 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          472 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 1. CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS--COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-4) (MAY 1997) (MODIFIED)                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Our corporation is very interested in the NASA ODIN procurement.  We have followed the procurement for a number of months and are actively working on the proposal.  However, we are unable to meet the current schedule because of:



1.  Problems with the pricing model

2.  NSTL Performance Benchmarks

3.  Magnitude of the pricing proposal effort.



Problems with the pricing model.  The current automated pricing model does not work. Also, there are many data inconsistencies between Attachment Q and the Center seat estimates by year. We believe it will take a significant amount of time for the 

government to correct these problems, thereby leaving an inadequate amount of time for contractors to complete the model for submission.



NSTL Performance Benchmarks.  NSTL has estimated two weeks to turn around testing to bidders.  This will allow bidders little time, once test results are received, to adjust their product selection and move forward with the bid.



Magnitude of the pricing proposal effort. The pricing submission is massive and requires considerable time to ensure accurate pricing estimates. Our current calculation for the pricing submission is 16,000 pages. Seat product and related services, service 

bands, seat options, and seat locations must all be considered in determining a complete NTE price estimate. Commercial vendors who are not familiar with pricing in this manner, will require additional time to become familiar with this pricing method.



Therefore, we request an extension of the proposal due date to February 13, 1998 or at least 45 days after the pricing model is complete and fully functional.



RESPONSE:  The due date for the technical and business proposals has been extended to February 2, 1998.   The due date for the price proposal has been extended to February 9, 1998.  In addition, the NSTL requirements have been revised.  See response to 

Comment ID: 421.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          553 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 1. CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS--COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-4) (MAY 1997) (MODIFIED)                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Terms and Conditions, Paragraph 1(n) specifies 'ää Title for any infrastructure, 

replacements or upgrades shall remain with the government . This includes but 

is not limited to items such as antennas, telephone switches, routers, hubs 

and cableplant.' 



Question: Under a lease for equipment, title would be neither in the hands 

of the ODIN contractor nor the government. Can we assume that this would 

still be consistent with the Government's intention in the citation above? Additionally, if a lease-to-purchase is proposed, shall we assume that the 

title would transfer to the government at the conclusion of the lease?



RESPONSE:  In either case, the title would be required to be transferred to the Govt. or the successor in interest.

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          368 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

36) QUESTION: Does the total number of aggregate seats refer to totaling each minimum quantity and totaling each maximum quantity for each of the individual Service Elements (e.g. desktop service, server services, phone services, fax services, video 

services, radio services, remote communication services, and PA services) as listed in Attachment Q? For example if you had a maximum for desktops of 1000 and a maximum of 1000 phones could 2000 desktops be ordered and be considered within the aggregate 

bands?



RESPONSE:  {REVISED} The aggregate seat count refers to each area (Desktop, Server, Phone, FAX, Local Video, Admin Radio, LAN, Remote Comm., PA).  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          381 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.1(d): 'Surcharges will be applied to the seat price for classified security, when ordered in the

delivery order, at the rates specified in the contract.' Will the offeror be establishing a single

surcharge rate or multiple rates? Will surcharges be evaluated as part of the offeror's proposal? Is

the Discounts tab in the vendor.xls file the only place where a security surcharge factor should be

proposed? 



RESPONSE:  Surcharges should be proposed in accordance with company policy.  See response to Comment ID: 404.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          416 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

1. Four Enterprises have been defined in the RFP:

1) ASTT - Aeronautics & Space Transportation Technology

2) HEDS - Human Exploration & Development of Space

3) MTPE - Mission to Planet Earth

4) OSS - Office of Space Science



a) Are these the only four Enterprises that might have multiple Centers for purposes of the ODIN

contract?



RESPONSE:  yes.

>>>>>

b) What Centers would be/could be clustered within each Enterprise?



RESPONSE:  ASTT: LeRC, ARC, LaRC, DFRC

	         HEDS: JSC, KSC, MSFC, SSC

	         MTPE: GSFC

	         OSS: JPL (who is not participating in the ODIN contract at this time)



Please note that an 'Enterprise' is the same as an Institutional Program Office (IPO).  Also, Headquarters is considered a separate entity and is not considered to be a part of an IPO.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          424 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please provide an example or other means of clarifying what the Government means by the

following sentence: 'The NTE pricing is effective when the total number of aggregate seats at an

ordering location is within the aggregated bands identified in Attachment Q, Aggregate Seat Bands

Per Ordering Entity, regardless of whether the individual seat minimum/maximum quantities are

ordered.' (1) 



RESPONSE:  The aggregate minimum and maximum is based upon the total minimum and maximum number of seats identified, regardless of seat type.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          450 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: A.1.1  



Question:  How will the Government or contractor determine the aggregate seats at an ordering location for determining the NTE pricing that is effective for that location? 



Response: The aggregate seats to be ordered will fall within the range of seats listed in the total column of Attachment Q.  



>>>>>



Is this part of due diligence? 



Response: It is not part of due diligence.  



>>>>>



If it is, then this implies due diligence could cover more equipment than that being ordered based on the Government statement that the NTE pricing aggregate seat band is applicable regardless of whether the individual seat minimum/maximum quantities are 

ordered.  Why would due diligence cover more equipment than is intended to be ordered?  



Response: Due diligence will only be performed on the  seats to be ordered. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          534 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference comment 368, we do not think that the answer to the question is consistent with the RFP. We assume that the site will order some combination of desktop computer seats to equal the minimum of seats in section Q for desktop computer seats. That is 

there is no relationship between a desktop computer seat

and a telephoney seat when it comes to ordering the minimum number of seats. If  the minimum desktop computer seats is 1000 and the minimum telephoney seats is 1000, a 2000 desktop seat order does not satisfy the requirement for 1000 telephoney seats. Do 

you concur?



Since the support infrastructure for telephoney, pagers, RF and PCs is different, the 

contractors need minimums in all categories. That extends to RF systems, pagers

and the other devices that are requested. Will NASA order order the minimums in 

category, such as pagers, RF devices, telephones, desktops, etc. ? 



RESPONSE:  The aggregate seat count refers to each area (Desktop, Server, Phone, FAX, Local Video, Admin Radio, LAN, Remote Comm., PA).  The response to comment id: 368 was revised on 12/30/97.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          539 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Paragraphs A.1.1 (e) and A.1.2; and, Gov't Comment ID 411

If the Government chooses to issue a unilateral modification at the NTE prices, without a due diligence phase, what process will contractors and the Government use to correct pricing for any discrepancies found at the center (e.g., inventories, 

infrastructure changes, center-specific interfaces, center-specific network and communication requirements, etc.)?



RESPONSE:  Vendors are not required to participate in the DOSP .  The NTE pricing may be accepted by the Govt. and therefore, the vendor has waived their rights for due diligence adjustments.  The Govt. does not intend to accept any adjustments to the NTE 

pricing. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          549 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Referencing the Government's response to Comment ID 368 (revised on 12/30/97) and the Government's response to Comment ID 424, it is still unclear how the Government intends to apply the aggregated bands identified in Attachment Q. To clarify, will the 

proposed NTE prices for GP1 seats for JSC apply in situations where the Government orders more GP1 seats or less GP1 seats than the quantities specified for JSC GP1 seats as specified in Attachment Q for any given year? 

RESPONSE: Yes. See also answer to comment 550.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          550 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  The Government's revised response to Comment ID 368 appears to be in conflict with the previous earlier Government response to Comment ID 424. The response to Comment ID 424 indicates that 'aggregate minimum and maximum is based upon the total minimum and 

maximum number of seats identified, regardless of seat type.' Does the revised response to Comment ID 368 mean that the minimum and maximum quantities for GP1, GP2, GP3, SE1, SE2, SE3, MA1, MA2, and NAD seat types will be aggregated into total quantities 

per year for 'Desktop' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1? 

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That WEB1, APP1, COMP1, and FILE1 seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'Server' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That PH1, PH2, PH3, PH4, Pcell seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'Phone' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That FAX1, FAX2, and FAX3 seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'Fax' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That the LVID1 seat type quantities will stand alone as 'Local Video' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That AR1, AR2, and AR3 seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'Admin Radio' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That LAN1, LAN2, and LAN3 seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'LAN' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That RC1, RC2, RC3, and RC4 seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'Remote Comm' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

>>>>>

That PA1 and PA2 seat types will be aggregated into total quantities per year for 'PA' for determining 'aggregated bands' as identified in RFP A.1.1?

RESPONSE: Yes.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          644 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This section indicates that post due diligence, the contractors will be allowed

to submit a one time adjustment to the total price for the support of the site. 

Assuming that the adjustment is not to the NTE, can the contractors submit an 

adjustment based upon the number of router to be monitored in the system based

upon the results of the due diligence, as an example? or any other anomaly that 

they find during due diligence which was not anticipated in their proposal based 

upon the data that is in the RFP? 



RESPONSE:  Yes, anything found requiring adjustment can be proposed.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          656 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.1	SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED 

This provision states in (d) 'Surcharges will be applied to the seat price for classified security (Attachment K), when ordered in the delivery order, at the rates specified in the contract.'   

It is not clear to this offeror where these surcharges should be proposed. There does not appear to be a place in the pricing models for these surcharges.  Please clarify. 



Response:  This information is included in the Vendor 1 spreadsheet in the Second Tab entitled 'total summary'.



***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          666 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Re: Comment ID 450 through 467

A.1, A.3, C.5, C.7, E.1, E.2... 



Discussion:  In December, we submitted a series of pricing format questions.  We have not received responses for the referenced questions. 



Question:  When may we expect responses to Comment ID 450 through 467? 



RESPONSE:  The answers to these have been posted now.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          337 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2 DELIVERY ORDER SELECTION PROCESS (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  A.1.2, '...the Government reserves the right to issue a unilateral delivery order at NTE prices.'



1) QUESTION: Must a contractor accept a unilaterally issued delivery order at NTE prices for a delivery order which he chose not to bid?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          382 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2 DELIVERY ORDER SELECTION PROCESS (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.2.1: Will the GWACS DOSP include a time period for the contractor to perform due

diligence? If not, how does the offeror propose an NTE cost per seat without knowledge of the

current and planned infrastructure environments at any given agency?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

>>>>>



A.1.2.2(d): When outlining the DOSC, NASA identified six criteria in the RFP. The first five were

detailed and explained, but pricing, the last criteria, was not explained. Please provide an

explanation for how the Government will evaluate pricing.



RESPONSE:  Price reasonableness will be evaluated.

>>>>>



A.1.2.2(d)(3) - Service Delivery

The solicitation states that the Contractor shall be required to pay the Government for all NASA

provided facilities. How will this cost be determined? Does it apply against all or part of each

delivery order? What will this facility's function be? Will contractor personnel be located at these

facilities?



RESPONSE:  This cost will be determined based on utility costs to the Government, and other environmental and space costs as negotiated.  It would apply against each Delivery Order issued to a Contractor where Government facilities were provided.  The 

function of the facility would be based on the offeror's proposal.

>>>>>



A.1.2.2(d)(4) - Mission Focus

What requirement will contractors have in providing capital improvements? What will be the nature

of the capital investment? Will these capital investments be paid for by the Government? If so,

how?



RESPONSE:  See 1. CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS-COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-4), paragraph (n).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          411 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2 DELIVERY ORDER SELECTION PROCESS (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP A.1.2: Will the contractor be entitled to perform due deligence in event of a unilateral delivery

order? 



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          568 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2 DELIVERY ORDER SELECTION PROCESS (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 382  

Question:  Service Delivery.  Since the offeror will not be able to accurately assess NASA provided facility costs until the Delivery Order competition, will these costs be allowed as potential upward adjustments to the NTE prices?



RESPONSE:  A.1.2.2 NASA DOSP (b) (3) A due diligence price adjustment may be submitted after due diligence.  This is a one time price adjustment, but it is not an adjustment to the NTE prices.

*****

                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          569 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2 DELIVERY ORDER SELECTION PROCESS (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 411



Question:  How will the government handle incremental cost issues related to the NTE prices in the case of a unilateral delivery order where due diligence is not allowed?  Such as NASA provided facility costs.



RESPONSE: See answer to question #539.  

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          383 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2.1 GWACS (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  A.1.2.1: Will the GWACS DOSP include a time period for the contractor to perform due

diligence? If not, how does the offeror propose an NTE cost per seat without knowledge of the

current and planned infrastructure environments at any given agency?



RESPONSE: See response to Comment ID 411.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          384 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2.2 NASA (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RESPONSE: Questions were duplicates of Comment ID: 382

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          483 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2.2 NASA (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

(May also be listed as Comment Number 425, but did not come up in Collector Report) NASA is currently proposing that each ODIN offeror conduct due diligence prior to proposal submittal. We propose an alternative. Let each offeror bid on the Center's 

business using the updated inventories as currently known; the updated Center inventory is completely adequate for proposal evaluation. Further, we recommend that NASA solicit a price to conduct due diligence from each offeror; then the successful offeror 

is the only one who actually needs to bear the significant costs of due diligence. This will also reduce the disruption to the Center during due diligence. Due diligence, in commercial practice, is not considered a cost to propose but rather a cost to 

perform. This approach is very similar to NASA's approach to transition large service contracts where transition costs are solicited as separate costs from the ongoing contract costs. We suggest changing the RFP to indicate that only the apparent 

successful bidder is to perform due diligence. 



RESPONSE:  The Government's requirement stands as stated in the RFP.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          617 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.2.2 NASA (DOSP)                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Despite the fact that this paragraph addresses the Delivery Order Selection Process, we would like to know what assumptions we should make in our basic ODIN proposal with regard to the potential cost for use of government facilities/space. Will 

the government provide a cost per square foot, or should we assume zero cost for evaluation of this basic proposal? (53) 



RESPONSE:  The proposal should assume no government facilities.  During DOSP, facility requirements and price adjustments will be discussed.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          385 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.7 TRANSITION BONUS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  A.1.7 Transition Bonus: How will the Transition Bonus be split between the two contractors? 



RESPONSE:  50/50.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          451 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.7 TRANSITION BONUS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: A.1.7  



Question:  Where will the 100,000 transition bonus come from?  Are these NASA funds or funds from contractors?





Response: These are NASA funds.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          342 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.8 RETAINAGE POOLS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Statements in this section appear to be conflicting. If the Retainage Pools are disbursed on a 'meets/fails to meet basis', then what does this mean relative to the subjective criteria cited in this section as such as 'the manner and degree to which the 

Contractor demonstrably assumes joint and mutual responsibility for integration testing...' and 'the manner and degree to which the Contractor demonstrably delivers services that meet all the Level 1 metrics...'?



RESPONSE:  Several factors will be considered in the PRP decision.  All of these factors, as listed A.1.8, are considered critical to the success of this program.  If any of these factors are not successfully achieved, then the PRP and/or MPRP will not 

be disbursed. If the Program Manager determines that all of these factors have been successfully achieved, then the funds will be released.    

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          452 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.8 RETAINAGE POOLS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: A.1.8(b) and A.1.9  



Question:  These two requirements seem to be related to the same thing.  Is the Government penalizing the contractor twice for performance problems?  This seems to be excessive.





Response:  A.1.8 is a creative funding mechanism under which the government obligates funds for disbursement to the contractor at a later date based upon the manner in which they perform.  A.1.9 is an actual credit for outages to the Government at a system 

level.  Neither one of them are penalties.

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          618 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.8 RETAINAGE POOLS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This paragraph describes several subjective criteria on which the potential release of the 3% performance retainage pool (PRP) is based, and states that release of the PRP is at the sole discretion of the Program Manager. Is it NASA's intent 

that release of the PRP will be governed by something similar to NASA's current award fee processes, so that the contractors will have a clearer understanding of the criteria to be used by the ODIN Program Manager in making the PRP release determination? 

If so, can we expect that some sort of evaluation plan, patterned on NASA's current award fee guidance documentation, will be incorporated into delivery orders? (54) 



RESPONSE:  The release of the retainage pool will be at the discretion of the Program Manager. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          659 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.8 RETAINAGE POOLS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.8	RETAINAGE POOLS 

A.1.9	CREDIT FOR OUTAGES 



Paragraph A.1.8 states that a MPRP comprised of 1% of the sum of the monthly seat/system prices from all delivery orders and modifications will be established for each contractor, and will be retained to ensure the successful performance and operation as 

defined by the ODIN metrics specified in Attachment F.  Will the 1% retainage pool be drawn upon for the credits due to the Government under Paragraph A.1.9, CREDIT FOR OUTAGES?  For example, if one of the ODIN seats were down for three days, the 

Government would be entitled a credit of 3/30th of the monthly seat price for the seat.  Would the Government obtain this credit from the 1% retainage pool?   



Furthermore, A.1.9 does not contain a limit for the number of days or amount of credit, which is standard industry practice.  This offeror requests that the Government insert language stating that such credit shall not exceed the sum of the monthly seat 

price.   



Response:  No, credits will not be levied against the MPRP. The Government will reduce its payment based on the outage period.



*****  

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          657 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.9 CREDIT FOR OUTAGES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.9	CREDIT FOR OUTAGES 



This provision states that credits will accrue beginning the day the outage originated.  As the contractor can not be assured that the Government will notify the contractor on the day the outage occurs, we request that the Government modify this provision 

by changing 'beginning with the day the outage originated.'   

to read 'beginning with the day by which the outage was required to be repaired.' 



Response:  Please see response to Comment ID #427 'The definition of 'downtime' will be modified in Amendment 2 to state that for desktop systems, where the contractor may not be cognizant of a system down until being notified by the end user, downtime is 

defined as recommended in this comment but that for all other systems (e.g., network) where it is felt that the contractor should be cognizant of a system down immediately, downtime is defined as it currently reads in the RFP.'





***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          600 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.10 ALLOWABLE CABLE PLANT DELIVERY ORDER CHANGES                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: A.1.10



Question:  Is cable plant support to be priced as a separate item and only in the delivery order proposal? If so, will NASA pay for this through the 'set-aside for specialized requirements'? If not priced separately, and if it is meant to be incorporated 

in the evaluation model, please explain where it should be represented.



RESPONSE:  The support of the cable plant shall be included with the NTE price of the seat.  At DOSP, if a Center requires it to be price separately, then the vendor will do so at that time.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          386 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.13 PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.13(b)

The RFP states 'The period of performance for each delivery order placed against this contract

shall not exceed three yearsä.' For pricing purposes it is critical that the contractor be able to

depend on a definitive period for a Delivery Order award for a Center (absent a termination for

convenience or a termination for default). Without this assurance, the contractor would be placed

in an untenable position by being required to commit to a price without knowing the period of

performance. Could this provision be changed to read 'The period of performance for the initial

delivery order for each Center, or for a GWAC order, placed against this contract shall be for

three yearsä'?



RESPONSE: The period of performance for the first delivery order will be three years as stated.  No change to the RFP is required.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          489 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.13 PERIOD OF PERFORMANCE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The RFP states that 'the period of performance for each delivery order placed against the contract shall not exceed three years...'.  It is critical that the contractor know that the delivery orders will be for a specific period of time (especially for 

the initial delivery order for a Center).  This is critical in order to know over what period to spread non-recurring costs as well as for other related pricing reasons.  In addition, if the government can be more specific in this area it will decrease the 

NTE prices proposed.  Could this provision be changed to replace 'not exceed' with 'be'?



RESPONSE: The period of performance for the first delivery order will be three years as stated.  No change to the RFP is required.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          453 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.14 ASSET TRANSITION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: A.1.14(b)(2)  



Question:  Will this kind of familiarization/phase-in training be provided to contractors who win initial Delivery Orders under ODIN?  Who pays for this activity and is it a chargeable item?





Response:  The Contractor should address any necessary training requirements in their transition plan and include the pricing in their NTE prices.

***** 

                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          540 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.14 ASSET TRANSITION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference RFP Paragraph A.1.14(b)(2)

RFP paragraph A.1.14(b)(2) states, 'The contractor agrees to furnish familiarization/phase-in training at the beginning of the phase-in period to the successor contractorä'



Since ODIN is a ID/IQ Delivery Order contract, how does the Government intend to direct the incumbent contractor to conduct this training? What CLIN will the Government order to initiate/satisfy this requirement?

RESPONSE:  The Offeror shall propose how they plan to conduct this training, and the schedule will be mutually agreed upon by the incumbent contractor, the DOCO, and the DOCOTR.  The Government considers this to be an integral part of the services provided 

and that the Offerors will have priced those services accordingly.  The Government does not intend to define a separate CLIN. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          619 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.14 ASSET TRANSITION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This paragraph states that, if the contractor proposes to use existing government assets, the assets will be made available on an 'as is' basis. Numerous other references in the RFP imply the government's intention for the contractor to maintain 

existing government assets in service until they are in need of technology refreshment.  Will the government consider providing something akin to certificates of maintainability for these assets upon transition to the contractor, or is this an area that 

would be subject to price adjustment as a result of the due diligence process? (55) 



RESPONSE:  No the government will not provide certificates of maintainability.  Due diligence price adjustments can be proposed.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          620 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.14 ASSET TRANSITION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Are the costs associated with a transition to a third party at the end of a delivery order period-familiarization, phase-in training, etc.-to be included in the seat prices, or are they expected to be priced separately if such a transition is 

necessary? (56) 



RESPONSE:  No, this should not be priced separately.  The government intends to execute A.1.7. 

*****

                                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          454 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.15 PROCEDURES TO EFFECT SPECIALIZED REQUIREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  The Government allows for several levels of requirements to be changed telephonically at a specific site.  What is the set-aside pool referenced for payment how is it funded?





Response: The set-aside pool reference is an amount of funding that is obligated above the fixed price per seat to cover the price of any of these items which are ordered telephonically.

***** 

                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          541 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.15 PROCEDURES TO EFFECT SPECIALIZED REQUIREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Paragraphs A.1.15; C.5.9.1

RFP paragraph states that pricing for Specialized Requirements shall be in accordance with Attachment P, Price List, while Paragraph C.5.9.1 states, 'The contractor shall uplift any seat to Mission Critical Status in accordance with the procedures and 

pricing described in Section A.1.15.'



There does not appear to be a separate entry in the pricing model for the price to uplift any seat to Mission Critical Status. How should contractors provide this pricing to the Government?

RESPONSE:  Defer pending revisions to price model

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          543 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.15 PROCEDURES TO EFFECT SPECIALIZED REQUIREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Paragraph A.1.15

RFP Paragraph A.1.15 states that where there is no price impact (e.g. Mission Freeze) the request for Specialized Requirements may be made by any Government employee supported by ODIN.



Does the Government intend to allow any Government employee to direct contractors to change contractual service levels with regard to Specialized Requirements? We suggest that this language be changed to the Contracting Officer or duly authorized 

representative of the C.O. 

