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	Question #
	Question
	Response

	1
	Is this “bondability” letter only required for the anticipated construction company that will perform the work or is it also required for the Performer?  The RPP defines the Performer as the company submitting the proposal.  It is not industry standard for the operating company hiring a construction company to perform work to also need a bond letter.
	While we recognize industry conventions where only the construction contractor holds the bond, this federal program requires the Performer to demonstrate financial capacity and project completion assurances. If the Performer plans to utilize a sub-performer or construction firm to fulfill the bonding requirement, the Performer’s proposal must explicitly detail the relationship, name the construction company, Performer’s relationship with the construction company, and include sufficient details to demonstrate financial capacity and project complete assurances.  For Performer proposal planning purposes, the total amount of funding available for NBR subawards is $49.3M.  Funding of proposals submitted in response to this RPP is contingent upon the availability of federal funds for this program. The Government anticipates making one or more awards under this RPP but reserves the right to make no awards. Offerors are encouraged to propose budgets commensurate with the nature, scope and complexity of the proposed project.

	2
	We have heard that a long-term contract that consolidates U.S. Government purchases of approximately 1.3B gloves annually will be issued within the next 30-60 days. Is there a clause in this contract that will require contract awardees to purchase domestically made NBR if it is available during the contract period?
	Proposal submissions should not rely on contract requirements that are not explicitly required by active statute, regulation, or an applicable executive order. 

	3
	Is HHS coordinating with the Commerce Department and U.S. Trade Representative about imposing specific tariffs on foreign made gloves and NBR?
	Proposal submissions should not rely on speculative interagency coordination or anticipated trade policy changes. 

	4
	What is the status of the CY 2027 OPPS/ASC proposed rule (CMS-1850-P, issued July 2, 2026; comments due August 31, 2026)?

Beyond the rule’s status: what is the specific final per-glove payment adjustment, through what payment vehicle and mechanism does that adjustment reach private purchasers, and will gloves manufactured in the United States from imported NBR qualify? What were the measured private-market adoption results of the comparable prior N95 respirator domestic-preference and reimbursement effort, and what specifically has been changed here to ensure this payment adjustment produces adoption? And may Offerors rely on this mechanism in the plan required by Deliverable 19 — particularly since the RPP identifies no other federal mechanism by which domestically produced gloves are made price-competitive in the private market — the demand on which any new NBR plant depends?
	 The status of CY 2027 OPPS/ASC rule is outside the scope of this solicitation. 

	5
	What is the status of the Strategic National Stockpile being restocked with nitrile gloves?
	Performers should use their own resources to obtain publicly available information regarding stockpile replenishment cycles. 

	6
	What is the status of the Strategic National Stockpile being restocked with nitrile gloves? 
	See the answer to question #5 above. 

	7
	Is the U.S. government committed to a domestic nitrile glove industry?
	This funding vehicle is designed to expand domestic capacity and insulate the nation's public health infrastructure from foreign supply chain disruptions.


	8
	The Commercial Viability Plan and financial model (RPP §2.1.2.2, Deliverable 19) require ten-year viability projections and a sensitivity analysis addressing NBR market price variance of ±30% — both of which presuppose a baseline price and demand outlook. Current landed prices reflect subsidized and transshipped supply rather than sustainable production economics: exam gloves entered at about $0.021 per glove in June 2026, roughly 30% below their pre-2020 decade average, so a band centered on today's prices would embed dumping as the permanent market condition and render domestic proposals unviable by construction. 

May Offerors incorporate pending federal policy measures — the Section 232 medical supplies remedy, the CMS domestic-PPE payment adjustment under consideration in CMS-1850-P, and any domestic-NBR sourcing requirement in the anticipated consolidated glove procurement — as the price and demand baseline for the Commercial Viability Plan and the sensitivity analysis? If not, what baseline does the Government consider consistent with this RPP's objective of establishing viable domestic NBR capacity, and how will evaluators treat proposals whose viability depends on such measures relative to proposals assuming current market conditions?
	For the Commercial Viability Plan and financial model, Offerors must establish and justify their own baseline price and demand outlook using verifiable historical indices, market research, and current commercial market conditions. 

