q&A #6.  If an offeror wishes to use Govt owned equipment the equipment list must be identified in the proposal along with proposed rental rates or factors, evaluation factors will be applied IAW FAR part 45.

44. Recency of experience is defined on page 24 as past 5 years prior to the solicitation. On page 26 recent experience is defined as past 3 years. Recommend this be clarified in the final RFP.

Answer:  Both should be 5 years.  This will be corrected in the final RFP.

45.    After reading the subject SOW, requirement for a Demil/Disposal Plan at 6.2 and the requirement for a contract official to execute a demil certificate at 15.4, that there is no mention of the demilitarization process being witnessed and certified by a government personnel.  Paragraph A 7 of Chapter II, "DEMILITARIZATION OF SURPLUS AND FOREIGN EXCESS MILITARY ITEMS" of DoD 4160.21-M-1 "Defense Demilitarization Manual" requires government personnel to witness and certify demilitarization, whether performed by government or contractor personnel.  Does this requirement not apply to this procurement, or has the requirement been delegated so that contractor personnel (with the proper qualifications and approvals) can satisfy the witnessing and certification process.    

Answer:  Only the relevant portions of the Demil manual  DoD 4160.21-M-1 have been included in the SOW.   The entire manual is not included nor incorporated.

46.  Does the 750# bomb demil account for the upcoming 2005 RFP include just         the F114 DODIC (containing tritonal) or also include the F113 DODIC (containing minol)?   

Answer:   There will be no F113 DODIC in this requirement.  The Government intends to not furnish Minol-filled bombs under demil contracts.  We believe all Minol bombs have been removed from the stockpile, but cannot prove that.  Because of issues with fill cracking, exudation (oozing), and potential reactivity due to possible ammonia formation in AN, the Government quit using Minol-filled bombs in favor of other explosives.  Because of the AN component, Minol is not compatible with processes which use water.

47. When will the CBU drawings be posted by JMC? 

Answer:  The entire Demilitarization Technical Data Packages (Demil TDPs) will be made available with the 2005 RFP.
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