RESPONSE:  The language stands as written (this is for the items that  would not have a price impact).  The only category identified with no price impact at this time is Mission Freeze. However, during DOSP, different procedures may be defined.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          455 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.16 CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference  A.1.16(a)  Certificate of Maintainability



Question:  Is it correct to assume that this certificate is only applicable to assets where title passes either to the government or a successor contractor?  This requirement is inconsistent with the government being able to select a no maintenance option 

for equipment being leased.  This is also a problem in that no charge inspection has to occur to enable the issuing of a certificate after a period of no maintenance.  Is it correct to assume a certificate will be issued at time of acquisition only if 

equipment is acquired without maintenance?



Response:  See response to Comment ID 645 which states: The Certificate of Maintainability clause applies to any equipment subject to asset transition as defined in A.1.14.  It does not apply to equipment the contractor may use during contract performance 

such as providing remote web or other remote servers, equipment used in performing maintenance or testing services, etc.



******

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          467 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.16 CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference:  A.1.16(c)



Question:  Why is the contractor responsible for a certificate of maintainability for those desktops he provides when Table E.2.1.1 allows for the purchase of seat services with no maintenance as an option?





Response: The Certificate of Maintainability is not required of the Contractor if the service is not acquired in ordering a seat.

*****

                                                                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          645 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.16 CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference  A.1.16(a)  Certificate of Maintainability



Question:  Please provide clarification as to the intent as well as the specific requirements of this provision.

1) What is included in the term 'assets'?  Does it include all assets that the ODIN contractor has responsibility for or utilizes in delivering ODIN services?    

∑ Please define exactly what is meant by the term 'assets' as used in this context.    



Response: The Certificate of Maintainability  clause applies to any equipment subject to  asset transition as defined in A.1.14.  It does not apply to equipment the contractor may use during contract performance such as  providing remote web or other 

remote servers, equipment used in performing maintenance or testing services, etc.

>>>>>



2) What is the definition of 'acquired'?    

∑ Is it correct that the use of the term acquired would only apply to items purchased by the ODIN contractor? 



Response: NO, the term acquired means those assets used as the basis for delivering services under a seat,  or infrastructure items (for which title is already  required to transfer), for which title must be capable of being transitioned regardless of 

whether the contractor purchases, leases, or lease to ownership plan for the assets.



>>>>>



3) What is the definition of 'transferred'?    

Does transferred in this context refer to those items transferred to the successor contractor (or government) at the expiration of the ODIN contractors period of performance?    



Response: Yes

>>>>>

If the term transferred includes items provided to the ODIN contractor from another source for performance of the initial delivery order, would Certificates of Maintainability be provided to the ODIN contractor at the time the asset is 'transferred' to the 

ODIN contractor?    



Response:  The term transferred refers to items transferred from one ODIN contractor to a successor contractor.  Certificates of Maintainability will not be provided by a Center for their first delivery order under the ODIN contract.  During the due 

diligence process, the contractor may validate the maintainability of the Government's assets. 

>>>>>



4) Will NASA provide Certificates of Maintainability for all GFE/GFP?   



Response: No, the Government will not provide Certificates of Maintainability for all GFE/GFP.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          646 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.16 CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference A.1.16(d) Certificate of Maintainability  



Question: Regarding this subparagraph, what would the contractor's responsibilities be if the OEM is no longer in business nor is there a successor in interest?  



Response:  The contractor is responsible for updating obsolete equipment and for maintaining all equipment in accordance with the OEM's specifications.  The ODIN Contractor must certify equipment has been maintained at this level. 

*****

                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          686 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.16 CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.1.16  CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY 



Question:  Does the clause in A.1.16 (b), '(or the OEM certifies that the equipment is eligible for maintenance, including but not limited to repair or inspection charges)'  mean that the contractor is responsible for getting the equipment's OEM to certify 

that the equipment is eligible for maintenance at the end of the contract and the contractor is responsible for the cost of getting this certification (i.e. repair or inspection charges)?  If so, what is a Contractor's recourse in the event an OEM will not 

certify that the equipment is eligible for maintenance? 



RESPONSE: The Government requires the equipment to be adequately maintained throughout the life of the contract. The responsibility for issuing the Certificate of Maintainability resides with the contractor. 

>>>>>



Question:  Does the clause in A.1.16 (d),  'If equipment is acquired under this contract without maintenance, the Contractor shall issue a Certificate of Maintainability for such equipment if requested by the DOCO.' mean that the contractor is responsible 

for issuing a Certificate of Maintainability at the time the equipment is initially delivered?  Will the Contractor be compensated for any repairs or charges that may be necessary to certify the newly acquired and delivered equipment as maintainable? 



RESPONSE: Pending further review.

>>>>>



Question:  If the DOCO requests that the Contractor issue a Certificate of Maintainability at any time after the equipment is acquired and delivered and has been in service, will the Contractor be compensated for any repairs or charges necessary to certify 

the equipment as maintainable? 



RESPONSE: Pending further review.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          621 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.19 COMPONENT CLASSIFICATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This paragraph states that all components provided by the contractor must be publicly announced and marketed as COTS products for at least 30 days before submission of any technology refresh proposal. Does this preclude the contractor from 

submitting a technology refresh proposal based on evaluation of beta products so that the products can be provided immediately upon commercial release of production products? For example, would we be able to complete a thorough beta test or early adopter 

program for Microsoft Windows 98 and insert this product into a technology refresh baseline when it is commercially released to production, or would we have to wait until 30 days after the production release before submitting our technology refresh 

proposal? (57) 



RESPONSE: The 30 day limitation applies to the release of products into production systems rather than the submission of technology refresh proposal for these products.  With coordination with the DOCOTR, the vendor may perform pilot testing at the Center 

prior to roll-out. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          335 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.20 LIABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

3) QUESTION: The RFP states that the Government assumes no liability for the loss, damage or destruction of contractor-provided items up to a ceiling of [$1]00,000 per year per center. This seems to be unreasonably high and therefore most contractors will 

cover this risk in their price, effectively charging the Government for the anticipated losses. We suggest the Government lower the [$1]00,000 to a number equal to the anticipated costs associated with processing a claim submitted by a  contractor to 

recover costs associated with Government action/inaction.



RESPONSE:  NASA understands the risk of establishing a maximum liability amount.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          614 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.20 LIABILITY                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Paragraph A.1.20 states 'The Government assumes no liability for loss, theft, damage, destruction (willful or otherwise) of any asset (tangible or intangible) provided by the Contractor in performance of this contract except as stated in this 

clause. The Government's rights under this provision extend to Government employees acting within the scope of their employment, as well as Government contractors and grantees acting within the scope of their agreements. The liability to the Contractor for 

losses resulting from loss, theft, damage, or destruction by a Government employee, another Government contractor, or grantee shall not exceed $100,000 per year per Center. If the actual losses resulting from loss, theft, damage, or destruction by a 

Government employee, another Government contractor, or grantee exceeds $100,000 per year per Center, the Government will reimburse the Contractor for the lessor of the actual loss (acquisition cost less depreciation) or actual cost for replacing lost, 

stolen, damaged or destroyed equipment, in excess of the $100,000 per year per Center limit, provided the Contractor can substantiate both the nature of the loss and the reimbursement costs with either written or electronic records.'



This offeror has reviewed the FAR, and the NASA FAR Supplement, and has not found a clause containing this language. This appears to be a clause developed by the Government specifically for this procurement. The provision requires Contractors to assume 

liability for loss, theft, damage or destruction by a Government employee, another Government contractor or grantee, when they have no control over security, fire or other hazardous occurrences. In effect, it forces offerors to presume they will be liable 

for up to $1M ($100,000 for each of the ten centers) per year for occurrences beyond their control. Offerors will be forced to spread this arbitrarily over the contract price. As pricing is established on a 'per seat' basis, and there is no mechanism for 

including the cost other than in the 'per seat' price, as the pricing model exists today, offerors will spread this throughout their contract price, thus passing on a cost to the Government for something which may not occur. Furthermore, since one 

contractor may or may not be awarded all the seats, at all ten centers, the contractors will not necessarily be able to recover their costs if such losses occur. In addition, there is no way that the Government can determine how and where each offeror 

spread the cost; thereby possibly skewing the evaluation of the 'per seat' price. This offeror feels that it is not in the Government's, nor the offerors' best interest to include this liability clause in the solicitation, as written. Will the Government 

be willing to take this into consideration and modify the solicitation accordingly?



RESPONSE:  The Government will not be modifying the solicitation.  The clause used is a GSFC specific clause which has been modified for this procurement. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          497 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.22 REPEATED EQUIPMENT FAILURE PLAN                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The proposal calls for a Repeated Equipment Failure Plan to be included as part of Volume 2, Tab 2, per A.3.9.1.2, Technical Approach. Does the Government have a preferred format? With only 80 pages for the entire technical proposal, is it correct to 

assume that this plan will be a shell of a plan that will be developed in greater detail after contract award? (32) 



RESPONSE: The Government does not have a preferred format, however the intent is that the vendor specifically state what actions they will take for problems associated with repeated equipment failure. This plan will be exempted from the page count for the 

technical proposal, however this plan shall not exceed 5 pages.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          387 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.26 SECURITY CLASSIFICATION REQUIREMENTS (1852.204-75) (SEPT 1989)                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  A.1.26 SECURITY CLASSIFICATION REQUIREMENT and Attachment J, Department of

Defense Contract Security Classification Specification, DD Form 254 and A.1.26 SECURITY

CLASSIFICATION REQUIREMENT. A.1.26: The DD Form 254 and Paragraph A.1.26 appear to be inconsistent. DD Form 254 Paragraph 11.c is checked NO 'in performing this contract the contractor will receive and generate classified material.' Paragraph 13, Security 

Guidance, states 'Generation or production of classified information is not required for performance of this contract.' This is in conflict with Paragraph A.1.26 which states 'Performance under this contract will involve access to and/or

generation of classified information. Please clarify.



RESPONSE:  See response to Comment ID: 403.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          559 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.26 SECURITY CLASSIFICATION REQUIREMENTS (1852.204-75) (SEPT 1989)                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Paragraph A.1.26 of the RFP says that 'performance under this contract will involve access to and/or generation of classified information, work in  security area, or both, up to the level of Top Secret.'



Is there going to be a DD form 254 submitted by the Government that covers the above statement for this contract?



RESPONSE:  A DD 254 has been included for NASA Headquarters.  NASA HQ is currently the only center with the Top Secret requirement. 

*****

                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          552 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.34 YEAR 2000 WARRANTY--COMMERCIAL SUPPLY ITEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                             

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  The RFP states that the contractor must warrant each hardware software and 

firmware product delivered under the ODIN contract will be Y2K compliant. 

It further states that any technology refreshable seat must be Y2K compliant 

by the year 2000. 



Attachment L lists, by center, products which the government requires to 

be supported (by Triage level). Some of these products are GFE and some 

are shareware. It is not feasible for any ODIN contractor to warrant 

software products not under his control or for which he could gain a Y2K 

warranty from the software vendor. Both GFE and shareware have these 

characteristics.



It is understood that the ODIN contractor will have to supply a reasonable 

list of software to fulfill the requirements of Table G.1.3 and that this 

software will have to be Y2K compliant. Can we assume that it is not the 

intent of NASA for the ODIN contractor to supply the software listed in 

attachment L, but rather provide only an appropriate level of support 

(Triage I, II, III) in installing (de-installing), maintaining, and 

responding to problems?



RESPONSE:  During DOSP, a specific list of certified products will be provided. Only the non-compliant Triage Level 1 products will be required to be fixed by the vendor. The Government expects the vendor to give these items priority to fix (e.g., tech 

refresh).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          622 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.34 YEAR 2000 WARRANTY--COMMERCIAL SUPPLY ITEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                             

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This paragraph requires the contractor to ensure that any existing installed hardware that supports an ODIN seat be made Year 2000 compliant. We ask that the government define 'support' so that we can understand the limits of potential 

liability. As this paragraph is written, it is possible that mainframe systems used by ODIN seat users could be construed as 'supporting' the seats using them, thus creating an obligation on the ODIN contractor to make mainframe systems Year 2000 

compliant, even though these systems are not nominally within the purview of the ODIN contract.(58) 



RESPONSE:  As stated in comment ID: 552, during DOSP, a specific list of certified products will be provided. Only the non-compliant Triage Level 1 products will be required to be fixed by the vendor. The Government expects the vendor to give these items 

priority to fix (e.g., tech refresh).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          647 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.34 YEAR 2000 WARRANTY--COMMERCIAL SUPPLY ITEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                             

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference A.1.34(b)  Year 2000 Warranty  



Question:  Please define the terminology 'which supports an ODIN seat' as it is used in this provision.  For example, does this subparagraph require that the ODIN contractor make all ODIN associated PBXs and Routers year 2000 compliant provided the initial 

delivery order is issued by 6/30/99?    



Response:  It is defined as all the hardware, software and peripheral equipment required to provide the services requested by a user.  Yes, your example does include making those items Y2K compliant. 

>>>>>

Where should the costs associated Year 2000 compliance be included?    



Response:  Include in the seat cost, infrastructure upgrade, or due diligence adjustment depending on what compliance deficiency exists and when it is identified.

>>>>>



Would these costs be included in the one time charges that are proposed at DOSP?    



Response: Only if the Y2K problem was identified during due diligence.

>>>>>



If this Year 2000 requirement is to be priced with the upcoming NTE submittal then the offerors would need to know exactly the items that apply to this requirement.  How should the offerors propose the costs for a technology refreshable ODIN seat (and as a 

result the seat is made Year 2000 compliant), but because the initial delivery order is awarded later than expected, it may need to be refreshed earlier than the refresh cycle would normally allow in order to make the seat Year 2000 compliant before 

11/1/99.  



Costs to correct Year 2000 deficiencies would be incurred early in the performance period of any delivery order issued under ODIN, for initial delivery orders issued before June 30, 1999. If the Government expects the offeror to recover costs for Year 2000 

corrective actions through ODIN seat charges, this will likely result in significantly higher ODIN seat prices for GFY99 than for subsequent years in anticipation of orders for GSFC, JSC, KSC, MSFC, and DRFC being issued before June 30, 1999 as indicated 

in the Implementation Plans provided as Exhibit 4 to the ODIN RFP. If the initial delivery orders for any of the five centers identified above do not occur before June 30, 1999 or move into subsequent fiscal years, how does the Government expect the costs 

for Year 2000 corrective actions to be recovered?  Should the costs associated with Year 2000 corrective action be included in the seat prices for all fiscal years?  If the initial delivery orders for each of the Centers are later than indicated in Exhibit 

4, should the offeror assume the costs associated with Year 2000 corrective actions will be negotiated as part of the one-time DOSP charge?  



In essence, the contractor cannot know where to price Year 2000 associated costs because they cannot be certain when the initial delivery order for the Center/GWAC will be awarded.  In addition, if the initial delivery order is awarded after 6/30/99 this 

requirement does not apply and should therefore not be included in the prices the Government pays.  



Response:  Based upon the data provided in the RFP, the seat costs for NTE prices should include  the cost for Y2K corrections.   If during due diligence it is found that the Y2K issue is different than anticipated during the proposal period, the 

Government would expect the contractor would include a one-time charge as part of the due diligence adjustment with appropriate documentation.



>>>>>



What would the expected result be if the ODIN contractor cannot obtain a commercially available product (including software) to make an item Year 2000 compliant because it does not exist?  



Response:  The ODIN contractor would be expected to provide a recommended solution.

>>>>>



We believe that the time period allowed for Year 2000 compliance by 11/1/99 in a situation where a delivery order is potentially awarded as late as 6/29/99 is not sufficient.  This time period required depends on the answers/definitions requested above.  



Does NASA acknowledge that it must separately fund the replacement/upgrade of 'non-refresh' seats and infrastructure equipment including software to achieve Year 2000 compliance? 



Response:  All ODIN provided seats and equipment must be Y2K compliant.  

>>>>>



In the response to Comment ID 561, the Government indicated that 'additional product support requirements for each Center will be established during DOSP and priced in the one-time adjustment price.'  Does this mean that any costs associated with Year 2000 

corrective actions for these additional products established at Triage Level 1 will be negotiated as part of the one-time DOSP adjustment price?  



Response:  The Government has identified those products requiring Triage level 1 support.  It is the contractors' responsibility to determine which of those products are not  Y2K compliant and include in their technical proposal and pricing any necessary 

adjustments.  If the Government adjusts the software in attachment L requiring triage level 1 support at DOSP, than the contractor  may include an adjustment for this change during the DOSP.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          652 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.1.34 YEAR 2000 WARRANTY--COMMERCIAL SUPPLY ITEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                             

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Effective October 21, 1997, the Civilian Agency Acquisition Council and the Defense Acquisition Regulations Council agreed to adopt, as final (with changes)  the interim rule published as Item XIV of FAC 90-45. FAR 39.106 implemented the 

guidance to Agencies in dealing with Year 2000 compliance. The FAR 39.106 language does not require that Contractors provide a warranty.  DoD, in a   

memorandum issued by Ms. Eleanor Spector, specifically states that warranty   

requirements are not in the best interests of the government.  Warranties can   

increase the cost of future performance on contracts, and are not necessary to   

accomplish the goal of compliance.  Finally, the Government has sufficient   

remedies already available in the contract, specifically FAR 52.212-4(a)   

(Inspection/ Acceptance).  



For the reasons cited above, we respectfully request that the first paragraph   

of the reference provision be deleted and replaced with the FAR 39.106   

language which describes the performance standards for the information   

technology being procured under ODIN.  



Response:  The Government has determined that the clause will remain as stated not withstanding the interim rule presently under review.  Further, any acceptance/inspection remedies are not applicable since there is no, anticipated hardware/software 

acceptance occurring.  Rather there will only be acceptance of delivery of a service occurring.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          426 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.2.3 OFFEROR REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-3) (JAN 1997)                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The Government has indicated that FAR 52.225-9, Buy American Act/Trade Agreements

Act/Balance of Payments Program, applies to this solicitation. However, it is not the Government's

intention to purchase hardware or software under the resultant contract. Instead, the Government

will be acquiring the outsourcing of its desktop, server, and intra-Center communication assets and

services. As title to equipment will not transfer to the Government under this concept, FAR

52.225-9 is inapplicable to the procurement and should be removed. (3)



RESPONSE:  This clause does apply because the computer software licenses will become a part of the impending contract.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          495 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.2.3 OFFEROR REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-3) (JAN 1997)                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The government has included FAR 52.225-9, Buy American Act-Trade Agreements Act-Balance of Payments Program, in the solicitation. How does the government intend to apply the dollar threshold for the application of the Trade Agreements Act to this 

acquisition? Will the dollar threshold be applied on a line item basis or on the basis of the total value of the acquisition? (31) 

RESPONSE:  The dollar threshold will be applied to the total value of the acquisition.  To clarify our response to Comment ID: 426, this clause is applicable to the services as well as the products to be provided under this contract.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          570 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.2.3 OFFEROR REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-3) (JAN 1997)                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 426>

Question:  Based on the government response, the referenced FAR is only applicable to software.  Is this a correct interpretation?  If not, what else in the contract is this FAR applicable to?



RESPONSE:  Based on further review, it has been determined that this clause pertains to the entire requirement including the services and the products provided.  

*****

                                                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          635 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.2.3 OFFEROR REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS COMMERCIAL ITEMS (52.212-3) (JAN 1997)                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  The Government's response to Comment 426 states that the FAR 52 225-9 applies because the software licenses will become a part of the impending contract. Please confirm that FAR 52.225-9 Buy American Act/Trade Agreements Act/ Balance Payment 

program does not apply to hardware content of the seat services provided under this contract, as this hardware will never be owned by the Government. 



RESPONSE: As stated in comment ID: 570, it has been determined that this clause pertains to the entire requirement including the services and the products provided.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          339 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3 INSTRUCTIONS TO OFFERORS (52.212-1) (JUN 1997)                                                                                                                                                                                                             

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.3.d, When required by the solicitation, product samples shall be submitted at or prior to the time specified for receipt of offers. Unless otherwise specified in this solicitation, these samples shall be submitted at no expense to the Government, and 

returned at the sender's request and expense, unless they are destroyed during pre-award testing.'



4) QUESTION: Will the contractor be compensated for product samples destroyed during testing?



RESPONSE:  NASA is not requiring product samples to be submitted with proposals.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          532 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3 INSTRUCTIONS TO OFFERORS (52.212-1) (JUN 1997)                                                                                                                                                                                                             

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Will NASA increase the page count to Volume 2 since the CSCC has been added to this Volume? 

See A.3.4.c Title pages, the Subcontracting Plan, financial statements, Catalog of Selected Commercial Components (CSCC), and Tables of Contents are excluded from the page counts specified in paragraph (a) of this provision.

RESPONSE:  See section A.3.4.c of the RFP.  Title pages, the Subcontracting Plan, financial statements, Catalog of Selected Commercial Components (CSCC), and Tables of Contents are excluded from the page counts specified in paragraph (a) of this provision.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          417 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.1.1 OFFEROR'S LIBRARY FOR THIS SOLICITATION {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Many of the identified web sites for the Centers have notes to the effect that they are still 'under

construction' or that more information will be provided later. What is the latest date that bidders

can expect this information to be available? 



RESPONSE:  All of the electronic libraries are now available.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          527 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.1.1 OFFEROR'S LIBRARY FOR THIS SOLICITATION {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The RFP states that 'Where documentation exists only in hardcopy format, the respective center will be the sole location at which that documentation will be available for review.'. Will the government post the location of all hard copy libraries? It would 

also be helpful if each Center would specifically identify those documents that are available in hard copy only (for example, NASA HQ has already done this). 



RESPONSE:  Corrections to the JSC bidder's library and the LeRC bidder's library are currently being made.  For the remaining centers where there are hard copies, a point of contact has been listed (GSFC, MSFC, ARC, HQ).  For the exact location, the 

offerors need to contact that individual.  If there is not a list of information available only in hard copy then it can be assumed that the documents posted electronically are the most relevant to that center.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          602 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.1.1 OFFEROR'S LIBRARY FOR THIS SOLICITATION {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Pertaining to Section A.3.11.3 Electronic Availibility of Pricing Exhibits





The effort and consideration spent in developing a more streamlined evaluation model is greatly appreciated. As proposed, the model should be easier to work with and will significantly reduce the number of pages. However, the application of a single 

ClassDB schedule applicable to all sites does create a level of concern.



RESPONSE: NASA has determined that a new price model will not be generated.

*****

                           

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          388 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.4 PROPOSAL PAGE LIMITATIONS/FORMAT {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  



RFP Paragraph A.3.4. Does the Executive Summary's 3 page limitation count against the overall

80 page limitation of the technical proposal? 



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          562 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.4 PROPOSAL PAGE LIMITATIONS/FORMAT {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

1. Reference RFP A.3.4 (b) Proposal Page Limitations/Format.  Please clarify the definition of illustrations and charts.  Would a table be considered a chart?