No, Offerors may not incorporate pending federal policy measures or anticipated trade remedies as their baseline economic assumptions. 

	9
	How is an Offeror to model ten years of commercial viability with zero assumed government demand?
Deliverable 19 (Attachment A, Section 4) requires a plan that “ensures the long-term commercial viability without relying on government funding or government purchase orders,” and §2.1.2.2 requires that plan to address both steady-state and surge demands for NBR, yet Section 2.5 obligates the Performer to provide the Government priority access to the funded capacity in a public health emergency and to prioritize U.S. market demand for NBR ahead of global demand for ten years after the period of performance ends — and the companion RPP 26-09-Gloves quantifies the federal surge deficit at 15 billion gloves.
	The requirement is for Performers to model domestic private-sector demand (such as industrial, commercial, and non-governmental healthcare sectors). Performers may include assumptions regarding government demand based on publicly available information. However, the financial model should treat government purchase mandates as a potential upside rather than a core survival requirement. The mandate in Deliverable 19 requires a model that functions without relying on guaranteed federal purchase orders

	10
	Is any warm-base payment, surge-readiness retainer, standing federal purchase commitment, indefinite-delivery vehicle, or stockpile rotation program contemplated for the capacity created under this RPP? If so, will the Government state its terms, volumes, and duration? If none is contemplated, what commercial demand assumptions, price points, and market-share assumptions does the Government deem credible for the required model, and how are the ten-year priority-access and U.S.-demand-first obligations to be valued in a model that may not assume any government purchase?
	No warm-based payment, surge-readiness retainers, or standing federal purchase commitment, indefinite-delivery vehicle, or stockpile rotation program is contemplated for the capacity created under this solicitation. Regarding the financial model, see the answer to question #9 above. The financial model should treat government purchase mandates as a potential upside rather than a core survival requirement. Offerors must assume that the funding provided during the maximum 24-month period of performance is the entirety of the direct federal financial support. The valuation of the 10-year "U.S.-demand-first" obligation should reflect the commercial advantage of a secure, domestic supply chain for private buyers who prioritize regulatory compliance and proximity of supply.

	11
	To what extent may the proposal include targeted process R&D (higher solids content, reduced residual monomers, improved consistency for high-speed dipping lines, or energy/yield improvements) as part of reaching and sustaining MRL 10?
	Targeted process R&D as an element of responses is permissible to the extent that it serves to reach and secure Manufacturing Readiness Level (MRL) 10. Increasing solids content, reducing residual monomers, or modifying NBR properties for compatibility with high-speed dipping lines will be considered. 

	12
	Will such R&D cost be eligible for government funding and cost-share credit?
	R&D expenses are eligible for federal funding and cost-sharing, provided they are directly tied to the equipment validation, commissioning, and optimization required to achieve MRL 10. These costs must be explicitly categorized, justified within the Cost Proposal Narrative, and broken down chronologically in the milestone schedule. 

	13
	For a greenfield or major brownfield NBR facility, how should the mandatory ≥50 % cost share be structured across capital equipment, construction, commissioning, and working capital?
	The ≥50% cost share should be distributed proportionally across capital equipment, construction, commissioning, and working capital is the responsibility of the Performer regardless of greenfield or major brownfield NBR facility status. 

	14
	Are there preferred mechanisms (equity, third-party investment, equipment financing) that the Government views most favorably?
	The government does not prefer any specific financing structure. 

	15
	Does validation of the NBR manufacturing only cover the production of the Raw NBR or does it also have to be validated by producing viable gloves using the newly produced NBR?
	 Validation requires a dual-stage approach covering both raw NBR production and downstream glove manufacturing suitability. 

	16
	The RPP requires the Commercial Viability Plan to address steady-state and surge demand but does not establish a quantitative surge-readiness criterion. Should Offerors independently define and justify the operating baseline, surge-production target, ramp-up time, minimum campaign duration, and associated demand assumptions, or will the Government provide a standardized scenario for evaluating proposals consistently?
	The Government will not provide a standardized surge scenario. Offerors must independently define, model, and justify their facility’s specific operating parameters, baseline assumptions, and surge capacities. 