RESPONSE: Yes.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          563 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.4 PROPOSAL PAGE LIMITATIONS/FORMAT {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference RFP A.3.4 (b) Proposal Page Limitations/Format.  Due to the complexity and size of some drawings, would it be acceptable to use 8 point type for illustrations instead of 9 point type?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          564 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.4 PROPOSAL PAGE LIMITATIONS/FORMAT {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference A.3.4 (d), is a TAB page, as herein described, an index tab or a divider page?  Please clarify.



RESPONSE:  An index tab.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          340 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.5 PROPOSALS REQUESTED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

'When pricing the homogeneous environment, the offeror shall provide a single NTE price per seat per Center based on a transition to a single platform per seat'



5) QUESTION: In a homogeneous environment, does 'single platform per seat' mean the same platform for all GP1, GP2, and GP3 seats?



RESPONSE:  Page 61 of the RFP defines homogeneous as an 'environment in which platform architecture is consistent within a seat type.' For example, a GP1 seat would be the same platform architecture (i.e., PC, Mac, or equivalent functionality) 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          578 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.5 PROPOSALS REQUESTED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: A.3.5  PROPOSALS REQUESTED  



Question:  The government states:  'The homogenous environment pricing shall include all transition costs associated with the migration to a homogenous environment . . . .'  It is the offeror's interpretation of this requirement that it is the government's 

intent to have offerors include migration costs in the NTE seat price for the homogenous environment.  If this interpretation is correct, the NTE seat price will be artificially inflated to cover amortization of the one time migration costs over some 

assumed performance period.  Is this interpretation correct?

RESPONSE: In addition to migration costs, any changes in seat prices resulting from the consolidation to a single platform should be identified in homogenous pricing proposals.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          579 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.5 PROPOSALS REQUESTED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: A.3.5  PROPOSALS REQUESTED  

Question:  The government states:  'The homogenous environment pricing shall include all transition costs associated with the migration to a homogenous environment with the exception of conversion of non-Triage Level 1 supported software, as described in 

Section C.5.5.1, ODIN-Supported Hardware and Software (Triage Level 1).'  It is the offeror's interpretation of this requirement that it is the government's intent to exclude from the computation of cost of migration the cost associated with Triage-level 1 

supported products.  Further the Offeror assumes that migration costs associated with non-supported software are also to be excluded from the cost of migration.  This would imply the migration costs being identified by the government only address the cost 

of the Seat change out and user training associated with the replacement of the same Seat Offering from the Offeror's standard offering.  Is this interpretation correct?  If the Offeror's interpretation is incorrect, please clarify the government's 

requirement.

Response: Migration of Triage Level 1 applications and user data are to be included in the homogeneous proposal.  Triage 2 and Triage 3 software products are to be excluded from migration costs. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          580 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.5 PROPOSALS REQUESTED                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: A.3.5  PROPOSALS REQUESTED  



Question:  The government states:  'The homogenous environment pricing shall include all transition costs associated with the migration to a homogenous environment with the exception of conversion of non-Triage Level 1 supported software, as described in 

Section C.5.5.1, ODIN-Supported Hardware and Software (Triage Level 1).'  It is the offeror's interpretation of this requirement that it is the government's intent to exclude from the computation of cost of migration the cost associated with migrating user 

data files and user developed applications from one platform to the new platform.  Is this interpretation correct?  If the Offeror's interpretation is incorrect, please clarify the government's requirement.

RESPONSE: See Government's response to comment #578.  User developed application migration costs would only be included in homogenous pricing proposal if the contractor was providing Triage Level 1 support for those applications.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          389 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.6 PROPOSAL VOLUMES {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraphs A.3.6 and A.3.11.4. Paragraph A.3.6 states that 'all proposal volumes are to be

submitted in hard copy format' in addition to CDs for the Technical and Price volumes while

Paragraph A.3.11.4 states that 'the offeror shall submit its price proposal on CD(s).' Please clarify

the media in which the Price volume is required to be submitted. 



RESPONSE:  1 hard copy of the Price Model shall be submitted to GSFC.  All other copies submitted to GSFC and the other NASA Centers shall be on CD.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          331 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.8.1 GENERAL GUIDELINES AND INSTRUCTIONS IN PREPARING THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP REFERENCE: A.3.8.1.a, 'The offeror shall provide a summary matrix cross-referencing RFP requirements....'



6) QUESTION: Is the summary cross reference list part of the page count for the Technical Proposal? Where should it be located in the proposal?



RESPONSE:  The summary matrix should not be part of the page count.  We are revising the RFP as such.

*****

                                                                                                                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          391 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.8.1 GENERAL GUIDELINES AND INSTRUCTIONS IN PREPARING THE TECHNICAL PROPOSAL                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Paragraph A.3.8.1(a). In which volume/tab does the government expect the Cross Reference

Matrix to be presented?



RESPONSE:  This should be included in the beginning of the technical proposal with the table of contents.

>>>>>

RFP Paragraph A.3.8.1(a). Can offerors assume that there is no page limitation associated with

the required Cross Reference Matrix?



RESPONSE:  Correct.

>>>>>

RFP Paragraph A.3.8.1(a). Please explain what is meant by 'Responses should reference, by

number, each paragraph in this RFP to the maximum practical extent.'



RESPONSE:  The proposal responses should correspond, as closely as possible, to the structure of the RFP.  Each section of the proposal should reference the section of the RFP being responded to.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          576 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.9.1.2 Technical Approach (Tab 2)                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference:  RFP Sections A.3.9.1.2.e and A.3.9.1.2.f.



Question:  Paragraph A.3.9.1.2.e asks us to describe our approach to performing integration testing.  Section A.3.9.1.2.f asks for our approach to configuration management, change control and integration testing.  Would it be sufficient to address our 

approach to integration testing in one section as a response to A.3.9.1.2.e?  If not, please describe the difference between the two requirements.

RESPONSE: Yes.



***** 

                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          329 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.9.1.4 Socio-Economic Policies and Plans (Tab 4)                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  7)  QUESTION: The first paragraph requires that offers that are not small businesses submit a subcontracting plan as part of their Business Proposal. The proposal instructions for the Business Proposal (A.3.10) do not specify where the subcontracting plan 

should be placed in the volume. Should this be an Attachment to the Business Proposal?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          392 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.9.1.4 Socio-Economic Policies and Plans (Tab 4)                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.9.1.4(a). This paragraph states, 'All offerors that are not small businesses

must submit a subcontracting plan as part of the Business Proposal.' However, there is no stated

requirement in the Instructions for Business Proposal (A.3.10) section of this RFP. Can offerors

provide this plan as an appendix to the Business Proposal? If not, in which tab does the

government expect the Subcontracting Plan to be delivered? 



RESPONSE:  The subcontracting plan should be an attachment to the business proposal.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          471 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.9.1.4 Socio-Economic Policies and Plans (Tab 4)                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

QUESTION: The referenced paragraph requires that offers that are not small businesses submit a subcontracting plan as part of their Business Proposal. The proposal instructions for the Business Proposal (A.3.10) do not specify where the subcontracting plan 

should be placed in the volume. Should this be an Attachment to the Business Proposal?



RESPONSE:  Yes.



*****

                                                                                                                                              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          575 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.9.1.4 Socio-Economic Policies and Plans (Tab 4)                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference RFP Section A.3.9.1.4.b.  'The offeror shall compare and contrast its plan with the existing NASA environment as defined in the SOW, in terms of the types and amount of work, the number of actions, and geographical dispersion.'



Question:  What is meant by 'number of actions'?

RESPONSE:  Number of actions refers to the number of contract actions. 

*****

                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          676 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.9.1.4 Socio-Economic Policies and Plans (Tab 4)                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Based on the extension of the Price Proposal, it will not be possible to include the actual small business goals in % and dollars with the Tab 4 information.  Suggest delaying goal information with Price Proposal.  Please advise ASAP.



RESPONSE: The vendor should submit their plan to the best extent possible and provide necessary change pages which can be submitted with the Price Proposal.

*****

                                                                                                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          685 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10 INSTRUCTIONS FOR BUSINESS PROPOSAL {R3}                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question: 

It is not possible for us to provide the additional business management

proposal information (TAB3) as requested in Amendment 3 on February 2

because this information depends upon our final price proposal which will

not be complete til closer to the February 20.  Is it possible to submit

this information with the February 20 submittal?



RESPONSE: Yes.   Tab 3 of the Business Management Proposal, as requested by Amendment 3, may be submitted with the February 20 submission.  

*****

              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          341 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1 RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND PAST PERFORMANCE (TAB 1 OF THE BUSINESS PROPOSAL) {R2}                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

'The offeror shall provide details relating to their management and program outsourcing experience in contracts of similar scope and magnitude'



8) QUESTION: Please define what you mean by 'contracts of similar scope and magnitude'.



RESPONSE:  We want offerors to describe their experience with regards to other contracts they have had which are similar to ODIN in terms of similar requirements (e.g., IT, communications, hardware maintenance, technology refreshment, asset management, 

help desk), and similar in terms of size/environment (e.g., number of seats provided and supported, co-located facilities)  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          367 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1 RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND PAST PERFORMANCE (TAB 1 OF THE BUSINESS PROPOSAL) {R2}                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  37) QUESTION: The referenced instruction requires information be provided for the 

prime contractor and any subcontractors/team members who have greater 

than 5% participation based upon total proposed dollars. We are contemplating 

including several subcontractors in our team who meet the 5% criteria. 

We have created a template for the requested information and it requires a 

minimum of 8 pages per contractor (prime or sub) to do a good job of providing 

the requested information. If we have 5 subcontractors with greater than 5% 

participation of the total dollar volume, then 6 (prime +5 subs) X 8 pages 

are required = 48 pages, which is significantly in excess of the 20 page limit.

Please consider increasing the total number of pages to allow an additional

10 pages per subcontractor with greater than 5% of the total contract dollars.



We would be glad to provide you with a copy of the template via EMail as this

collector won't allow a MS Word attachment. 



RESPONSE:  NASA is deleting the page limitation for the business proposal.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          332 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.1 Required Submissions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.3.10.1.1, 'Required Submissions. A minimum of five (5) references ..' and A.3.10.1 Page 46, 'This [past performance] information shall also be provided for those subcontractors/team members who have greater than 5% participation...'



9) QUESTION: Due to the restricted page count of 20 pages and the information required for each contract reference, we assume it is the Government's intent to receive a minimum of five references including subcontractor references rather than five 

references for each team member. Is this assumption correct?



RESPONSE:  It is NASA's intent that each team member provide a minimum of five references.   NASA is deleting the business proposal page limitation.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          393 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.1 Required Submissions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.1.1(c). Are the prime's subcontractors included in this provision?



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          490 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.1 Required Submissions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The response to Question 9 indicates that it is now NASA's intent that each team member provide a minimum of five references.  Concurrently, NASA is deleting the business proposal page limitation.  The response does not address the RFP wording which 

states that information is to be provided 'for those subcontractors/team members who have greater than 5% participation.'  Is it NASA's intention that there be at least 5 references for only those team members that exceed the 5% criterion?



Recommendations:

(a) Retain the 5% criterion in order to receive reasonable responses that will be meaningful in the evaluation process (this will avoid excessive information for NASA review).

(b) Limit each contract reference to no more than two pages, an amount adequate to respond to the elements in RFP section A.3.10.1.1(a).  This will improve consistency among offerors and control the amount of information to be evaluated.

(c) Retain a page allocation for the remainder of the Business Proposal of 15 pages, an amount adequate to provide relevant information.



RESPONSE:  The requirement is for 5 references for the prime offeror and each team member who has greater than 5% participation.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          498 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.1 Required Submissions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Amendment 1 has indicated that the Government requires a minimum of five relevant projects from all members of the team that have greater than 5% participation, based on total proposal dollars.  For these projects, two questionnaires are to be completed 

and returned to GSFC.  Typically, only one questionnaire per contract is completed by the customer and returned to the Government.  To reduce the burden on the customer, would it be acceptable for the customer to complete one questionnaire that is signed 

by both the lead contractual and technical points of contact? (33)



RESPONSE:  THAT WOULD BE ACCEPTABLE AS LONG AS WE HAVE FEEDBACK FROM BOTH PARTIES.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          498 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.1 Required Submissions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Amendment 1 has indicated that the Government requires a minimum of five relevant projects from all members of the team that have greater than 5% participation, based on total proposal dollars. For these projects, two questionnaires are to be completed and 

returned to GSFC. Typically, only one questionnaire per contract is completed by the customer and returned to the Government. To reduce the burden on the customer, would it be acceptable for the customer to complete one questionnaire that is signed by both 

the lead contractual and technical points of contact? (33) 



RESPONSE: Response previously posted on 12/30/97.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          511 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.1 Required Submissions                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.1.1. Relevant Experience and Past Performance (TAB 1 of Business Proposal) The relevant experience and past performance of the offeror as it relates to efforts performed shall be addressed for the previous three years. This information 

shall also be provided for those subcontractors/team members who have greater than 5% participation based upon total proposed dollars. The offeror shall provide details relating to their management and program outsourcing experience in contracts of similar 

scope and magnitude, both Government and commercial.



Question: Does the Government's use of the word 'their' in the third sentence refer to the management and program outsourcing experience of the prime contractor or of the subcontractor/team members having greater than 5% participation based upon total 

proposed dollars In the Government's Answers to Questions posted on December 16, 1997 (Comment ID: 341), the Government's answer suggests that the word 'their' applies only to the offeror. Does the Government want the outsourcing experiences of the 

subcontractors to be included?



RESPONSE:  The RFP will be amended in Amendment 2 to require management and program outsourcing experience for the prime as well as the subcontractors/teaming partners having greater than 5% participation based upon total proposed dollars.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          499 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Is it correct to assume that performance history information is to be provided for the team as a whole, where appropriate, and not just the prime contractor? (34) 



RESPONSE:  The RFP will be amended to require performance history for the prime and the its subcontractors/teaming partners.  In addition, if there are instances where the team as performed previous to ODIN, that information shall be provided also.

*****

                                                                                           

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          512 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.1.2. Performance History. Is the Government also requiring subcontractors to submit their respective performance history if the subcontractor/team member has greater than 5% participation based upon total proposed dollars? 



RESPONSE: See Response to Comment ID: 499. 

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          514 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.2  Financial Capability. (TAB 2 of Business Proposal).  Does the Government want financial statements from those subcontractors having greater than 5% participation based upon total proposed dollars?



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          514 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.2 Financial Capability. (TAB 2 of Business Proposal). Does the Government want financial statements from those subcontractors having greater than 5% participation based upon total proposed dollars? 

RESPONSE: Response posted on 12/30/97.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          515 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE QUESTION TO COMMENT ID: 514.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          515 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE TO 514

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          516 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE QUESTION TO COMMENT ID: 514.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          516 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE TO 514

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          517 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE QUESTION TO COMMENT ID: 514.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          517 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.2 Performance History {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE TO 514

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          513 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.3 Past Contracts or Teaming Relationships {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.1.3. Past Contracts or Teaming Relationships. Is the Government requiring subcontractors having greater than 5% participation to describe their past contracts and teaming relationships on the same basis as the prime?



RESPONSE:  Yes, and the RFP will be amended to require this information. 

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          518 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.3 Past Contracts or Teaming Relationships {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE TO 513

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          660 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.1.3 Past Contracts or Teaming Relationships {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

We have gathered that  1) in this general round of ODIN, 2 or three Primes will be selected.   

(and it is being described as a fishing license.), 2) in the next round, center-specific rfps will come out. 



The bigger companies we are discussing with for 'teaming' want exclusive 

arrangement which makes sense in a limited way, from their perspective.   



But, from a sdb/8(a), etc. point of view, appears to be a 'do or die'  

situation for the following reason(s): if we cast our lot with company A,  

and not with B or C, and if A is the loser then: 





1) Does this rule out our going after other NASA ODIN-related contracts at 

any of the centers, because the center-specific competition will be open  

to only companies B and C, whose teams exclude us, for instance?  

(We realize, they may or may not want us on their team; but for the sake  

this discussion, let us say, they do not). 



Response:  No.  The Government's contract is only with the Prime (there are no subcontract consent clauses within this contract). It is the Agency's intent for any work that can be performed under the scope of ODIN, will be performed by the Prime 

contractor selected for that Center.  If new work that is not under the scope of this contract is identified, then the Agency will determine at that time how the services will be acquired.  



>>>>>



2) If any (future ODIN-related) center-specific competition is open to all and sundry, how is the 

current round related to it? 





Response: See above answer.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          394 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.2 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY (TAB 2 OF THE BUSINESS PROPOSAL)                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.3.10.2. Can offerors assume that there is no page limitation associated with Tab

2 of the Business Proposal? 



RESPONSE:  Correct.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          519 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.2 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY (TAB 2 OF THE BUSINESS PROPOSAL)                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE QUESTION TO COMMENT ID 514.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          519 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.10.2 FINANCIAL CAPABILITY (TAB 2 OF THE BUSINESS PROPOSAL)                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE TO 514

***** 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          395 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.3.11.1(e): The pricing instructions (at subheading ARC99 through ARC09 Tabs) state, 'The

columns entitled QTY are the Government maximum quantities to be ordered and may vary by

fiscal year. The offeror shall not make any changes to this column.' Can it be assumed that when

total quantity for standard and optional items in the pricing model is '0', the unit price and total cost

cells will also be '0' when the offeror submits the model to NASA for evaluation? 



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          412 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Section A.3.11.1 (c) of the RFP states that the Platform Inventory Report (PRD) 'shall be used by

offerors in preparing their offers and shall be considered accurate for the purposes of preparing the

price model.' Please clarify; (1) how this inventory is to be used by offerors; and (2) the

relationship between the PDR inventory, the quantities hard-coded in the pricing model, and the

min/max quantities in Attachment Q. There appear to be many inconsistencies in these three

sources of 'quantities' data. Also, if offerors are to use the PDR inventory, are we to ignore the

note at the top of the report stating that the inventory totals exceed the min/max bands because

non-ODIN platforms are included? 



RESPONSE:  The Platform Distribution Report (PDR) provides an estimate on the manner in which NASA's current inventory, grouped in terms of platform type (i.e. PC, Mac, or UNIX) and processor (e.g. 386, 486, etc.), would be allocated into the ODIN seat 

types (e.g. GP1, GP2, etc.).  In determining this inventory some centers chose to include their entire inventory while others limited to only those desktops definitely intended to be included under ODIN.   The assumption is that the relative percentages 

remain roughly same either way.  The PDR is intended to be informational only as an initial estimate of NASA's current inventory in advance of a detailed inventory to be conducted at DOSP.  The quantities in Attachment Q of the RFP determine the bands for 

which the NTE prices offered are valid.  The quantities in the pricing model were generated directly from the max figure in Attachment Q spread over the estimated relative percentages of anticipated PC, Macs and Unix systems (as derived from the PDR) and 

the estimated percentage of the standard and optional service levels.  Thus the total quantity in the price model for any one seat type (e.g. GP1) should equal the max value for that seat type from Attachment Q.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          456 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: A.3.11.1(e)  



Question:  The Government uses the phrase 'all items shall be either priced, or marked as 'no charge' or included.'  What does included refer to?  Does this refer to the price of one item being included in another item?





Response:  No charge means there is no additional prices/charges for ancillary items such as cables.  Hence, every item in the proposal will have a separate price identified for it or they will either have the words ' no charge' or ' included' in the unit 

price column.

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          587 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE:  A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA



Question:  Section A.3.11.1 (c) of the RFP states that the Platform Inventory Report (PRD) 'shall be used by offerors in preparing their offers and shall be considered accurate for the purposes of preparing the price model.  These spreadsheets include a 

number of calculation inconsistencies to include:  [1] - KSC cells K45 and N45 totals don't reflect the advertised summation for the specified seat type (e.g., the formula for K45= K43+K10+K17 but should be K45= K43+K12+K21).  How should the offeror 

accommodate calculation errors in the PDR?

RESPONSE: The formula will be corrected.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          588 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE:  A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA



Question:  Section A.3.11.1 (c) of the RFP states that the Platform Inventory Report (PRD) 'shall be used by offerors in preparing their offers and shall be considered accurate for the purposes of preparing the price model.  The JSC and KSC spreadsheets 

identify SEI seat types as being a combination of entry-level, mid-level, and high-end UNIX workstations.  How does this characterization correlate with the government's SEI seat requirement?

RESPONSE: The PDR reflects the current inventory and is not necessarily a one-to-one correspondence to the usage.  The seat count reflects the seats planned to be ordered. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          643 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.1 REQUIRED PRICE DATA                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Subsection 3 references the PDR as the basis for the price model, and

subsection 2 references section Q of the RFP. These documents do not 

agree on the seat count and the PDR, indicates that the seat count represents 

more seats than the ODIN procurement will include. What is the purpose of the 

PDR? Is the only reason for the PDR a statistical review of the processor types? 



RESPONSE: As stated in Comment ID 412, the Platform Distribution Report (PDR) provides an estimate on the manner in which NASA's current inventory, grouped in terms of platform type (i.e. PC, Mac, or UNIX) and processor (e.g. 386, 486, etc.), would be 

allocated into the ODIN seat types (e.g. GP1, GP2, etc.).  In determining this inventory some centers chose to include their entire inventory while others limited to only those desktops definitely intended to be included under ODIN.   The assumption is 

that the relative percentages remain roughly same either way.  The PDR is intended to be informational only as an initial estimate of NASA's current inventory in advance of a detailed inventory to be conducted at DOSP.  The quantities in Attachment Q of 

the RFP determine the bands for which the NTE prices offered are valid.  The quantities in the pricing model were generated directly from the max figure in Attachment Q spread over the estimated relative percentages of anticipated PC, Macs and Unix systems 

(as derived from the PDR) and the estimated percentage of the standard and optional service levels.  Thus the total quantity in the price model for any one seat type (e.g. GP1) should equal the max value for that seat type from Attachment Q.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          326 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

3) Any attempt to open Center specific spreadsheets causes an alert about a link to an external file named C:\ODIN\XXXC MIN MAX.XLS (where XXX represents the specific NASA Center). No such file(s) are available for download on the NASA Web Site. Will these 

files be made available soon?



RESPONSE:  This error will be corrected, and the corrected Price Model will be provided by close of business December 17, 1997.

>>>>>

4) Quantity entries in the Center specific spreadsheets are expressed as decimal numbers. Why are they not integers?



RESPONSE:  When we converted from formulas to values, the system generated the decimal numbers.  However, the values in the cells are integers.  This difference will have no affect on your proposal.  



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          328 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

12) The Cost/Price requirements are excessive and cost prohibitive. 

Much of the data requested, without bounds, is unavailable from a cost history standpoint. The pricing data will have to be generated bottoms up via engineering estimates. This leads to validation concerns as well as a general concern for inflated costs to 

cover may of the unbounded risks. This is also concern for being a very capable technical, service delivery company which will be noncompetitive in the eyes of NASA



I assume that there is some cost history in existance today that exists for incumbent contractors. The data exists at a gross level. 



There are alternatives pricing options available in a 'model site' scenario or banded scenario that would offer the same value and objectives to NASA. If in fact the variables and information will change at the site level, the yard stick, NTE pricing 

gained from a 'model' site could be refined or rebid at a center level bid.



I believe Industry would be receptive to offering suggestions for alternate pricing models or scenarios that truly fit a diverse commercial model. 



The number of variables and options within the service levels cause many concerns. The main concern is: The unbounded (contractually) options allow the user community to pick and choose their service level requirements which also allows the basis for 

costing to be picked apart and disbanded, therfore exposing the contractor to prolonged cost risk and service delivery risk.



There is no evidence of convergence of service level requirements or computing resources. 



Could we suggest price model alternatives at this juncture. Thanks. 



RESPONSE:  Other than formatting changes as discussed below, alternate Price Models will not be solicited at this time.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          362 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

13) General - The pricing instructions specify that the 'vendor shall provide in a separate electronic file the 'intelligence' behind the unique number structure ...' used in the Vendor Product Identification Number column. Please specify what type of 

electronic file NASA prefers.



RESPONSE:  Microsoft Word.

>>>>>

14) General - Please specify the type of electronic file NASA prefers for pricing notes.



RESPONSE:  Microsoft Word.

>>>>>

15) Center Specific Workbooks - Will it be possible to copy the CSCC spreadsheet from one set of workbooks to another and maintain the integrity of the VLOOKUP? Does NASA envision this file as Center specific? If not, is it necessary to have multiple 

copies of this worksheet?



RESPONSE:  It is possible to copy the CSCC spreadsheet from one set of workbooks to another and maintain the integrity of the VLOOKUP; however, when copying from one NASA Center spreadsheet to another, the Center id carries forward in the formulas.  To 

replace with the correct Center id, you would execute the edit, find and replace to cite the correct Center id in the formulas.  Please note:  before copying a spreadsheet, the product class codes used in the CSCC must be specified in the Class DB with a 

discount.  In addition, the CSCC file is Center specific because it is being evaluated in the summary tab for each Center.

>>>>>

16) Center Specific Workbooks - The CSCC included with the GSFC workbooks is not the same as that in the ARC workbook.



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

17) Center Specific Workbooks (FYxx) - Row 403 titled 'Johnson Space Center Fax Service Type' (noted in ARC and DFRC workbooks, as examples) - Is this a typo? The same title appears in Rows 422, 437, 456, 472, 489.



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

18) Center Specific Workbooks (FYxx) - No formulas are recorded for PC standard seat

calculation of total cost although the SUM worksheet links back to these cells for its calculation of grand totals. (For example, cells E3-E6.)



RESPONSE:  The Base Seat Total amount cells, in the spreadsheets, now contain a formula that reflects all standard seat items.  This total has been carried forward to the Summary tab.

>>>>>

19) Center Specific Workbooks (FYxx) - Additionally, it appears that every entry which is designated as 'Standard' does not have a formula for calculating a total and carrying that total forward to the Summary spreadsheet.



RESPONSE:  See previous response.

>>>>>

20) Center Specific Workbooks (Total Summary) - The GSFC workbook refers to the ARC workbook to calculate the CSCC totals in Rows 486-487. Is this correct?

>>>>>

RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

21) Vendor1 Workbook (Discounts Spreadsheet) - There is a note with a single asterisk (*), 'This  surcharge is based on a 1% increase above the existing 1% priority service level'. To what does this refer?



RESPONSE:  This note has been deleted.

>>>>>

22) Vendor1 Workbook (Total Summary Spreadsheet) - Row 42 has a '#VALUE' error. The formula is attempting to add values from the Center-specific spreadsheets, but the cell references point to cells containing the word 'TOTAL'. (See also rows 83, 126, 190 

through row 483.)  When will these errors be corrected?



RESPONSE:  This formula will be deleted in the revised Price Model.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          362 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  44) QUESTION: Vendor1 Workbook (Total Summary Spreadsheet) - Rows 486-488 and 494 contain reference errors. Will these be corrected?



RESPONSE: The errors contained in the total summary tab cell under Catalog of Selected Commercial Components (CSCC) eval. , starting at B483, have a '#DIV/0!' error because the formula is trying to divide by zero.  This error will be eliminated when there 

are true values inserted by the offerors in the classDB and CSCC tabs of the Center spreadsheets.

>>>>>

45) QUESTION: Vendor1 Workbook (Total Summary Spreadsheet) - The November 28 release of the pricing model included 2 new centers, GWAC and GWAC-H, but these two centers are not included in the totals. Please explain.

>>>>>

RESPONSE:  The GWAC and GWAC-H spreadsheets are not NASA Centers.  These spreadsheets contain quantities available to other agencies if they chose to use the ODIN contract.  A summary spreadsheet will be available the week of December 22.



46) QUESTION: Vendor1 Workbook (ARC Spreadsheet) - Row 43 of this spreadsheet, upon which TOTAL Sum Row 42 depends, contains the word 'TOTAL'.



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

47) QUESTION: Vendor1 Workbook JSC/GSFC Spreadsheets) - Rows 485-488 contain reference errors.



RESPONSE:  See response to Question 44.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          363 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RESPONSE: These questions were duplicate of Comment ID: 362

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          364 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

27) If NASA reissues the pricing model, will you format only the spreadsheet cells that contain entries (rather than formatting all of the spreadsheet columns)? This will greatly reduce the size of the spreadsheet files. For example, we were able to reduce 

the size of the ARC.XLS file from 13,958,656 bytes to 2,187,776 bytes. If the model is not reissued, will NASA allow bidders to eliminate unused cells by formatting cells rather than columns?



RESPONSE:  NASA will be reissuing the price model, but the formatting will remain.  However, if an offeror wants to eliminate unused cells by formatting cells rather than columns, that is okay as long as all of the required information is submitted with 

the proposal.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          366 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

28) Must ODIN bidders submit the existing pricing spreadsheets in color without any formatting modifications? The size of the spreadsheets can be significantly reduced by removing color, reducing the font size, formatting only cells with entries, and 

printing only used pages. This greatly reduces storage requirements and program load times and reduces the amount of paper (and print/copy time) required for hardcopies.



RESPONSE:  Offerors may submit their proposals with format modifications as long as all of the required information is submitted with the proposals.  Please note:  NASA is going to post a message to the website asking for additional feedback in this area.  



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          380 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The LeRC pricing sheet has a pricing input for FY99 yet the LeRC implementation

plan indicates that the CCNS contract (which provides the desktop services) expires

at the end of FY99, I assume ODIN commencing FY00. Does LeRC plan to phase

over to ODIN in govt. FY99 (i.e. October 1998)? 



RESPONSE: As specified in LeRC's implementation plan, Lewis' planned start date for the ODIN Deliver Order is Oct. 1, 1999.  The FY99 tab should be ignored as it should be for any center with a start date of Oct. 1, 1999.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          449 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

We definitely prefer that the ODIN price model be posted without color formatting. From a vendor's perspective, we see no advantage to color-coding spreadsheet cells, while eliminating color formatting has many advantages including smaller file size, less 

time to load and save spreadsheet data, and significantly less time to print and duplicate copies of the price model. Color printing and color copying eleven sets of the ODIN price model (as currently configured) will require more than 200 hours of machine 

time, severely compressing the time available to complete the actual pricing effort. We believe that it is essential that NASA eliminate color formatting to help reduce the lead time required for printing/reproducing copies of the price model for all of 

the Centers specified in the solicitation. 



RESPONSE: The revised Price Model was posted on December 19, 1997 with significant format changes.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          529 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The pricing model rereleased on Dec. 24 appeared to be in response to comment id 505 regarding the formula in row 283 of the SUM sheet for each center. A test of this new formula indicates that it is still incorrect for all centers. The formula as it 

currently reads is: '=SUM(ARCFY99!$AS$338) +($AS$256). First, the fiscal year does not change across the row and secondly, the sheet reference was excluded from the AS256 cell. Will NASA revise this formula? 



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in a future version.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          530 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE TO 529. 

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          531 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In response to a question about quantities in the price model, NASA indicated that these values represented the maximum quantity from Attachment Q. With this in mind, please explain the following quantity discrepancies between the price model and 

Attachment Q.



A. ARC

1. FY99 NAD price model: 3000 attachment Q: 0

2. Center reaches maximum quantities in the model in FY00 rather than in FY01 as 

indicated in attachment Q.

B. GSFC

1. FY02 PCELL price model: 114 attachment Q: 139

2. FY00 Remote Comm 2 price model: 14 attachment Q: 10

C. HQ

1. FY00 LVID price model: 240 attachment Q: 220

2. FY00 Group 1 total price model: 458 attachment Q: 705

3. FY02 PCELL price model: 200 attachment Q: 108

D. JSC

1. FY99 Comp1 Server price model: 25,500 attachment Q: 12,000

2. FY03 File1 Server price model: 18 attachment Q: 24

3. Price model levels off in FY07; attachment Q shows changing values for Comp1 and File1 servers in FY08 and FY09

E. KSC

1. FY99 SE1 total price model: 4,979 (3,735 PC plus 468 MAS plus 776 UNIX)

attachment Q: 836. (Subsequent years show the same discrepancy.)

2. Price model shows App1 server quantity at 103 in FY07; attachment Q indicates attaining this level a year earlier (FY06).

3. Price model shows File1 server quantity at 59 in FY07; attachment Q indicates attaining this level a year earlier (FY06).

4. Price model shows Remote Comm1 with a value of 594 in FY00; attachment Q indicates attaining this level in FY01.

5. Price model and attachment Q have completely different values in FY08 for Web1, App1, File1, Phone1, Phone2, Phone3, Phone4, Pcell, Fax1, Lan1, Lan2, Lan3, Remote Comm1, Remote Comm2, Remote Comm3 and Remote Comm4

F. LARC

1. FY00 LVID price model: 800 attachment Q: 500

G. LERC

1. Lan1, Lan2, Lan3 quantities do not correspond at all over the system life. For example in FY99, the price model shows quantities of 500, 200, and 400 respectively; while attachment Q has 7500, 600 and 500 respectively. 

2. FY00 Phone 2 price model: 500 attachment Q: 4,000

3. FY00 AR2 price model: 350 attachment Q: 125

H. MSFC

1. FY00 Group1 total price model: 6,885; attachment Q: 2,424

2. FY03, FY05, FY07, and FY09 Servers, Phones, Fax, Video, Lan and Remote Comm groups in price model show quantities that do not correspond to values in attachment Q 

I. SFC

1. FY99 Phone 3 price model: 23 attachment Q: 2,018

2. FY99 AR3 price model: 57 attachment Q: 24

3. FY99 Lan3 price model: 18 attachment Q: 51

4. FY99 RC3 price model: 184 attachment Q: 21

5. FY00 LVID, AR, and Remote Comm groups contain values in the model that do not

correspond to quantities in Attachment Q.

6. FY99 SE3 price model: 34 attachment Q: 30

7. FY00 SE3 price model: 34 attachment Q: 32

8. FY99 Group 3 price model: 403 attachment Q: 145

J. GWAC

1. FY01 App1 server price model: 50 attachment Q: 150

2. FY00 Comp1 server price model: 50 attachment Q: 8,000

3. FY01 Comp1 server price model: 150 attachment Q: 40,000

4. FY00 LVID price model: 800 attachment Q: 500

K. GWACH

1. FY03 File1 server price model: 18 attachment Q: 24



RESPONSE: Discrepancies between AttachmentQ and the Spreadsheets will be corrected in Amendment 2.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          535 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

While testing the latest version (12/24/97) of NASA's ODIN price model, the following problems were noted:



1. The 12/24/97 Center workbooks were released with a suffix of 'EXE' while the Vendor1 file is expecting a suffix of 'XLS'. In addition the Vendor1 summary file is now looking for Center specific files to be located in 'D:\' rather than in the 'C:\ODIN' 

directory specified in the Pricing Instructions. (Note that the same holds true for the GWAC summary.) 

RESPONSE: The Center workbooks were released with a suffix of .xls. The files should be downloaded into C:\ODIN. However, if the file was saved to D:\ then the path would be changed by mistake.

>>>>>

2. The Vendor1 Total Summary does not seem to calculate the total summary correctly in row 478 (disregarding the division by zero error). It appears that the formula is meant to add the rows from the major group subtotals (e.g., row 21 GP1PC Total). For 

example, part of the formula refers to row 9 'Software Tech Refresh' rather than row 21 'GP1PC TOTAL'. This reference to an incorrect row is persistent throughout the formula.



RESPONSE: Will be corrected in a future release of the Price Model.

>>>>>

3. The GSFC (all fiscal years) calculation for Gross Asset Value (Row 88 cell AI) is not consistent with other Center calculations for this value. The GSFC calculation is (AG3)*(AH88*AG88) which results in a huge number. Other Centers use a calculation of 

(AH88*AG88).



RESPONSE: Will be corrected in a future release of the Price Model.

>>>>>

4. The ARC FY01 sheet for the MAC SE1 category has six hardware maintenance options that total 404 but the MAC SE1 quantity is 366. (Software maintenance options show the same discrepancy). Should not the hardware/software maintenance options total to the 

quantity specified or less?



RESPONSE: As stated in (6) below, regular hardware maintenance is now standard, which reduces the total quantity for hardware maintenance option to 366.  The software maintenance options total 355.

>>>>>

5. The ARC FY01 sheet for MAC GP2 has the same inconsistency as #4 above.



RESPONSE: The total for Mac GP2 is 1977.  The total quantity for hardware and software maintenance options under Mac GP2 both total 1,958, which are below the 1,977 total.

>>>>>

6. All centers show all the MAC SE1 hardware maintenance subcategories as options. Should there not be a 'Standard' maintenance that is included in the MAC SE1 price?



RESPONSE:  Will be corrected in a future release of the Price Model.  Regular hardware maintenance is standard.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          537 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Pricing Model, Server Services: 

The formula for calculating the total price of server services (i.e. WEB1, APP1) is currently '=SUM(E341:E347)'. This formula only includes costs for system administration and maintenance; it does not include any costs for storage volume, data backup and 

restoration, and performance delivery. If NASA desires a total server price by seat, should this formula be revised to include all server services. Please clarify.

RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the next release of the pricing model.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          538 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference RFP Attachment E and Pricing Model, Server Services:

Attachment E specifically includes LAN Services as a server service type in the WEB1, APP1, COMP1 and FILE1. The pricing model does not allow for pricing LAN services in the server (WEB, APP, COMP, FILE) seats. Should the pricing model be amended to allow 

the offeror to propose prices for the LAN services requirement in Attachment E?

RESPONSE:  Refer to response to comment #494

*****

                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          538 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference RFP Attachment E and Pricing Model, Server Services:

Attachment E specifically includes LAN Services as a server service type in the WEB1, APP1, COMP1 and FILE1. The pricing model does not allow for pricing LAN services in the server (WEB, APP, COMP, FILE) seats. Should the pricing model be amended to allow 

the offeror to propose prices for the LAN services requirement in Attachment E?

RESPONSE:  Refer to response to comment #494

*****

                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          560 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The following lists additional discrepancies between the pricing model and  the following discrepancies exist between the Pricing Model and Attachment Q that were not identified in Comment ID: 531, which was released

on January 6, 1998:



JSC:  SE3 FY99 through FY09, model reflects maximum quantity per year of 50,

Attachment Q reflects the maximum quantity per year of 80.



KSC:  APP1 in FY01, model reflects maximum quantity of 112, Attachment Q reflects

the maximum quantity of 108.



KSC:  APP1 in FY06, model reflects maximum quantity of 108, Attachment Q reflects

the maximum quantity of 103.



KSC:  WEB1 in FY06, model reflects maximum quantity of 50, Attachment Q reflects

the maximum quantity of 43.



KSC:  File1 in FY06, model reflects maximum quantity of 66, Attachment Q reflects

the maximum quantity of 59.



LeRC: GP2 in FY00, model reflects maximum quantity of 2,228, Attachment Q reflects

the maximum quantity of 407.



LeRC: SE1

FY99    FY00    FY01     FY02     FY03 through FY09

Model      2,983   2,924   2,865    2,806          2,750

Attach. Q    910     892     874      856            839



LeRC: SE2

FY99     FY00    FY01     FY02     FY03 through FY09

Model     734      720     705      691             676

Attach. Q 407      399     391      383             375



MSFC:  WEB1

FY03     FY05     FY07     FY09

Model        75       75       75       75

Attach Q.   650      650      650      650



MSFC:  APP1

FY01     FY03     FY05     FY07     FY09

Model         55       25       25       25       25

Attach. Q.    60       60       60       60       60



MSFC:  File1

FY03      FY05     FY07     FY09

Model        18        48       96        9

Attach. Q.  910       910      910      910



SFC:  APP1 in FY01, model reflects maximum quantity of 16, Attachment Q reflects

the maximum quantity of 17.



SFC:  LVID1 in FY00, model reflects the maximum quantity of 161, Attachment Q

reflects the maximum quantity of 157.



GWAC (Low End):  SE2 in FY06, model reflects maximum quantity of 700,

Attachment Q reflects the maximum quantity of 320.



GWAC (Low End):  COMP1 for FY02 through FY09, model reflects the maximum

quantity of 150, Attachment Q reflects the maximum quantity

of 40,000.



GWAC (High):  FILE1 for FY08 and FY09, model reflects the maximum quantity of

96 for each period, Attachment Q reflects the maximum quantities

of 144 and 192, respectively.





RESPONSE: Corrections were made to the PDR, Price Model and attachment Q as required, and will be reflected in the revised price model



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          590 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question: 

1. When would the original pricing model, after all the appropriate corrections

have been made, be released?  



RESPONSE:  As soon as possible.

>>>>>



2. It appears that the new version of the pricing model has not been completed.

Is the new version completed, and when would the new version of the pricing model

be available?



RESPONSE: NASA has determined a new price model will not be generated.

>>>>>



3. Will the contractor be responsible for inputting the variances in the 'Variance'

worksheet found in the ODINETTE workbook of the new version? 



RESPONSE: N/A (a new price model will not be generated).

>>>>>



4. The original pricing model breaks out the SLA seat quantities, by seat type,

by GFY based on the information contained in the PDR. How will these SLA quantities

be handled in the new version of the pricing model?

RESPONSE: N/A (a new price model will not be generated).

>>>>>



5. Upon reviewing the new version of the pricing model, we have found the 

following discrepancies/inconsistencies:

RESPONSE: N/A (a new price model will not be generated).

>>>>>



In the ODIN workbook, the calculation used to determine the unit monthly price

is incorrect. Taking the Government's sample discount of 12% for GFY 99, the 

formula would be the following: (seat price x (1 - 12%)). The new model is

calculating an 88% discount to the proposed seat prices for GFY 99.

RESPONSE: N/A (a new price model will not be generated).

>>>>>



In the ODIN workbook, discrepancies and inconsistencies exist in the formulas used to calculate

the total amount column for GP1 GFY99, the total amount column for GP1 GFY00-09,

and the revised pricing instructions, 3rd paragraph, second sentence, released 

January 8, 1998.



RESPONSE: N/A (a new price model will not be generated).

>>>>>



The new version of the pricing model averages the maximum number of seat types

for all proposed years. What is the significance of this averaging if the

'Variance' table adjusts the seats back to the maximum quantity by fiscal year?

RESPONSE: N/A (a new price model will not be generated).

>>>>>



6. Due to the lapse in time, pricing model fixes, the uncertainty of which

pricing model will be required, and the significant amount of time required to 

develop each SLA seat price and record in the Government pricing model, will the

Government entertain providing a slip in the submittal due date of February 9, 1998?

RESPONSE: Yes, this will be reflected in a future amendment.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          591 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  If the original pricing model can be corrected, this Contractor would prefer

to keep the original format. It would be helpful if the Government would answer

the following questions, to assist contractors in selecting a model. In addition,

we have provided some inconsistencies we found with the new version

of the pricing model. 



1. When would the original pricing model, after all the appropriate corrections

have been made, be released?



2. It appears that the new version of the pricing model has not been completed.

Is the new version completed, and when would the new version of the pricing model

be available?



3. Will the contractor be responsible for inputting the variances in the 'Variance'

worksheet found in the ODINETTE workbook of the new version?



4. The original pricing model breaks out the SLA seat quantities, by seat type,

by GFY based on the information contained in the PDR. How will these SLA quantities

be handled in the new version of the pricing model?



5. Upon reviewing the new version of the pricing model, we have found the 

following discrepancies/inconsistencies:



In the ODIN workbook, the calculation used to determine the unit monthly price

is incorrect. Taking the Government's sample discount of 12% for GFY 99, the 

formula would be the following: (seat price x (1 - 12%)). The new model is

calculating an 88% discount to the proposed seat prices for GFY 99.



In the ODIN workbook, discrepancies and inconsistencies exist in the formulas used to calculate

the total amount column for GP1 GFY99, the total amount column for GP1 GFY00-09,

and the revised pricing instructions, 3rd paragraph, second sentence, released 

January 8, 1998.



The new version of the pricing model averages the maximum number of seat types

for all proposed years. What is the significance of this averaging if the

'Variance' table adjusts the seats back to the maximum quantity by fiscal year?



6. Due to the lapse in time, pricing model fixes, the uncertainty of which

pricing model will be required, and the significant amount of time required to 

develop each SLA seat price and record in the Government pricing model, will the

Government entertain providing a slip in the submittal due date of February 9, 1998?



RESPONSE: This question is a duplicate. See comment ID 590.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          594 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: A.3.11.3 Electronic Availability of Pricing Exhibits



Question:  We would like to offer the following suggestions for simplifying the current price model. Our specific recommendations are provided below.



Recommend that NASA consider eliminating some of the options included in the price model that are not essential for the price evaluation. For example, rather than requesting NTE pricing for six levels of hardware maintenance (i.e., none, basic, regular, 

premium, enhanced, and critical), offerors could offer 'regular' price, a 'critical' price, and a price for 'none.' This reduced number of optional prices would provide NASA with the range of NTE maintenance prices for purposes of price evaluation at the 

master contract level. At DOSP proposal time, if the other maintenance options are required for performance at a given center, the offeror could provide the additional NTE prices with their delivery order proposal.



RESPONSE:  It is required that we identify under the master contract those six levels, otherwise we risk at DOSP being told that adding a level constitutes an increase in scope.

>>>>>



Question:  Recommend that NASA ask for only five (5) years of pricing for evaluation of the master contract proposals for Fiscal Year 1999 through Fiscal Year 2003. This will substantially reduce the volume of individual unit prices offered, eliminate many 

of the Excel spreadsheet tabs in the current model, while still accommodating price evaluation for all centers using the implementation schedules indicated in RFP Exhibit 4. In this scenario, NASA would be able to evaluate at least a three year delivery 

order period for all NASA centers with the NTE pricing offered.



RESPONSE: We have to evaluate the entire period for which we intend to place orders and include that pricing in the contract value.

>>>>>



Question:  Recommend that NASA fix the known problems and discrepancies in the current model that have been raised through the question process. These include a number of issues raised concerning incorrect formulas as well as more substantive questions 

raised concerning missing or conflicting entries for seat pricing.



RESPONSE: NASA will consider the above recommendations and will be providing an amendment to the original price model.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          595 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  When can we expect a final version of the new spreadsheets? 



RESPONSE: NASA has determined a new price model will not be generated.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          596 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:   When can we expect a final version of the new spreadsheets? 



RESPONSE: Duplicate; see comment #595.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          607 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  During our evaluation of the Price Model, several questions arose :



1. Will contractors have the capability to apply different discounts at 

the seat type / service levels within a Center within a fiscal year? 



NASA's revised model (ie Class DB tab) appears to indicate that only one 

discount can be applied per year.



2. Assuming NASA's response is to use the new pricing model, when will the 

formalized version be made available for use by all bidders?



RESPONSE: NASA has determined that a new price model will not be generated.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          609 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:   While we appreciate the government's efforts to simplify the ODIN pricing model, this offeror is very concerned with the government's consideration of changing the evaluation model of the ODIN Price Proposal at this late date in the procurement 

process. 



RESPONSE: NASA has determined that a new price model will not be developed.

>>>>>

In addition, we would like to suggest the following modifications to the existing price model evaluation:



1. Remove the infrastructure upgrade evaluation plug number from the ODIN Price Proposal. The government has not included in the RFP any clearly defined contractual obligations and responsibilities for infrastructure upgrades and the relation to the 

proposed price discount in the Price Proposal. However, during contract performance, the government's requirements can be more clearly defined, proposed, and negotiated.



RESPONSE:  In order to preserve the Government's ability to order this service if required, the recommended modification will not be made.  The actual cost will be negotiated when the specific requirement is defined.

>>>>>



2. The evaluation of catalog pricing per Center should be based on price 

reasonableness instead of a weighted discount. Because there is no valid reference price available for these items with the service levels required, it is impossible to fairly evaluate vendors by weighing an offeror's average proposed discount.



RESPONSE:  Pending further review.

>>>>>



Regarding the review of the government's simplified pricing model:



1. The government states that the Total Average Quantity for each seat type is calculated by taking the estimated maximum number of seat types for all 10 years and dividing by 10. However, this approach does not correlate to the quantities in Attachment Q. 

There are many Centers that have quantities for 11 years. An example of this is Goddard Space Flight Center. Please explain.



2. This offeror does not understand the Variances tab found in the Odinette Excel file. In the government instructions, it states that the Variances tab contains the deltas per seat type and per fiscal year. However, in the Excel spreadsheet only Centers 

are defined with variances per fiscal year. For example, if it is per seat (GP1, GP2, GP3) under each Center, many more rows would have to be added and the Center spreadsheets would contain new lookups. Also, what method is used for calculating the 

variances? Since the Average Total Quantity is based on Max Quantities divided by 10, is the variance equal to the Average Total Quantity minus the Max Quantity for that seat for that center for that year? Please explain how this spreadsheet is derived and 

who is responsible for completing the Variances tab.



3. The government states that the Total Annual Amount will be calculated by subtracting the Average Total Quantity for each seat type from the Variance for each year and multiplying that by the Unit Monthly Price and then multiplied by 12 to provide the 

Total Yearly Amount. Based on the instructions, Total Yearly Amount is calculated as ((Variance - Avg. Tot. Qty) *(Price)) *12. Since the variable variance is still undefined, the offeror will use the rationale that variance means the difference between 

Average Total Quantity and Max Quantity for that year. If this is the case, in a great many instances the Total Yearly Amount would be equal to a negative number or zero. For example, based on Goddard GP1 PC the Max Quantity is 1,006 and the Average Total 

Quantity is 1,103. The variance would equal 97. Based on (97-1103) your Total Yearly Amount would be negative. Please clarify. 



4. In ClassDB under product class, code, the government has added discounts for FY 99 through FY 2009. The government states that the offeror shall propose a percentage delta for each fiscal year. Although, this greatly simplifies the model, there is no 

method to accurately reflect the delta changes to unit prices that will occur to the various service levels per year. (50) 



RESPONSE:  NASA has determined that a new price model will not be generated.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          671 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.3 ELECTRONIC AVAILABILITY OF PRICING EXHIBITS                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This vendor has found the following problems with the ODIN Price Model posted on January 22, 1998.  Will these problems be corrected? 



ARC   

1. FY00 Group2 totals 3,000; Table Q (R.2) shows 1500. 

2. FY00 Group3 totals 400; Table Q (R.2) shows 200. 

3. FY00 SE1 totals 1190; Table Q (R.2) shows 600. 



GSFC 

1. The GSFC FY sheets are not structured the same as the other Centers.  There seems to be a row missing around Row 403. 

2. FY06 Servers - Row 339 contains no formulas for calculating totals for any of the server types so FY06 Servers are not reflected in the summary sheet. 

3. FY06 Phones - Row 368 contains no formulas for calculating totals for any of the phone types so FY06 Phones are not reflected in the summary sheet. 



HQ 

1.  FY00 Group1 totals 458; Table Q (R.2) shows 705. 



JSC 

1. FY08 Comp1 server totals 25,500; Table Q (R.2) shows 28,000. 

2. FY09 Comp1 server totals 25,500; Table Q (R.2) shows 30,000. 

3. JSCSUM Phone Service 4 (row 351) formula reads 'SUM(JSCFYxx)!$T$38:$T$381; it appears the formula should read SUM(ä)!$T$380:$T$381. 



LARC 

1. FY01 App1 Server totals 50; Table Q (R.2) shows 150. 



LERC 

1. FY00 Group2 totals 381; Table Q (R.2) shows 407. 

2. FY01 File1 Server totals 12; Table Q (R.2) shows 40. 

3. FY01 Phone1 totals 4,000; Table Q (R.2) shows 500. 

4. FY01 Phone 2 totals 13,000; Table Q (R.2) shows 4,000. 

5. FY01 Phone3 totals 1,000; Table Q (R.2) shows 1,200. 

6. FY01 Phone4 totals 300; Table Q (R.2) shows 250. 

7. FY01 Pcell totals 200; Table Q (R.2) shows 100. 

8. FY01 Fax1 totals 400; Table Q (R.2) shows 40. 

9. FY01 Fax2 totals 0; Table Q (R.2) shows 15. 

10. FY01 Fax 3 totals 0; Table Q (R.2) shows 250. 

11. FY01 AR1 totals 0; Table Q (R.2) shows 350. 

12. FY01 AR2 totals 0; Table Q (R.2) shows 125. 

13. FY01 LAN1 totals 80; Table Q (R.2) shows 8,000. 

14. FY01 LAN2 totals 60; Table Q (R.2) shows 1,000. 

15. FY01 LAN3 totals 10; Table Q (R.2) shows 1,000. 

16. FY01 RC1 totals 64; Table Q (R.2) shows 700. 

17. FY01 RC2 totals 16; Table Q (R.2) shows 30. 

18. FY01 RC3 totals 25; Table Q (R.2) shows 5. 

19. FY01 RC4 totals 32; Table Q (R.2) shows 1,000. 

20. RC4 totals 0 in all FY's except FY01; Table Q (R.2) shows 1, 500, 1000, 2000 . . . 



MSFC 

1. FY00 Group1 totals 6,885; Table Q (R.2) shows 2,424. 

2. FY06 Lan3 does not have a formula in cell O458 to calculate the total and carry it forward to the summary sheet. 



SFC 

1. FY99 Group3 totals 403; Table Q (R.2) shows 145. 

2. SFCSUM AR3 Row 414 formula reads 'SUM(c410:413)+SFCFY00!$O$439'.  The fiscal year does not change across the row. 





Finally all Centers with Local Video (except GWAC) show a 1 in the quantity as NASA indicated in response to Comment ID 641.  GWAC still contains a value of 500 for Video. 



RESPONSE:  These will be corrected in the next version of the price model. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          390 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.11.4 STRUCTURE AND CONTENT OF PRICE PROPOSAL {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Paragraphs A.3.6 and A.3.11.4. Paragraph A.3.6 states that 'all proposal volumes are to be

submitted in hard copy format' in addition to CDs for the Technical and Price volumes while

Paragraph A.3.11.4 states that 'the offeror shall submit its price proposal on CD(s).' Please clarify

the media in which the Price volume is required to be submitted. 



RESPONSE:  1 hard copy of the Price Model shall be submitted to GSFC.  All other copies submitted to GSFC and the other NASA Centers shall be on CD.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          470 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.12.1 TECHNICAL, BUSINESS, AND PRICE PROPOSAL VOLUMES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

QUESTION: We have estimated that the NASA Price model will require as much as 20,000 pages to print in the format required. Should any future amendments or changes be made, as with most Price models, even the smallest change will have a ripple effect that 

would require completely reprinting the entire 

volume. We believe that this model is intended to be dynamic for clarifications, revisions, and running scenarios for the eventual DOSPs. Keeping with the spirit of conservation and the flexibility to accommodate future potential NASA changes, we believe 

that the hardcopy print requirement 

is excessively burdensome. We recommend that NASA require electronic spreadsheets only.



RESPONSE: Formatting changes have been made to the Price Model.  These changes should eliminate any problems with printing hard copies. However, the Government has revised its requirement.  Only 1 hard copy of the price model is required for submission to 

GSFC.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          500 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.12.1 TECHNICAL, BUSINESS, AND PRICE PROPOSAL VOLUMES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Because proposals are due to be delivered to six NASA centers across the country on the same date, albeit at 1:00 p.m., on a Monday, it will be necessary to have proposals in transit by the previous Wednesday to ensure timely delivery of proposals. This 

cuts 5 days off the already aggressive proposal schedule. Would the Government consider delivery of all proposal volumes to GSFC, boxed for forwarding on to the designated centers? As an alternative, would the Government consider having the proposals for 

the five other centers postmarked the same date they are due at GSFC, but due to the centers no more than 3 days after they are due at GSFC? (35) 



RESPONSE: No change. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          597 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.12.1 TECHNICAL, BUSINESS, AND PRICE PROPOSAL VOLUMES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  In Table A.3.12.1, there are different statements regarding the number

of required copies of CDs, e.g., '3 sets of CDs' and '3 CDs'. Is there a 

difference in the number of copies required by these two descriptions? 



RESPONSE: No, unless more than one CD for the proposal is required.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          684 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.12.1 TECHNICAL, BUSINESS, AND PRICE PROPOSAL VOLUMES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In Table A.3.12.1 Delivery Matrix, page 50, the full address is

needed for Ames Research Center and Marshall Space Flight Center in

order for us to Federal Express the technical proposal. Goddard is

local so we plan to hand deliver, otherwise, we would need the full

address for GSFC as well. The remaining Centers list the full address.

We plan to Federal Express by Thursday to ensure arrival by Monday, so

we do need these addresses as quickly as possible. 



RESPONSE: The addresses as printed in the RFP are the exact mailing addresses even for Fed Ex.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          501 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.12.2 NUMBER OF COPIES OF SF 1449 AND REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS PROPOSAL VOLUME                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Amendment 001 extended the due date of the Technical Proposal and Business Proposal volumes (Volumes 2 and 3) to February 2, 1998 and the Price Proposal volume (Volume 4) to February 9, 1998.  Is it correct to assume that the SF 1449 and Representations 

and Certifications Proposal volume (Volume 1) is due at the same time as the Price Proposal--February 9, 1998? (36)



RESPONSE:  Volume 1 is due February 2, 1998.

*****

                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          501 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.3.12.2 NUMBER OF COPIES OF SF 1449 AND REPRESENTATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS PROPOSAL VOLUME                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Amendment 001 extended the due date of the Technical Proposal and Business Proposal volumes (Volumes 2 and 3) to February 2, 1998 and the Price Proposal volume (Volume 4) to February 9, 1998. Is it correct to assume that the SF 1449 and Representations and 

Certifications Proposal volume (Volume 1) is due at the same time as the Price Proposal--February 9, 1998? (36) 



RESPONSE: Response posted on 12/30/97.

***** 

                                                                                              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          396 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.4.4 RELATIVE ORDER OF IMPORTANCE FOR MAJOR EVALUATION FACTORS                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.4.4(b) and A.4.7

What items/prices will be utilized for the Government's Total Evaluated Price for the initial award of this contract? The RFP states 'the proposed NTE prices will be evaluated in accordance with the price model' and 'The Government will evaluate the price 

for all standard and optional services for all Seats/systems.' Does this mean that the Total Evaluated Price that the Government will utilize to compare offerors total prices will be the total for all entries/cells for the individual items in the price 

model?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          397 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.4.7 PRICE EVALUATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

A.4.4(b) and A.4.7

What items/prices will be utilized for the Government's Total Evaluated Price for the initial award

of this contract? The RFP states 'the proposed NTE prices will be evaluated in accordance with

the price model' and 'The Government will evaluate the price for all standard and optional services

for all Seats/systems.' Does this mean that the Total Evaluated Price that the Government will

utilize to compare offerors total prices will be the total for all entries/cells for the individual items in

the price model?



RESPONSE: Yes. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          520 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.4.7 PRICE EVALUATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.4.7 Price Evaluation of Exhibit 1, Pricing Model.

MA1, MA2, NAD boundaries are quantities but model has Gross Value. Please clarify the relationship between Gross Value and the boundary quantities.



RESPONSE: An average value for PC, Mac, and UNIX workstation and multiplied it by the maximum number of MA1, MA2, and NAD seats to arrive at an estimated of Gross Asset Value.

See also answer to comment #438 and comment #410

*****

                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          521 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 A.4.7 PRICE EVALUATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph A.4.7 Price Evaluation of Exhibit 1, Pricing Model.

RFP - SE1 has no UNIX standard level but has an option as entry level. On GSFCFY99 [R172] 111 seats shown and only 7 have the single option, 104 units not assigned. On JSCFY99 [R172] 984 seats shown and only 748 have the entry level option, 236 units not 

assigned. Please clarify.



RESPONSE:  Pending further review. 

*****

                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          521 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.4.7 PRICE EVALUATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Paragraph A.4.7 Price Evaluation of Exhibit 1, Pricing Model.

RFP - SE1 has no UNIX standard level but has an option as entry level. On

GSFCFY99 [R172] 111 seats shown and only 7 have the single option, 104

units not assigned. On JSCFY99 [R172] 984 seats shown and only 748 have the

entry level option, 236 units not assigned. Please clarify.



RESPONSE: The appropriate revisions have been made to the next release of

the price model.

*****

                                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          522 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 A.4.7 PRICE EVALUATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RESPONSE: DUPLICATE OF 521

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          427 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT A LIST OF ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The current definition of 'downtime' states it is 'the period of time between the time of failure and

the time that the system is returned to the Government fully operational.' However, very often the

contractor is not immediately notified of the downtime and it may even take hours before the

contractor is notified of the failure. Yet the contractor is penalized for the additional time it may

have taken the end user to notify the contractor. We recommend the following definition for

downtime: 'the period of time between the time the contractor is notified of the failure and the time

that the system is returned to the Government fully operational.' (4)



RESPONSE: The definition of 'downtime' will be modified in Amendment 2 to state that for desktop systems, where the contractor may not be cognizant of a system down until being notified by the end user, downtime is defined as recommended in this comment 

but that for all other systems (e.g. network) where it is felt that the contractor should be cognizant of a system down immediately, downtime is defined as it currently reads in the RFP.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          601 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT A LIST OF ACRONYMS AND DEFINITIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: Attachment A



Question: NASA's definition of infrastructure refers to 'components' only, not service costs for design installation, support and maintenance. Please clarify whether service costs associated with infrastructure apply to the reference to a plug number for 

infrastructure costs in the evaluation model.



RESPONSE:  Services associated with upgrading/replacing the infrastructure are included with the infrastructure cost.  Services that are associated with ongoing maintenance and operation of the infrastructure are included in the seat cost. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          658 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT C  STATEMENT OF WORK                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

ATTACHMENT C   STATEMENT OF WORK, and 

ATTACHMENT E   ODIN SERVICE MODEL 



How will the Government handle services outside of the Statement of Work and ODIN Service Model? 

For example, if the Government requires the retrieval of critical data on the hard drive of a laptop system sent to the contractor for repair, and the contractor discovers that the data can not be recovered without utilizing an outside disaster recovery 

entity, how will the contractor recover such costs?  Will this be handled in accordance with paragraph A.1.1 SERVICES TO BE FURNISHED, i.e.,  'As a result of due diligence during the DOSP, the Contractor may propose a price adjustment that is separate from 

the NTE prices.'? 



Response: The example described would be within the scope of work and bundled services specified in the ODIN Service Model and should be factored into the NTE price. 



***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          338 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.2  SCOPE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  C.2.1, 'The Contractor is required to deliver comprehensive, end-to-end desktop, server, and  intra-Center communications services, including associated capital infrastructure improvements, as  well as maintenance and enhancements to that infrastructure, 

throughout the term of the contract. 



10) QUESTION: Please define 'capital infrastructure improvements'. Does the contractor own these  infrastructure improvements?



RESPONSE:  Please refer to the RFP, 1. Contract Terms and Conditions - Commercial Items, paragraph (n).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          508 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.3  OBJECTIVES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

An objective of NASA is for contractors to support the letter and spirit of the Stevenson-Wyder Act by donating excess computer equipment to schools, universities, etc. The Government has not provided enough detail of the donation requirements that will 

be placed on the Contractor. For example, if NASA acquires service for 1,000 seats, at the end of the service life of those seats is NASA expecting the contractor to donate all 1,000 seats? The cost recovery of these assets will vary if the assets are 

remarketed or reused in the commercial marketplace. If the items are donated, the cost recovery of the contractor is based on a different set of assumptions. Please provide instructions to the vendor community to determine how to assume which items NASA 

will no longer use that can then be donated. (43) 



RESPONSE: The offeror shall propose how they will support the letter and spirit of the Stevenson-Wyder Act.  There are no minimum donation requirements. 

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          333 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.4.1.2  NASA CIO OPERATING MODEL {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

C.4.1.2, 'The ODIN Contractors implement the NASA IT architectures and standards which are published in NASA's IT Technical Standards - Directives and provides an Internet address (http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/codea/codeao/xnotic-a.html).'



11) QUESTION: The provided address (http://www.hq.nasa.gov/office/codea/codeao/xnotic-a.html) is secured against outside viewing/downloading. Will NASA provide NASA Procedural Guide 2800 through other means?



RESPONSE:  The correct URL is now available. 

*****

        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          632 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.2  END USER DOCUMENTATION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please clarify 'electronic documentation'.



RESPONSE:  Electronic documentation that is normally provided with commercial products.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          673 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.3  INTEGRATED CUSTOMER SUPPORT/HELP                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  The government has listed numerous freeware packages as being required at triage level one.   In preparing bids vendors obtain long term (life of contract) pricing commitments from manufacturers.  This is not possible with freeware, and yet the nature of 

freeware is that the next release is often priced.  Would the government please clarify its expectations for the freeware. 



In addition, both freeware and shareware generally provide limited support.  How are vendors expected to provide full triage level one support for products of this nature?



Response: The ODIN contractor is responsible for the full support of the services and functionality that a freeware product provides. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          536 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5  SUPPORT TRIAGE FOR ODIN AND NON-ODIN COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Under the description for hardware maintenance, the RFP lists '... and designated peripherials.' What is a typical designated peripherial for each seat? Does each seat have designated peripherials? For example desktop printers - are they considered part of 

each seat under hardware maintenance? 

RESPONSE:  CSCC and GFE items associated with an ODIN Desktop Seat 'inherit' the restore to service times for that desktop seat if they are under Triage Level 1 support.  GFE will be associated with particular ODIN seats at DOSP.  CSCC peripherals will be 

associated with a seat when an item is ordered from CSCC. C.5.9.1 MISSION CRITICAL REQUIREMENTS

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          642 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5  SUPPORT TRIAGE FOR ODIN AND NON-ODIN COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: C.5.5 SUPPORT TRIAGE FOR ODIN AND NON-ODIN COMPONENTS AND RESPONSE TO COMMENT ID 536 DATED 1/14/98.



Question: Based on the government's response to comment 536, the offeror understands that for Triage Level 1 CSCC and GFE items will inherit the restore to service times for the desktop seat to which they are assigned. The current pricing model provides a 

single column to provide pricing. For items in the CSCC, how does the offeror reflect price differentials for restoration time options?



RESPONSE:  If the vendor feels it necessary, the CSCC may include a line item per return to service level.  However, this is not required by the Government. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          428 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5.1  ODIN-SUPPORTED HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE  (TRIAGE LEVEL 1)                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Will products in the CSCC be purchased or leased? If the answer is both, please provide rules on

determining which CLINs are priced which way. (5) 



RESPONSE:  Products obtained from the CSCC will not be owned by the Government.  Please refer to the RFP, 1. Contract Terms and Conditions - Commercial Items, paragraph (n).  

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          566 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5.1  ODIN-SUPPORTED HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE  (TRIAGE LEVEL 1)                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID 428 (481).



Question:  The government response to this question states that products from the CSCC will not be owned by the government.  This seems to conflict with Section G.1 which states 'prices in the catalog are on a one time basis, however, large dollar items 

(in excess of $100,000) may be leased'.  The one time basis implies purchase.  Please clarify.  If it is the government's intent to lease then the price table structure will not work, nor will the evaluation approach.  There will not be a list price for 

lease.  How will the government evaluate this category if its intent is to not take title to this equipment?



RESPONSE: Pending further review.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          566 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5.1  ODIN-SUPPORTED HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE  (TRIAGE LEVEL 1)                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID 428 (481).



Question:  The government response to this question states that products from the CSCC will not be owned by the government.  This seems to conflict with Section G.1 which states 'prices in the catalog are on a one time basis, however, large dollar items 

(in excess of $100,000) may be leased'.  The one time basis implies purchase.  Please clarify.  If it is the government's intent to lease then the price table structure will not work, nor will the evaluation approach.  There will not be a list price for 

lease.  How will the government evaluate this category if its intent is to not take title to this equipment?

RESPONSE: As stated in G.1.1, 'the items selected from this table will replace the standard item included with the seat' For those items the 'one-time' charge is a delta adjustment to be paid for the larger monitor, more memory or other items listed.    

For instance, if a GP3 seat is ordered (and the laptop as proposed doesn't include an active matrix display) and the user wants an active matrix display then with their order they would buy the standard GP3 seat with the optional active matrix category 

price. They would pay for the GP3 seat on a monthly basis, but for the active matrix on a one-time basis.   There may not be a list price for the lease, however in those instances there would have to be the purchase price and the interest rate identified.  

The purchase price then will have a list price and the interest rate would be indexed to the prime or some other rate.  The offeror should include the purchase price and the discount as they would any other non LTOP/leased item in the CSCC worksheet and 

include their proposed interest rate or present value factors as additional information. These items will be subject to negotiation during the discussion period for those offerors found within the competitive range.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          669 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5.1  ODIN-SUPPORTED HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE  (TRIAGE LEVEL 1)                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RE: Comment ID 566 



Discussion:  Using the example provided in the response to Comment ID 566, how does the contractor recover maintenance and on-going support costs for the active matrix display after the initial 36 months, if it is still in use? Should the purchase price be 

loaded with 36 months worth of maintenance, on-going support and all other costs related to the triage levels, or should it represent a stripped hardware price only?  The latter case is the only place where list price has any relevance and therefore the 

associated discount.  Can the contractor bid an indexed rate in their catalog as the government states? 





RESPONSE: That is a decision the contractor will have to make based upon it's business decision.  However, one should note that if the active matrix display is in use it would have to be attached to a seat which would be covered with some sort of pricing.   

The items in the CSCC should include the triage level of support stipulated for category 1, category 2, and category 3, as specified in G.1.  The question concerning an indexed rate can't be answered by the Government since it is not sufficiently detailed.  



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          674 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.5.1  ODIN-SUPPORTED HARDWARE AND SOFTWARE  (TRIAGE LEVEL 1)                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID 566 (428)(481): 



NASA refers to discussions and negotiations regarding the catalog pricing for those offerors found within the competitive range.  Does this mean NASA intends to request best and final offers from those determined to use in the competitive range? 



Response: According to A.3, Instructions to Offerors, Paragraph (g), the Government reserves the right to conduct discussions only if it is in our best interests. The original response would apply if the Government elects to have discussions.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          343 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.6.2  PROPERTY MANAGEMENT TRACKING SYSTEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. C.5.6.2 Property Management Tracking Systems

12) QUESTION: In the referenced paragraph, the government states: 'The Contractor shall update information in the Government's property management tracking system databases for Government-owned, ODIN-managed resources. This requirement shall be performed 

until the disposal of Government-owned assets managed by the Contractor takes place. The Government will be responsible for disposing of Government-owned assets.' In order to properly price the effort associated with this requirement, the offeror requires 

additional information as follows: 



a) What API's or other automated means for data entry exist with these property management systems?



RESPONSE:  The property management system referred to in the RFP is the NASA Equipment Management System (NEMS) or any system that might replace it at some future date.  There are no API's or automated means for data entry within NEMS.

>>>>>

b) What is the form of data entry to be provided by the government?



RESPONSE:  The Government will not be performing data entry for ODIN managed equipment.  The Contractor will be performing this data entry.  Documentation regarding NEMS usage is available (in hardcopy format only) through the GSFC Offerors' Library.

>>>>>

c) What information must be recorded?



RESPONSE:  Please refer to the following documentation which is available (in hardcopy format only) through the GSFC Offers' library:

NHB 4200.2A, Equipment Management User's Handbook for Property Custodians

NHB 4200.1D, Equipment Management Manual 

>>>>>

d) Who is responsible for the accuracy of existing data?



RESPONSE:  The Government expects that the contractor will determine the accuracy of existing data at due diligence, and negotiate mechanisms and costs associated with any necessary corrections. 

>>>>>

e) Who is responsible for correcting inaccuracies in the database?



RESPONSE:  Once the delivery order is awarded, the Contractor is responsible.

>>>>>

f) How will disputes regarding accuracy of information in the database be resolved?



RESPONSE:  Disputes will be resolved through negotiation between the DOCO, DOCOTR, and the Contractor.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          533 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.6.2  PROPERTY MANAGEMENT TRACKING SYSTEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

It will not be possible for any contractor to perform a 100% inventory of the Governments assets during the due diligence period. What if any financial responsibility will the vendor have if during the performance period errors are detected?



RESPONSE:   The vendor should perform due diligence to a level adequate to ensure understanding of the risk of such errors and their probability of financial impact during the performance period.  Reference section A.1.1, paragraph (e) of the RFP, which 

states that 'After conducting the due diligence and negotiating any price adjustments, regardless of the methodology used in conducting due diligence, the Contractor is responsible to correct any further discrepancies found at no increase in price to the 

Government, regardless of the size or severity of the discrepancy.' 

>>>>>

Will it be acceptable to correct the data base as errors are discovered?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

>>>>>

NHB4200.2A/D is only available in hard copy. Does that mean that there is no read

only copy on the internet and that we must travel to GSFC to get a copy of the

document?



RESPONSE: NHB 4200.2A and 4200.1D are now available electronically as of 1/5/97 though the GSFC Bidders Library.

>>>>>

Where is the GSFC Library and do we need an appointment to see the document or 

is there a copy costs for the document?



RESPONSE: Contact the designated point of contact for the center's bidder library location, and to schedule an appointment to review the documentation. At GSFC there are no copy costs, however the vendor is required to bring their own paper. 

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          398 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.7  CATALOG SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph C.5.7. and Attachment G. In which volume/tab does the government expect the

Catalog of Commercially-available products and services (CSCC) to be presented? 



RESPONSE:  Attachment G should be included in the Technical Proposal in Tab 9 without pricing information. 

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          567 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.7  CATALOG SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 398  

Question:  If the CSCC is part of the Technical Proposal, will it be technically evaluated and be part of the offerors technical score?



RESPONSE: Pending further review.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          567 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.7  CATALOG SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 398  

Question:  If the CSCC is part of the Technical Proposal, will it be technically evaluated and be part of the offerors technical score?



RESPONSE: The CSCC does not have a specific evaluation criteria listed.  However, the extent to which the depth and breadth of the offering demonstrates an understanding of the products necessary to meet the Agency's mission and environment, and Agency and 

Center-specific ODIN requirements will be considered as part of the Technical Approach.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          574 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.7  CATALOG SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 497, 511, 499, and 398



Question:  Based on NASA's responses to comment ID 497 regarding a repeated equipment failure plan that is now exempted from the technical volume page count and can be up to 5 pages; Comments ID 511 and 499 regarding additional and extensive requirements 

for the Relevant Experience and Past Performance; and Comment ID 398 regarding inclusion of the catalog in the technical volume for which NASA has not yet defined the evaluation criteria; we request that NASA extend the due date for all four volumes to 

March 2, 1998.  This date assumes that the technical evaluation criteria for the catalog is imminent.  If not, we may need to request an additional extension.



RESPONSE: The due date for Technical and Business proposals will not be extended; the due date for Pricing Proposals will be reflected in Amendment 2.  ID 497 is not a new requirement, ID 511 and 499 is not a change from the requiement in A.3.10.1 for the 

Prime, it is just for the team members and we don't expect this to cause a delay.  ID 398 refer to answer in 567.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          593 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.7  CATALOG SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference C.5.7.2, Response to Comment ID 398



Question: Will NASA consider delivery of the Catalog of Services and Commercial Components, without prices as specified in NASA's response to Comment ID 398 at the time the price proposal is submitted and not at the time the technical proposal is 

submitted?



RESPONSE: No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          655 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.7  CATALOG SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference C.5.7.2  



Question:  Preparation of our proposal for the Catalog of Services and Commercial Components is dependent on the answers to a number of questions submitted to NASA on both technical and pricing issues. Given the separate due dates established for the ODIN 

technical and pricing submissions, we believe it is likely that some of the necessary responses from NASA will not be issued in time to incorporate their impact in the Technical Proposal. It is likely that additional questions that have an impact on the 

CSCC will be asked before Price Proposal submission. In addition, CSCC items may vary considerably as our pricing is finalized. We therefore request that NASA change the delivery requirement for the CSCC to be delivered at the time of Price Proposal 

submission and eliminate the requirement to deliver the CSCC without pricing as part of the Technical Proposal submission. The CSCC without pricing could be delivered at the same time as the Price Proposal for use in the technical evaluation.  



Response: No the CSCC proposal due date will not change.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          542 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.1  MISSION CRITICAL REQUIREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Paragraphs A.1.15; C.5.9.1

RFP paragraph states that pricing for Specialized Requirements shall be in accordance with Attachment P, Price List, while Paragraph C.5.9.1 states, 'The contractor shall uplift any seat to Mission Critical Status in accordance with the procedures and 

pricing described in Section A.1.15.'



There does not appear to be a separate entry in the pricing model for the price to uplift any seat to Mission Critical Status. How should contractors provide this pricing to the Government?

RESPONSE:  Yes, Mission Critical Uplift pricing will be in upcoming revisions to price model

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          457 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.2  MISSION FREEZE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: C.5.9.2  



Question:  How will mission freeze periods where the contractor is precluded from many tasks effect potential performance, availability and customer satisfaction metrics?  Also, will the potential credits in A.1.9 be applicable during this period?  Also 

see C.5.9.8?



Response:  For section C.5.9.2, the COTR will make the determination as stated in section F.2, Metric Terms, in the definition of downtime, as to whether the contractor is precluded from effecting the change.  This is not the case in C.5.9.8 since the 

contractor is exempt during designated periods.

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          611 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.2  MISSION FREEZE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  In reference to C.5.9.2 Mission Freeze, can credits be levied against the contractor when mission freeze restrictions are imposed?



RESPONSE:  No credits will be levied.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          458 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.3  TEMPORARY SYSTEMS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: C.5.9.3  



Question:  How many temporary systems will be required and what time period will the contractor have to get the equipment to the government?  



Response: The potential quantities for temporary systems are nominal for any given period. For purposes of delivery a temporary system is considered 'an add' and will have the same amount of time for delivery as specified for 'an add' (E.3.1.8). 

>>>>>



Will the systems be specific configurations or more functional?



Response:  See C.5.9.3 which specifies that the standard configuration for each seat offered by the contractor shall be available with the ability to customize seats with any selectable optional services.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          459 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.4  PRIORITY SERVICE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: C.5.9.4  



Question:  Will the (1) percent of all seats be calculated based on those seats where only the service is being provided or all seats whether the service is being provided or not?





Response: All seats

***** 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          460 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.4  PRIORITY SERVICE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: C.5.9.4.2  



Question:  How will the government calculate the (1) percent of problems getting priority service?  Will this be on a monthly run-rate, yearly or some other basis?





Response:  Based upon this question, we have revised our previous response to comment ID 551 (RESPONSE: For purposes of the Master contract the first 1% refers to a specific quantity of pre-identified seats and the second 1% should refer to the total 

number of calls placed on any one day. Specific Center priority service requirements may be identified at DOSP.) We have decided that the DOCOTR may prioritize up to 1% of the number of previous monthly calls.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          551 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.4  PRIORITY SERVICE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  In reference to the priority service of 1% and an additional 1% of the seats will receive 

priority service is totally unrealistic taken into account the failure rates of desktop hardware. 

At these numbers, there is no need for the five different service levels (basic through critical.)

Will NASA redefine this requirement? From our perspective, this requirement means that 'at 

any one time' we will need to provide 30 minute response time to anyone who requests it. Who 

wouldn't request it knowing that it's a possibility? Take an example: 2,000 desktops would equate 

to 20 service calls at any one time possibly requiring 30 minute response time. For 2000 units, it's

unlikely that 20 calls per day will be placed (i.e. all calls receive 30 minute response time.) We feel

this should be 0.1% or in the example two service calls per day. 

RESPONSE:  For purposes of the Master contract the first 1% refers to a specific quantity of pre-identified seats and the second 1% should refer to the total number of calls placed on any one day. Specific Center  priority service requirements may be 

identified at DOSP.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          610 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.5.9.4  PRIORITY SERVICE                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  In reference to C.5.9.4, subparagraph 1., can priority service be requested outside of the PPM (6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday)?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          461 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.7.1  PERIODIC/ROUTINE TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: C.7.1.1  



Question:  Under the requirements of this clause a contractor that installs 100 systems with a 3 year technology refreshment cycle would have to refresh 33 of those systems in the first year after installation.  Is this a correct interpretation?



Response: It is not a likely that the Contractor will be working with a completely tech refreshed base at the beginning of the contract.  The ODIN contractor will have a large base of existing systems.  Systems in this base will be at all stages of their 

life cycle.  In the example given, there is a requirement that 33 systems be replaced but not necessarily the new 100 systems to attain the requirement of maintaining an average age of 3 years for all systems.  If a vendor did propose a complete replace of 

all existing systems initially in order to get to a common base, an alternate, but equivalent refreshment plan could be proposed. 

******

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          523 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.7.1  PERIODIC/ROUTINE TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Paragraph C.7.1 Technology Refresh. (TAB 5 of Technical Proposal)

Section N.1 states that NSTL will update the performance specifications quarterly. Paragraph C.7.1 states that 1/n of the seats will be refreshed each year. Since refreshment is not instantaneous, it will occur during some finite period of time as 

scheduled. It could all occur in one week, or weekly, monthly, quarterly, etc. During these periods, the performance specifications will change. What refresh specification level will apply? For instance, 300 seats with a 3-year refresh cycle will be 

refreshed at 100 seats per year. It is decided to refresh 25 each quarter. During year 1, the performance specification is changed each quarter by NSTL. What refresh level would apply to each of the quarterly refreshments? What are their cutoff dates and 

what is the official mechanism for their posting? 

RESPONSE: Technology refreshment deliveries shall meet or exceed baseline performance level within an appropriate cut-off date as proposed in the technology refreshment proposal and accepted by the Government.



See also Government's response to comment #360

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          612 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.8  INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY SECURITY REQUIREMENTS {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  



In reference to Section C.8, will there be any limitations on removing defective hardware components (e.g., Hard Drives) from a NASA site?



RESPONSE:  Yes, the user will specify requirements depending on the policies required for the type of data they process (i.e., Legal, Procurement, Personnel).

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          599 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.8.6  IT SECURITY TRACKING {R3}                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: RFP C.8.6 - IT Security Tracking



Question: The second sentence reads '0that such entry results in either a user's loss of data or system availability or renders the user unproductive for a period of time.' There appears to be some text missing at the beginning of the sentence. Would the 

government please supply the missing text?



RESPONSE:  An amendment will be issued.

*****

                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          653 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 C.8.6  IT SECURITY TRACKING {R3}                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  The second sentence of this paragraph seems to have some words missing.    

Could you please clarify the intent of the sentence.  



RESPONSE:  C.8.6  IT SECURITY TRACKING paragraph should read:

The Contractor shall, at a minimum, implement a management program to

identify, track, and report on the current status of assignments of

responsibility for security,  establishment of security plans, review of

security controls, and  authorizations to process.  The Contractor shall

identify, track, and report the number of occurrences that an ODIN

supported system, receiving regular or enhanced system administration,

has been 'illegally' entered and  the number of occurrences of

unauthorized access or denial of service attack that such entry results

in either a user's loss of data or system availability or renders the

user unproductive for a period of time.  The contractor shall also track

and report these instances as identified by users or administrators of

other systems. 

An amendment will be issued.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          544 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.1  OVERVIEW OF SERVICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Paragraph E.1

RFP Paragraph E.1, OVERVIEW OF SERVICE MODEL, states: 'Server services provide institutional capabilities through ODIN servers at a fixed price per unit. Pricing for all requirements to provide these services is bundled into the fixed price per unit, 

including hardware and software acquisition and maintenance, network access/connectivity, and system administration. Four categories of server services are defined. 



Communication services (other than the network services bundled into the desktop and/or server services) are to be provided as separate service categories. Pricing for all requirements to provide these services, including all communications infrastructure 

support, is bundled into the fixed price per service category. Some of these communication services are to be available on a per unit basis (e.g., phones, faxes) and employ a 'seat' model similar to the desktops while others are provided on a per system 

basis.'



Further, the instructions provided in the 'pricing.doc' document state: 'The seat price is inclusive of all the 'S' services identified for that seat. The 'O' items are changes to the standard seat service level and the offeror shall insert either a 

positive or negative dollar value in the columns entitled Unit Price.'



The pricing model provided as Exhibit 1 to the RFP does not appear to provide any place to enter the bundled seat price for server services (e.g., a price for a WEB1 seat) or communications services (e.g., a price for a PH1 seat). The optional prices 

appear to be the only prices available for entry in the price model. Further, the Government's response to Comment ID 507 indicates that it may not be the Government's intent to have a single, bundled price.



1) Is it the Government's intent to have a bundled price for each of the server services seat types (i.e., FILE1, COMP1, WEB1, APP1)?



2) Is it the Government's intent to have a bundled price for each of the communications seat types (e.g., PH1, PH2, etc.)?



3) If it is the intent to have a bundled price for the server services seat types and the communications seat types, please provide instruction on where in the Exhibit 1 pricing model these prices should be entered. The only items currently available for 

entry of unit prices are the optional prices associated with these seat types.



4) If it is not the intent to have a bundled price for the server services seat types and the communications seat types, please describe the relationship of the requirements specified in Attachment E for each of the seat types and their associated service 

levels and the individual optional prices requested in Exhibit 1. 

RESPONSE:  Modification to previous response to comment #507.  Upcoming price model will have 'bundled' pricing for each server and communication seat. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          462 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.1.3  OPTIONAL SERVICE LEVEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: E.1.3  



Question:  This requirement seems to imply that the full unit price is put into the price model for the standard service level and all the options are priced as positive and negative increments from that price.  Is this a correct interpretation?  Will the 

automated price model handle negative numbers?



Response:  This is a correct interpretation and the price model will handle it correctly.

*****

                                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          463 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.1  SUMMARY (DESKTOP SEATS TABLE)                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: E.2.1.1  



Question:  The government has listed 'none' as an option for both hardware and software maintenance for GP1 through SE3 in this table.  How will the option be reflected with performance credits listed in A.1.8(b) and A.1.9?  How can the contractor 

realistically be held responsible for performance if the government has elected not to keep the equipment maintained?



Response: The metrics formula refers to Downtime which states 'the events not within the control of the Contractor will be evaluated by the COTR and may not be calculated as downtime'.  Therefore, systems acquired with the 'no maintenance' option may fall 

within this definition.

***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          662 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.1  SUMMARY (DESKTOP SEATS TABLE)                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Table E.2.1.1 displays the required systems for each Desktop Service Category.  For the SE1 Service Category there are four table entries in the Platform Service Level.  Our interpretation of this table is that there are seven unique systems that must be 

proposed for the SE1 Service Category.  The seven unique systems are: PC mid-level desktop, Mac mid-level desktop, PC high-end desktop, Mac high-end desktop, PC high-end laptop, Mac high-end laptop, and UNIX entry-level desktop.  Is this interpretation 

correct?  



If not, please tell us what the correct interpretation is.  If yes, please answer the following question:  Where in the pricing model should vendors price the PC high-end laptop? (62)



Response: The price model has been revised to include all seven platforms that are indicated in this question.  This revision will be available with the next release of the spreadsheet. 



***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          344 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.2  GP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. Section E.2.1.2, E.2.1.3, E.2.1.4, E.2.1.5, E.1.2.6, and E.2.1.7



13) QUESTION: The referenced sections require that the Offeror's Service Model provide File Services as being equal to the 'Center Standard Server Space.' The term 'Center Standard Server Space' is not defined in the RFP. Please provide a definition of the 

term 'Center Standard Server Space.'



RESPONSE:  See section E.3.1.15 which states: The amount of server file space allocated per user will be negotiated during DOSP and updated through desktop technology refreshment.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          345 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.2  GP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. Sections E.2.1.2, E.2.1.3, E.2.1.4, E.2.1.5, E.2.1.6, and E.2.1.7



14) QUESTION: The referenced sections require that the Offeror's Service Model provide Moves/Adds, Changes at a rate which is specified as '<=5 moves/adds/changes completed within 2 work days'. Is it the government's intent to specify that up to 5 moves, 

adds, or changes can be ordered for this seat annually and that each such alteration must be completed by the contractor within 2 work days? 



RESPONSE: No.  The number specifies a bound on the number of Move, Add, Change (MAC) requests at any one time, not the total number of MACs per year for a particular seat.  Therefor in this case, if less than <= 5 MAC requests are submitted at any one 

time, they must be completed within 2 work days.  Please see E.3.1.8 MOVES, ADDS, CHANGES for more information.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          346 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.2  GP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. Sections E.2.1.2, E.2.1.3, E.2.1.4, E.2.1.5, E.1.2.6, and E.2.1.7

15) QUESTION: The referenced sections require that the Offeror's Service Model provide Moves/Adds/Changes at a rate which is specified as '<=5 moves/adds/changes completed within 2 work days.' For Moves/Adds/Changes involving a limited number of seats, the 

completion requirement is realisitic. At what level (e.g., 10, 50, 100, 500) will the government alter the service characteristic to reflect reasonable completion timeframes for large volume changes?



RESPONSE:  Schedules for large volume changes (where specific levels will be identified during DOSP) are expected to be coordinated with the DOCOTR.  Please see the tables in E.3.1.8 MOVES, ADDS, CHANGES.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          347 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.2  GP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. Sections E.2.1.2, E.2.1.3, E.2.1.4, E.2.1.5, E.1.2.6, and E.2.1.7



16) QUESTION: The referenced sections require that the Offeror's Service Model provide training at a rate which is specified as 'Familiarization with Major Upgrades'. We assume the Government is referring to software usage training to support users 

receiving new software. Is this assumption correct?' How does the government define 'Major Upgrade'



RESPONSE:  Yes, for software and software technology refreshment.  Major Upgrades are new versions which affect end users of the software including: changes to application functionality or additional functionality, access to application functionality 

(Graphical User Interface).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          608 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.3  GP2 SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question: The referenced paragraph E.2.1.3 states '... Functionality includes: Business program 

development (e.g. Visual Basic, C++) and execution, statistical analysis, 

desktop publishing, desktop multimedia development, desktop databases 

(e.g. Access, FoxPro), and desktop graphics (e.g. Canvass, Corel Draw) 

as well as word processing, spreadsheet, presentation graphics, electronic 

messaging (e-mail, calendaring, forms, Internet tools WWW, news, FTP, Telnet, 

collaborative tools, etc,), anti virus.' 



This appears to imply that the full set of software described, which is in 

addition to that provided for the GP1, must be available on each GP2 seat. 

Since each of the software packages listed for these categories is a 

relatively expensive package, to include the full suite will drive up the 

cost of the GP2 significantly. It does not seem likely that each GP2 end 

user will need the full suite of software, rather they will utilize a subset 

of the listed software to meet their needs. 



Is it NASA's intent that each GP2 delivered have the full set of 

software listed in E.2.1.3 or is it NASA's intent that the GP2 be able to 

run the software listed in E.2.1.3 and that software be made available as 

required?



RESPONSE:  It is NASA's intent that the platform be able to run this type of software. A user can order from the catalog the software that is not included in the standard load.  As stated in our response to comment 547 - When a seat receives 'standard' 

application software, the contractor shall provide the required application software to meet the functionality for : word processing, spreadsheet, presentation graphics, electronic messaging (e-mail, calendaring, forms), Internet tools (WWW, news, FTP, 

Telnet, collaborative tools, etc.), anti-virus, etc., as defined by Agency/Center standards.  See Amendment 2, paragraph E.3.1.2.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          637 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.1.5  SE1 SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: E.2.1.5, E.2.1.6, E.2.1.7 - UNIX Workstations



Question:  A large number of UNIX operating systems are currently in use throughout NASA, including AIX, DEC Unix, DEC VMS, DEC MicroVax, HP UX, Linux, SGI, and SUN Solaris. Each NASA Center has at least three (3) different hardware platforms using various 

operating systems. Is it the Government's intention to have the offeror(s) propose multiple UNIX solutions in response to these requirements? Please clarify. 



RESPONSE: The vendor should offer whatever they determine best meets the Government's technical requirements and the objectives of the ODIN program.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          494 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2  SERVER SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

QUESTION: Table E.2.2.1 Summary (Server Services Table), in the RFP, shows 

an 'S or O' requirement for LAN Services (Service Type) for each Seat Type 

(WEB1, APP1, COMP1, and FILE1) at Services Levels of Regular LAN, Fast LAN, 

and Huge LAN. However, this Service Type is not included in the Pricing Model 

for Server Services prices. The Pricing Model goes from a Service Type of 

Systems Administration to Maintenance. Would you please clarify what should 

be priced? 



RESPONSE:  Table E.2.2.1 will be revised to delete LAN Services and the associated service levels.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          548 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2  SERVER SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Please clarify what is included in each of the Server Services 'seats.' The table included in E.2.2.1 does not have a service parallel to the Platform service in the Desktop seats, which is used to provide the hardware acquisition service level of the 

service category. This would indicate that no hardware is to be provided with any of these four server 'seat' types. However, the descriptions of the seats in E.2.2.2 through E.2.2.5 all state that 'äthis includes the hardwareä'



Our confusion is compounded by the government's response to offeror Comment 507a published on 12/24. The offeror's comment pointed out the fact that the price evaluation spreadsheets do not allow the entry of a Unit Price for the 'Total Qty' field 

associated with each server 'seat.' Further, the spreadsheets do not calculate a Total Amount (based on Unit Price and Total Qty) for any of the Server Services 'seat' types. The offeror who developed the comment obviously felt that this was a simple 

spreadsheet error similar to others already identified and corrected by the government. However, the government's response seems to indicate that there is no standard bundle of services for these four seats; on the contrary, all service levels seem to be 

available for purchase as individual units. Please describe exactly what the offeror is responsible for providing when NASA orders a WEB1 (or any other server) seat.



In addition, please clarify the government's response and example provided to Comment 507a. In the government's example at GSFC, of the 16 WEB1 seats, 12 of these seats require Regular system administration. The four remaining seats require Enhanced system 

administration, indicated by the 'S.' Where in the spreadsheet are offerors to provide the unit price for the 'S' Enhanced system administration service? (48) 



RESPONSE:  see previous responses to Comments #544, #494.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          654 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2  SERVER SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: E.2.2, E.3.2  



Question:  For the WEB1, APP1, COMP1, and FILE1 Server Services seats (E.2.2.2, E.2.2.3, E.2.2.4, E.2.2.5), will NASA's existing server hardware and software be available for use by the ODIN contractor in fulfilling the requirement for Server Services?  



Response:  Yes.

>>>>>



Does NASA intend that offerors should include the acquisition price of server hardware and software as part of the Server Services Seat prices or as part of the Catalog of Services and Commercial Components?  



Response:  As part of the server services, the Government is purchasing services not hardware.  The ODIN Contractor should price all of the necessary components into the service it is providing.

>>>>>



If NASA intends that the offeror include the cost of server hardware and software as part of the Server Services Seat prices, will NASA make specific requirements for the hardware environment or software environment required for each of the seat types 

available for use in preparing proposals?   



Response:  As part of the server services, the Government is purchasing services not hardware.  The ODIN Contractor should determine the hardware and software environment they intend to provide their services under and include all of the necessary pricing 

for components to provide that service.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          577 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.1  SUMMARY (SERVER SERVICES TABLE)                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: E.2.2.1  SUMMARY (SERVER SERVICES TABLE)



Question:  Under the service category of Data Backup and Restoration, Table E.2.2.1 identifies 'Premium' as an optional service level for all server types.  Section E.3.2.5 does not define the government's requirement for the 'Premium' service level.  

Please clarify the government's requirement.



RESPONSE:Amendment 2 will delete the 'Premium' service level defined in E.2.2.1.



*****

                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          349 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.2  WEB1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - WEB SERVER SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.2.2.2 WEB1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - WEB Server Services



17) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states a requirement for Storage Volume, Regular to be equal to 50 MB of server space. Is this requirement to be considered total hard disk space available with the WEB1 server or the total hard disk space for storage 

available with the WEB1 server after allocations for operating system and application storage, or is this the intended allocation for each WEB1 seat?



RESPONSE:  This is the file space allocated for each WEB1 seat.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          350 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.3  APP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - APPLICATION/DATABASE SERVER SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.2.2.3 APP1 Seat Description - Application/Database Server Services



18) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states a requirement for Storage Volume. Regular to be equal to 500MB of server space. Is this requirement to be considered total hard disk space available with the APP1 server or the total hard disk space for storage 

available with the APP1 server after allocations for operating system and application storage, or is this the intended allocation for each APP1 seat?



RESPONSE:  This is the file space allocated for each APP1 seat.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          348 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.4  COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. E.2.2.4 COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES

19) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states: 'COMP1 seat shall provide 10 CPU hours on the equivalent processing power of a computational server specified in the service levels.' Is it the government's intent to specify that for each COMP1 seat purchased 

with a Basic Service level that the offeror is expected to deliver 10 CPU hours of computation time on a server with the equivalent processing power of a 200 CFPRate SpecMark rating (as defined in Section E.3.2.6)?



RESPONSE: Yes

>>>>>

20) QUESTION: Is it the government's intent to require the 10 hours daily, weekly, or monthly? 



RESPONSE:  The 10 hours is a fixed amount of processing time.  Once the 10 hours has been utilized by the user, additional COMP1 seats must be purchased for additional processing time.

>>>>>



21) QUESTION: The Offeror further interprets this requirement to indicate that if the Offeror's solution employs a system with two CPUs to achieve the desired rating only half the clock time per timeframe is required? Please clarify the meaning of the 

government's requirement.



RESPONSE:  The Offeror's interpretation would meet the Government's requirement as long as each COMP1 user received (at a minimum) the functionality and processing power defined in the COMP1 seat description.  Amendment 1 will contain a revised definition 

of  COMP1.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          351 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.4  COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.2.2.4 COMP1 Seat Description - Computational Server Services



22) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states a requirement for Storage Volume. Regular to be equal to 5GB of server space. Is this requirement to be considered total hard disk space available with the COMP1 server or the total hard disk space for storage 

available with the COMP1 server after allocations for operating system and application storage, or is this the intended allocation for each COMP1 seat?



RESPONSE: This is the file space allocated for each COMP1 seat

*****

 



 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          528 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.4  COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 30 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Amendment  1 summary file (pg2amd1.doc) provided the following language

for RFP paragraph E.2.2.4: 16) E.2.2.4 COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION-COMPUTATIONAL

SERVER SERVICES This section is deleted in its entirety and replaced with

the following:



Functionality: Provides CPU cycles and online storage volume on ODIN

Comutational Servers (Small to mid-range computational servers, not covered

by other NASA consolidated initiatives). COMP1 seat shall provide 10 CPU

hours of processing power equivalent to the computational capability stated

in the performance delivery service levels. This includes hardware, system

software and support, server software and support, network connection, and

operations support to fulfill NASA's computational requirements. In

addition, the table within this clause is modified to revise the service

levels for Storage Volume and Data Backup and Restoration. In addition, the

Typical Service Characteristics for Storage Volume is revised. The revised

table is included here for information, and the RFP has been revised.



However, the language provided in Amendment 1 Attachment E

(1218rfp-D-E.doc) for paragraph E.2.2.4 states:



E.2.2.4 COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION-COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES



The Contractor shall promptly report to the Center Information Technology

Security Manager any suspected computer or network security incidents

occurring on any systems. If it is validated that there is an incident, the

Contractor shall provide all necessary assistance and access to the

affected systems so that a detailed investigation can be conducted and

lessons learned documented. Security logs and audit information shall be

handled according to evidence preservation procedures.



Please clarify which language is correct.



RESPONSE:  The language stated in Amendment 1 is correct. The incorrect

language was incorporated into the RFP.  Amendment 2  to the RFP will

correct this error. 

*****





 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          528 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.4  COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Amendment 1 summary file (pg2amd1.doc) provided the following language for RFP paragraph E.2.2.4:



16) E.2.2.4 COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION-COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES



This section is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following:



Functionality: Provides CPU cycles and online storage volume on ODIN Computational Servers (Small to mid-range computational servers, not covered by other NASA consolidated initiatives). COMP1 seat shall provide 10 CPU hours of processing power equivalent 

to the computational capability stated in the performance delivery service levels. This includes hardware, system software and support, server software and support, network connection, and operations support to fulfill NASA's computational requirements. In 

addition, the table within this clause is modified to revise the service levels for Storage Volume and Data Backup and Restoration. In addition, the Typical Service Characteristics for Storage Volume is revised. The revised table is included here for 

information, and the RFP has been revised.



However, the language provided in Amendment 1 Attachment E (1218rfp-D-E.doc) for paragraph E.2.2.4 states:



E.2.2.4 COMP1 SEAT DESCRIPTION-COMPUTATIONAL SERVER SERVICES



The Contractor shall promptly report to the Center Information Technology Security Manager any suspected computer or network security incidents occurring on any systems. If it is validated that there is an incident, the Contractor shall provide all 

necessary assistance and access to the affected systems so that a detailed investigation can be conducted and lessons learned documented. Security logs and audit information shall be handled according to evidence preservation procedures.



Please clarify which language is correct. 



RESPONSE: Response provided on 12/30/97.

*****



 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          352 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.5  FILE1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - FILE STORAGE SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.2.2.5 FILE1 Seat Description - file storage Services

23) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states: 'File Storage Services shall be provided in increments of 50 megabytes.' Please clarify this requirement. Is the government specifying the minimal amount of file storage space to be allocated to a single user?





RESPONSE:  The file space specified for the FILE1 seat is the amount of file storage space allocated to the FILE1 user. FILE1 storage space may be ordered by individual users, or workgroups to store information which may be shared by other individuals or 

workgroups.  This storage space is independent of the storage space allocated to a user's desktop seat. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          353 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.2.5  FILE1 SEAT DESCRIPTION - FILE STORAGE SERVICES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.2.2.5 File1 Seat Description - file storage Services

24) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states a requirement for Storage Volume. Regular to be equal to 500 MB of server space. Is this requirement to be considered total hard disk space available with the FILE1 server or the total hard disk space for 

storage available with the FILE1 server after allocations for operating system storage, or is this the intended allocation for each FILE1 seat?



RESPONSE: This is the file space allocated for each FILE1 seat.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          429 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3  COMMUNICATION SEATS/SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The structure of the communication service categories does not parallel the desktop service

categories. There are no 'maintenance only' service bands in the communications section. Does

this mean that the contractor will not be required to support existing equipment, only to provide

and support new equipment provided through this contract? (6) 



RESPONSE:  No.   For all service categories, the contractor is expected to support existing equipment. Please note however, desktop seats GP1-3 and SE1-3 are to be purchased for new as well as existing desktops if they are to have 'full support' (which 

includes technology refresh and maintenance).  The MA seats are to purchased only when true 'maintenance only' is desired.'

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          354 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.2  PHONE SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.2.3.2 Phone Seat Description

25) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states: 'Also included in this service is the maintenance and administration of the telephone infrastructure, basic services (operational configuration, engineering, and maintenance of analog and digital telephone 

switching systems);ä ' Please provide a technical description of the GFSC telephone system to include model numbers of the Rolm switches at Goddard and Wallops.



RESPONSE:  Please refer to the documentation available through the GSFC Offerors' Library.  The Government believes the information available is sufficient to develop a response.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          370 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.2  PHONE SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: E.2.3.2 PHONE SEAT DESCRIPTION

'Also included in this service is the maintenance and administration of the telephone infrastructure; basic services (operational configuration, engineering and maintenance of analog and digital telephone switching system); . . . ' 



38) QUESTION: Please clarify the government's intention relative to the provision of local phone service. Does the government include the provision of local trunk service in the definition of terms 'infrastructure' and/or 'basic services'?



RESPONSE:  Local phone service is included in the Government's definition of 'basic services'.  The requirement is for a complete operational telephone system.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          592 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.2  PHONE SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: E.2.3.2, C.9.1, NASA response to Comment ID 370



Question:  The RFP description for PH1, PH2, PH3, and PH4 seats provided in E.2.3.2 focuses on the requirements for the phone instruments, feature sets, and operations and maintenance considerations. These requirements do not specify a requirement for 

telco services such as local access, provision of transmission service, tariff services, etc. Further, the description of ODIN Wide Area Telecommunications and Network Interface Requirements in C.9.1 indicates that the ODIN will interface with NISN for 

wide area telecommunications, including voice service.



These two RFP references appear to be in conflict with NASA's response to Comment ID 370 that states 'Local service is included in the Government's definition of basic services.' 



It is our understanding that local access from the telco (i.e., tariff services) will be provided through NISN, CSOC, contracts with the Regional Bell Operating Companies, or other non-ODIN contracts for PH1, PH2, PH3, and PH4 phone seats.



RESPONSE: Comment #370 is correct, local access from telco will be provided through ODIN.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          672 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.2  PHONE SEAT DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: E.2.3.2, C.9.1, NASA responses to Comment ID 370 and Comment ID 592  



In the responses to Comment ID 370 and 592 NASA clarified that 'local access from telco will be provided through ODIN' as part of the PH1 through PH4 seats.  



Does NASA intend that the ODIN contractor will pay the telephone bill for the NASA Centers and include those costs in the ODIN PH1-4 seat prices?   



RESPONSE:  It is intended that the price for PH1-PH4 seats include the local phone bill.  Long distance charges will be paid through the NISN contractor.

>>>>>



Does NASA intend that the ODIN contractor will pay the telephone bill for ordering locations under the GWAC provisions of the ODIN contract and include those costs in the ODIN PH1-4 seat prices?  



RESPONSE:  It is intended that the price for PH1-PH4 seats include the local phone bill.  Long distance charges will be handled external to the ODIN contract.

>>>>>



It appears that the local telephone service provided by the Local Exchange Carrier for each NASA Center or GWAC ordering location will be composed of multiple cost elements. These cost elements include costs based on flat rates (e.g., trunks and circuits 

with prices determined by state-by-state tariffs) and other costs that are usage based (e.g., message units, intra-lata toll calls, directory assistance).   



Without specific estimates from NASA for the usage elements (e.g., message units) there does not appear to be any practical way, based on commercial practice, to construct a seat price that includes the elements described above. Additionally, for GWAC 

orders under the contract, information about the location where local telephone service will be delivered is needed in order to determine which tariff will be applicable for determining local access costs.   





We have reviewed the RFP and documentation provided in the various bidders libraries and are not able to find the information necessary to price the local telephone service at the NASA Centers or GWAC ordering locations. In order to include 'local access 

from telco' in our seat prices, we request that NASA provide the following types of information for each NASA Center and GWAC usage:  



a) Message units quantities or other appropriate measures to be included   



b) International calling usage, if any, to be included   



c) Inter-lata toll calls usage to be included   



d) Directory Assistance call usage to be included   



RESPONSE: The NTE costs should be estimated based on local tariffs and prevailing rates and center size.  Include pricing assumptions in your proposal and any discrepancies can be adjusted through DOSP. International calling is not included in ODIN.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          641 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.5  LOCAL VIDEO SERVICE DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: E.2.3.5 LOCAL VIDEO SERVICE DESCRIPTION 



Question: The above referenced paragraph states: 'The Video service will provide for the operation and maintenance of an existing Center-wide video system.' Based on this definition, the offeror would expect to see order quantities reflecting the 

'center-wide' nature of the local video service defined (i.e., either zero (0) or One (1)). Attachment Q however, lists the min/max unit quantities for each center and varies widely from center to center. For example LeRC indicates a unit quantity of one, 

as expected, while Headquarters indicates maximum unit quantities ranging from 220 in FY00 to 260 in FY09; MSFC indicates maximum unit quantities of 250 in FY99 decreasing to 0 in FY03; and ARC indicates a constant 700 unit quantities over all years. In 

addition data in the center questionnaires does not seem to clarify the basis of the unit estimations. Please clarify the basis of unit estimates between the various centers.



RESPONSE:  The Center responses were based on different interpretations of the requested quantities.  Correct answers for most Centers should be either (0) or (1).  Center's are projecting the number of ports expected to be supported which should be 

reflected in the options for the service.  See future amendment for Attachment Q. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          649 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.5.1  LVID1 DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference E.2.3.5.1 and E.3.3.3 -- The referenced sections of the RFP state the requirements for the LVID1 seat. E.3.3.3 states that 'At a minimum this service will provide; CaTV (data and video), video broadband, taping services, interfaces to 

uplink/downlink satellite video, transfer live video, and transfer video conferencing.'   



Question:  We have reviewed the documents provided with the RFP and the documents referenced on the various bidders library pages on the WEB. We have not been able to find any information which defines the technical requirements, existing systems or 

equipment, or specific services required for the LVID1 seat. Please identify specific documents that provide the information referenced above. If the requested information doesn't exist, please provide guidance on what basis NASA would like offerors to use 

in pricing the LVID1 seat.  



Response:  The vendor could create an LVID system model and provide a price.  During due diligence, adjustments to the vendor model can be determined and priced in the adjustment accordingly.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          651 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.5.1  LVID1 DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference E.2.3.5.1, Attachment Q 



Question:  In reviewing the quantities in Attachment Q for the Local Video (LVID1) seats, Lewis has a minimum and maximum seat count of one (1) for all years, while other Centers include quantities that are much larger (e.g., Dryden has a min/max of 

400/500 for FY99, Langley has a min/max of 350/500 for FY00). Is the scope of work intended for the LVID1 seat specified for Lewis the same as the LVID1 seats specified for the other centers? Is the LVID1 seat intended to cover the 'centerwide video 

system' as indicated in E.2.3.5.1 or is it intended to cover multiple video systems at a given Center?



Response: As stated in comment ID 641, The Center responses were based on different interpretations of the requested quantities.  Correct answers for most Centers should be either (0) or (1).  Center's are projecting the number of ports expected to be 

supported which should be reflected in the options for the service.  These changes will be reflected in the future release of the Price Model and Attachment Q. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          650 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.6  ADMINISTRATIVE RADIO SERVICE DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference E.2.3.6 and E.3.3.4 



Question:  The referenced sections of the RFP state the requirements for the Administrative Radio seats. E.2.3.6 states 'A Center's RF two-way voice service that supports fire, security, medical, safety, transportation, base maintenance functions.  System 

usually consists of hand held and mobile transceivers, associated base stations, remote units and dispatch consoles.  Typical users provide essential support functions to the Center in a fashion that requires wireless RF two-way voice communications (e.g., 

Protective services, facility and maintenance crews).' E.3.3.4 states 'Provides for a two-way radio services within a Center.  Associated with this service is all the operations and maintenance of a RF system including network assignment (frequency/user 

network or talk group assignment) and administration.'  



We have reviewed the documents provided with the RFP and the documents referenced on the various bidders library pages on the WEB. We have not been able to find any information which defines the technical requirements, existing systems or equipment, or 

specific services required for the Administrative Radio seats. Please identify specific documents that provide the information referenced above. If the requested information doesn't exist, please provide guidance on what basis NASA would like offerors to 

use in pricing the Administrative Radio seats.  



Response: The vendor could create an Administrative Radio system model and provide a price.  During due diligence, adjustments to the vendor model can be determined and priced in the adjustment accordingly.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          379 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.8  REMOTE COMMUNICATION SERVICE DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Is remote communication as defined in paragraph E.2.3.8, limited to the continental US? '



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          613 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.2.3.9  PUBLIC ADDRESS SERVICE DESCRIPTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question :In E.2.3.9, the RFP states that the Public Address Service provides for the operations and maintenance of an existing centerwide public address system. Paragraphs E.2.3.9.1 and E.3.3.7 state that the Public Address Support provides a complete 

system to service a Center's Public Address requirements. Should this seat include equipment or just operations and maintenance? In addition, what is the definition of a PA1 seat? (51) 



RESPONSE:  This seat should include the equipment, maintenance and operations.  It is defined in E.2.3.9.1.  A PA1 seat is a Centerwide Public Address system which is used to broadcast emergency notifications to the entire Center.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          547 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.1  PLATFORM                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please confirm that the only software that is required with a Desktop Service Category such as a GP1 is the 'system software' referred to in E.3.1.1, Platform. The definition of ODIN Application Software provided in E.3.1.2 seems to include only services 

to support the acquisition of the appropriate software for a given desktop. Therefore, it is our understanding that all other software is orderable through the Catalog of Services and Commercial Components (CSCC), including a variety of application 

software suites and other software to add functionality to customize that seat.



If actual software products are to be included as part of the ODIN Application Software service level, please define the exact applications for each Desktop Service Category which must be included in the per-seat, per-month single price bundle. (49) 

RESPONSE:  When a seat receives 'standard' application software, the contractor shall provide the required application software to meet the functionality for : word processing, spreadsheet, presentation graphics, electronic messaging (e-mail, calendaring, 

forms), Internet tools (WWW, news, FTP, Telnet, collaborative tools, etc.), anti-virus, etc., as defined by Agency/Center standards.

See Amendment 2, paragraph E.3.1.2. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          418 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.2  ODIN APPLICATION SOFTWARE {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please provide a listing of the software that is to be included with the referenced software suites by seat type and by agency and center standards?



We have attempted to access this information via the center bidder's libraries but have been unable to access a number of the libraries to obtain the data assuming that it resides there. We are therefore unable to determine seat prices. This is a critical 

path item in developing our response.



RESPONSE: Attachment L lists the known software in use at Centers today requiring Triage Level 1 or 2 support.'  The Government believes this information, in conjunction with the information available on the ODIN web site through the Center questionnaires 

and participation surveys is adequate to develop a response.  Problems related to accessing information in the Center offerors' libraries should be referred to the respective Center POC  listed in A.3.1.1.  For all questions not related to data access, 

please submit your questions to the RFP Comment Collector.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          634 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.2  ODIN APPLICATION SOFTWARE {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  For all service categories, the contractor is expected to support existing equipment. The desktop seats GP-1 through GP-3 and SE1 through SE3 can be purchased for new or existing equipment. Please clarify why the software tables in Section L do 

not include the UNIX operating systems currently in use, i.e. SUN Solaris, HP UNIX, DEC VMS, and DEC Unix for any of the NASA locations.



RESPONSE:  The operating system is included under the platform requirements (see E.3.1.1 and E. 3.1.4) and is not required in attachment L.  However, the OS may be listed in Attachment L where the Government desires to specifically identify an OS for 

support (e.g., Win95, NT 4.0).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          623 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.6  HARDWARE TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question: Please clarify the requirement for basic service. Is it the government's intention that each seat be refreshed at least every 5 years, but with no more than a 3 year average (leading to a refresh in both year 5 and year 6)? Or is it the 

government's intention that the average refresh of all seats will be no more than 3 years, but that some seats could go as long as 5 years between refresh? (59) 



RESPONSE:  For the basic service, by the requirement in C.7.1.1, one fifth of the seats are to be refreshed each year.  The three-year average was included to be consistent with NASA's policy for obsolescence.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          624 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.8  MOVES, ADDS, CHANGES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This paragraph indicates that each service delivery order can request to move/add/change multiple ODIN seats. We assume this applies to catalog orders as well as physical relocation of equipment (e.g., provide and install 100 graphics 

accelerator cards); however, the typical service characteristic for catalog orders is not volume-sensitive, as is the service characteristic for moves/adds/changes. We recommend the government apply the same volume-sensitive service characteristics used 

for moves/adds/changes to catalog orders as well (e.g., catalog orders affecting 5 seats should be completed within 2 days of order; catalog orders affecting more than 50 seats shall have the completion date negotiated).



In addition, the service characteristics for moves/adds/changes appear to address workload volumes per service delivery order, rather than aggregate volumes. This would appear to make it possible to 'game' the system.  For instance, a customer desiring 60 

moves/adds/changes who did not want to go through the negotiation process associated with putting all 60 on a single delivery order could easily submit 12 delivery orders for 5 moves/adds/changes each on the same day-thus requiring the contractor to 

complete 60 moves/adds/changes in 2 days. We recommend that the volumes used to determine service characteristics be aggregate volumes per organization or something similar that would help a scenario such as described above. (60) 



RESPONSE: The DOCOTR will manage the requests (alleviate splintering) and ensure reasonableness to the contractor.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          638 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.9  LAN SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  We assume that no hardware/software purchases are required to provide these services, rather that we are providing access to existing facilities. 



RESPONSE: The vendor will take over the existing facilities and be responsible for maintenance, operations, enhancements, etc.   

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          355 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.10  DESKTOP CONFERENCING {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.3.1.10 Desktop Conferencing

26) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states: 'Provides the services to provide desktop teleconferencing.' Furthermore, the government states the requirement that this service be compatible with the NISN low-bandwidth solution (i.e., Picturetel model 4400 

and 4500 systems). Is the government's purpose in requiring compatibility to ensure interoperability, similar functionality, or both?



RESPONSE: The government's purpose in requiring compatibility is to ensure interoperability.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          356 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.10  DESKTOP CONFERENCING {R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  E.3.1.10 Desktop Conferencing

27) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph defines Basic service to provide services from 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM local time daily and Enhanced service as 24x7 support. Given that the conferencing equipment is intended to be installed at a seat requiring this 

service and is thus available to the user at any time, why does the government differentiate between levels of service?



RESPONSE: The Government has revised the service level description in Amendment 1.  The conferencing equipment is to be available to a seat at any time.

>>>>>

28) QUESTION: Is the government anticipating that Desktop conferencing equipment will be time-shared between service users? Please clarify this requirement.



RESPONSE: No, Desktop Conferencing is to be provided as a service for

each Desktop Seat.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          399 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.11  INTEGRATED CUSTOMER SUPPORT/HELP DESK                                                                                                                                                                                                                

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

E.3.1.11: The service levels described for the customer support/help desk include basic, regular, and enhanced. The pricing model includes an additional category for an operational service level. If the operational service level is to be priced, please 

provide typical service characteristics in Attachment E. 



RESPONSE:  The operational service level in the Price Model is an error.  Please ignore for now and this will be corrected if a future version of the Price Model is released.

*****

                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          486 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.1.15  FILE SERVICES                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  8 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Service Description:  Provides access to shared file servers for individuals and/or workgroups.  The Contractor shall restore files from backup at the user's request by close of next business day.  The amount of server file space allocated per user will be 

negotiated during DOSP and updated through desktop technology refreshment. 



Q1: Are we to assume for the purpose of establishing NTE pricing for a Seat that the server file space referred to in E.3.1.15, ('The amount of server file space allocated per user will be negotiated during DOSP'), is not included in the Seat price. 



RESPONSE: File Services are included in the NTE seat price.

>>>>>

Q2: If the server file space allocated to each user is included in the Seat price then what mechanism should we utilize to estimate server disk space usage requirements for initial NTE pricing given that the actual server file space per user will not be 

determined until DOSP.



RESPONSE: For NTE pricing, the offeror should assume that each center has adequate shared server space to meet the center's requirement as specified in Attachment Q.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          487 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.2.4  STORAGE VOLUME                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  8 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Service Description:  Provide server storage space on ODIN provided server.



Q3: What is the relationship between the E.3.1.15 - File Services Table and the E.3.2.4 - Storage Volume Table?



RESPONSE: There is no relationship.  E.3.1.15 describes the amount of server storage each user is allocated with each desktop seat.  E.3.2.4 describes the amount of server storage allocated to a shared area on a server where multiple users have access to 

share data.

*****

                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          430 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.3.1  PHONE SERVICE {R3}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please provide additional configuration information for the phone service service category. In order to guarantee an acceptable level of performance, we recommend that the Government specify the minimum and maximum number of phone lines per trunk and the 

number of trunks per Center. (7) 



RESPONSE:  This is already determined by the environment that exists at each Center today, and varies from Center to Center.

*****

                                                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          661 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.3.1  PHONE SERVICE {R3}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The description of voice mail in section E.3.3.1 calls for one hour of storage per user. Please review. For example, NASA would need 11,881 hours (495 days) of storage for the Goddard Center. Is this the correct calculation method for sizing the voice 

mail?



Response: The Government's requirements are revised to reflect Standard as 15 min. and Enhanced as 30 min.  A future amendment will reflect this change. 

***** 

                                                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          639 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 E.3.3.2  FAX SERVICE {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  What is intended by the entry 'Transactions' in the table in E.3.3.2 for Enhanced Service Description? 



RESPONSE: There is a typo in this section the Enhanced should be like E.2.3.4.3 where enhanced is a 20 ppm plain paper fax.  See future amendment.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          334 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 F.1  METRICS MEASUREMENT{R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

29) QUESTION: Please define 'Program Level'. Also, how does the 'Program Level CCB' fit into the ODIN operating model.



RESPONSE:  This section will be modified in Amendment 1.  The statement should read: 'Collective level 1 metrics from each of the Centers will be reviewed quarterly by the Program Office.'

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          431 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 F.1  METRICS MEASUREMENT{R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please consider lowering the performance metrics to a level consistent with standard commercial practice which would use a metric such as 95% of all seats shall be available 98% of the time (also reference to F.1.1).  



RESPONSE:  The Government believes the metrics as defined are an accurate representation of NASA's overall requirements. 

*****

                                                                                                                                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          432 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 F.1  METRICS MEASUREMENT{R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In addition to the very high performance metric, the Government's specification is unusual in that data must be tracked for each desktop on a daily basis. While this is technically feasible, the administrative effort necessary to monitor and collect 

availability data every day for every machine for the calculation of daily downtime credits would not be cost-effective. As implied in the 95% /98% performance metric proposed above, standard commercial practice is to track the performance metric for the 

installed base as a whole, not for individual machines. (9)



RESPONSE:  The Government believes downtime for every machine can be tracked as a part of a robust problem tracking system.  With the level of technology available today, the Government does not believe this presents an overly burdensome administrative 

effort.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          464 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 F.1  METRICS MEASUREMENT{R1}                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: F.1  



Question:  For the service delivery, availability and customer satisfaction metrics what is the responsibility of the contractor for performance and reporting for systems where the government has elected no maintenance and/or software support?  How is the 

above responsibility related to the Level 2 and Level 3 metrics given the same lack of support ordered by the government?



Response: The metrics formula refers to Downtime which states 'the events not within the control of the Contractor will be evaluated by the COTR and may not be calculated as downtime'.  Therefore, systems acquired with the 'no maintenance' option may fall 

within this definition.  Level 2 and 3 metrics are to be created by the Contractor and should support the Level 1 metrics appropriately.

*****  

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          336 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 F.1.1  LEVEL 1 METRICS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  30) QUESTION: It appears that the Customer Satisfaction Metric in F.1.3 puts the contractor in a 'double jeopardy' situation since many of the items evaluated here on a subjective basis are also evaluated on an objective basis in F.1.1.1, Service Delivery 

Metric, and in F.1.1.2, Availability Metric. Would NASA consider removing the Customer Satisfaction Metric since customer satisfaction will be achieved as the Service Delivery Metrics and the Availability Metrics are achieved? 



RESPONSE:  No. The Customer Satisfaction Metric is intended to incorporate many factors beyond those that are evaluated in the Service Delivery and Availability metrics.

*****

 



 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          625 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 F.1.1.2  AVAILABILITY METRIC                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This paragraph defines an availability calculation that is based on users affected when the vendor discovers a problem. With all the emphasis placed on proactive system management in the RFP, it is highly likely that the vendor will discover and 

resolve problems without any perceptible disruption to user capability. The availability definition in this paragraph would count such a proactive problem resolution against the contractor (problem discovered by the vendor), to the full extent of the 

number of users who might have been affected if the problem were allowed to persist. We recommend that the RFP language be modified either to define a problem as something that affects actual user performance (rather than potential user performance), or to 

define unavailability to begin when a user reports a problem (as opposed to when the vendor discovers a problem). (61) 



RESPONSE:  The availability metric is only effected when the user's ODIN service is impaired.  If the vendor discovers and resolves problems before a user's service is impaired then they are maintaining their high metric ratings.  See also the definition 

of downtime in F.2.

*****



 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          400 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT G - CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP ATTACHMENT G, CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL

COMPONENTS, identifies a requirement to provide individual prices for each of three categories for the various equipment and software items included in the catalog. The Exhibit 1 spreadsheets, in sheet CSCC, appears to allow only one price (i.e., GSA or 

commercial price) per item, plus an applicable, single discount. Please clarify the requirement in Attachment G for three prices per item and provide specific instructions for how the offeror should incorporate these three separate prices into the CSCC tab 

of the Exhibit 1 spreadsheets.



RESPONSE: The revised price model, posted on December 19, corrected this oversight.  The CSCC now has a column for Category 1, 2 and 3 items.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          401 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT G - CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                   

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Attachment G and RFP Paragraph C.5.7. In which volume/tab does the government expect the Catalog of Commercially-available products and services (CSCC) to be presented? 



RESPONSE:  The CSCC shall be presented as Tab 9 of the Technical Volume without pricing.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          433 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The instructions for the catalog pricing states, 'Category 1 pricing is a 'full service' category with the price reflecting the price for acquisition, maintenance, integration and Triage Level 1 support to ensure functionality.' The Government is 

requesting offerors to propose a Category 1 price for all Hardware augmentation components, optional hardware, and equipment and software. 



RESPONSE:  See the answer to Comment ID 400.

*****

                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          434 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In the price evaluation for the Master Contract, what level of maintenance (regular or enhanced or critical, etc.) should the offeror assume when including maintenance in the price of the items proposed in the catalog? 



RESPONSE:  For Price evaluation purposes only, assume regular.  

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          465 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: G.1  



Question:  The government has listed that the catalog prices must include maintenance.  Since these items are one time purchase items, how much maintenance must be included in the price?  Where will ongoing maintenance prices be included in the offer?



Response:  This question was previously answered.  See Comment ID 545 Current, Response Date January 16, 1998.

*****

                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          481 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please clarify the sentence that reads, 'For Category 1 and Category 2 products, interoperability assurance and integration of the purchased components...' This vendor is concerned about the Government's acquisition being assumed to be a purchase. 

Standard commercial practices in this area provide a one-time charge to customers for upgraded equipment or products (as those required in the CSCC). Additional items added to the existing seat are still owned by the Contractor and are removed along with 

the platform when the customer's seat is refreshed or no longer under the service of the Contractor. The ODIN RFP document suggests the Government will purchase and own these items. This practice presents the Government with potential overpayment (or 

underpayment) of these items, when commercial practices negate that. Please clarify whether the acquisition(s) described for Catalog items are being purchased by the Government (for both hardware and software) or whether the acquisition and payment to 

Contractors is following commercial practices which will allow the Government user only the right to use the hardware/software as part of the service provided to the seat. The Government's response to this issue will have significant impact to the vendor 

community. If the Government intends to purchase items, this vendor will have to make significant changes to our strategic and asset management approach, as well as re-soliciting cost requests we have made of our supporting vendors and teaming partners. 



RESPONSE:  See response to Comment ID: 428.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          545 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference RFP Attachment G, paragraph G.1



Attachment G of the RFP states: 'The prices in this catalog are on a one time basis, however, large dollar items (in excess of $100,000) may be leased, depending on the customer's needs.' [emphasis added]

The Government's response to Comment ID 428 stated: 'Products obtained from the CSCC will not be owned by the Government. Please refer to the RFP, 1. Contract Terms and Conditions - Commercial Items, paragraph (n).' [emphasis added]



The language in Attachment G would tend to indicate that prices offered in the CSCC are one time (e.g., purchase) amounts. However, the response to Comment ID 428 indicates the Government will not own items obtained through the CSCC. Please clarify the 

following items:



a) Are the prices offered in the CSCC intended to be truly 'one-time' or monthly recurring charges?



b) For hardware items under $100,000, if the Government will not own the item, please clarify the Government's understanding of what the prices offered in the CSCC include.



c) For the price categories identified in Attachment G that include maintenance or ongoing support, does the Government intend these prices to be offered as 'one-time' charges?

RESPONSE:  In Amendment 2, the last sentence of G.1 will be amended as follows: 'The prices in this catalog are on a monthly basis for items in G.1.1, G.1.2 and G.1.3, and on a one-time basis for items in G.1.4 and G.1.5. '  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          545 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference RFP Attachment G, paragraph G.1



Attachment G of the RFP states: 'The prices in this catalog are on a one time basis, however, large dollar 

items (in excess of $100,000) may be leased, depending on the customer's needs.' [emphasis added] 



The Government's response to Comment ID 428 stated: 'Products obtained from the CSCC will not be owned by the Government. Please refer to the RFP, 1. Contract Terms and Conditions - Commercial Items, paragraph (n).' [emphasis added]



The language in Attachment G would tend to indicate that prices offered in the CSCC are one time (e.g., purchase) amounts. However, the response to Comment ID 428 indicates the Government will not own items obtained through the CSCC. Please clarify the 

following items:



a) Are the prices offered in the CSCC intended to be truly 'one-time' or monthly recurring charges?



b) For hardware items under $100,000, if the Government will not own the item, please clarify the Government's understanding of what the prices offered in the CSCC include.



c) For the price categories identified in Attachment G that include maintenance or ongoing support, does the Government intend these prices to be offered as 'one-time' charges? 



RESPONSE:



The above question's answer issued on 1/14/98 is hereby rescinded and replaced with the following: The last sentence in paragraph G.1 provides the opportunity for the Government to obtain large dollar items the offeror may choose to propose in their CSCC 

by paying for them on a monthly basis.  The sentence is there to establish within the original scope of the contract the ability to LTOP/lease large dollar items.  It has no effect on whether title passes to the Government.  Title for all equipment and 

software is held by the contractor in accordance with the provisions of A.1.14  except for infrastructure upgrades  for which title will transfer to the Government.  Hence all prices in the CSCC are one-time charges unless specifically identified by the 

offeror as being also available as a monthly recurring charge.

The prices include those items as specified in G.1 for Category 1, Category 2, or Category 3 support. 

Yes, the 'one-time' charge should reflect the inclusion of these items and a 3 year life cycle for support and maintenance.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          581 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)



Question:  In the above referenced paragraph government states several requirements including:



'Catalog items shall be offered and priced in three categories.  Category 1 is a 'full service' category with the price reflecting the price of the acquisition (product price), maintenance, integration, and Triage Level 1 (see C.5.5.1) support to ensure 

functionality.  Category 2 reflects the price for acquisition, maintenance, installation for non-ODIN supported components as described in Triage Level 2 (see C.5.5.2).  Category 3 is the price of the acquisition and maintenance for components receiving 

Triage Level 3 support (see C.5.5.3).'



2. The prices in this catalog are on a one time basis, however, large dollar items (in excess of $100,000) may be leased, depending on the customer's needs.



The offeror interprets the government requirement to imply that the prices in the catalog are for full life cycle support for the product.  If this is a correct interpretation, what period of performance should be used for pricing purposes?  If the 

offeror's interpretation is incorrect, please clarify the government's intent with regard to these instructions.



RESPONSE: Pending further review. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          581 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)



Question:  In the above referenced paragraph government states several requirements including:



'Catalog items shall be offered and priced in three categories.  Category 1 is a 'full service' category with the price reflecting the price of the acquisition (product price), maintenance, integration, and Triage Level 1 (see C.5.5.1) support to ensure 

functionality.  Category 2 reflects the price for acquisition, maintenance, installation for non-ODIN supported components as described in Triage Level 2 (see C.5.5.2).  Category 3 is the price of the acquisition and maintenance for components receiving 

Triage Level 3 support (see C.5.5.3).'



2. The prices in this catalog are on a one time basis, however, large dollar items (in excess of $100,000) may be leased, depending on the customer's needs.



The offeror interprets the government requirement to imply that the prices in the catalog are for full life cycle support for the product.  If this is a correct interpretation, what period of performance should be used for pricing purposes?  If the 

offeror's interpretation is incorrect, please clarify the government's intent with regard to these instructions.



RESPONSE: Yes, the 'one-time' charge should reflect the inclusion of these items and a 3 year life cycle for support and maintenance.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          664 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Section C.5.5.3 states that Triage Level 3 hardware and software is any item not covered by Triage Levels 1 and 2.   In Section G.1, Category 3 is defined as the price of the acquisition and maintenance for components receiving Triage Level 3 support.  If 

the offeror proposes a larger monitor for the GP3 in the G.1.1 Base Platform Hardware Augmentation Components, we would have to offer a Category 1 price that includes Triage Level 1 support in order to meet the seat level requirements of the GP3.  In turn, 

this product would not be eligible for Triage Level 3 support since it is already covered by Triage Level 1 support.  Therefore, the offeror would not be able to offer a Category 3 price for this monitor.  Is this interpretation correct?  If not, please 

provide a hardware example that would be found in either the G.1.1 or G.1.2 tables that would qualify for Category 3 pricing. (64)



Response: Yes, your interpretation is correct. The contractor could also offer the larger monitor as part of G.1.2 with Category 3 pricing. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          665 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: Comment ID: 525  {revised} 



In Section G.1, Category 3 is defined as the price of the acquisition and maintenance for components receiving Triage Level 3 support.  The Government clearly states that acquisition and maintenance must be priced for those products that have Triage Level 

3 support.  However in the Government's revised response to Comment 525 the Government seems to contradict the pricing methodology in G.1 when it states the following:   

Triage Level 3 (T3) pricing is a business decision by the offeror if they wish to charge to meet the requirement specified in Section C.5.5.3.  No commercial/GSA pricing is expected to be available for this pricing.  

Please clarify the discrepancies between the pricing methodology stated in Section G versus the Government's response to Comment 525. (65)



Response:  There is no contradiction to the statement.  The category 3 column is for pricing acquisition and maintenance. Triage level 3 support facilitates changes to the baseline and will provide the ability to the end user having an unstable baseline 

system to request the ODIN contractor to stabilize their system.  Paragraph c of C.5.5.3 will be invoked.



***** 

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          667 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Re: Comment ID 545, revised response (a) 



Discussion:  The response to a) in the above-referenced Comment ID was confusing.  One interpretation would be that if the contractor bids a one-time price in the catalog for items, this equates to a 36 month use term (per response to (c)) for the 

government without title transfer (except infrastructure) and that the contractor may at his discretion offer large items on a monthly recurring lease basis. 



Question:  Is this scenario correct? 



RESPONSE: Yes, this is a correct interpretation.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          668 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1  CATALOG OF SERVICES AND COMMERCIAL COMPONENTS  (CSCC)                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Re: Comment ID 545, revised response (c) 



Discussion:  The government's response does not address on-going maintenance and support costs for items in use longer than the first 36 month period.  There are no provisions in the catalog to bid this, and the RFP does not address how the government will 

treat this cost post award. 



Question:  How does the contractor recover on-going maintenance and support costs if the item remains in use longer than 36 months? 



RESPONSE: Again these items are part and parcel of some existing seat and how the offeror chooses to recover any later support costs is a business decision.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          422 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Monitors - what dot pitch and resolution is the minimum requirement.



Flat Panels - will the government please clarify the minimum dot pitch requirement for the flat

panels



Re-writeable CD-ROM - Please clarify the minimum requirement for a read/write speed.



RESPONSE:  Offeror's shall propose products from their commercial catalog that best meet the Government's needs as stated in the RFP.

*****

                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          423 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Multimedia speaker systems - Please clarify the frequency response range and minimum wattage.



Removable Storage Device - Please clarify whether this device should be internal/external and the

interface requirement.



RESPONSE:  See answer to comment ID: 422.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          482 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The Government's price model for the items offered in the CSCC evaluates vendors' product class code discounts. The price model requests a product class discount off of Commercial Price List (CPL)/GSA Schedule. The proposed product class discount is used 

to evaluate these items by establishing a

weighted average discount that reduces the 'plug' number for the CSCC (approximately 00 million). The cost to the Government of items in the catalog will represent Category 1 'full service' (or Category 2 and 3). Our concern is that the price for Category 

1 will have no relevance to the referenced CPL/GSA individual component prices which are based on a purchase acquisition only. This also applies to Category 2 and 3 prices. In fact, in many cases, the net unit price offered will exceed CPL/GSA pricing, 

thus the

discount would increase the plug number of the CSCC evaluation. For example, a Category 1 software product price, in addition to the acquisition price, will include costs for technical refreshment for new versions, product installation, help desk support, 

and training for any major upgrades.  



We recommend that the Government modify the evaluation by multiplying the offered prices by an estimated quantity and not to base the unit prices offered against the GSA or CPL price of each item. A timely response and/or modification to the evaluation 

methodology described in the cost model is

required to allow vendors adequate adjustments to their internal schedules.



RESPONSE:  Please ignore the reference to GSA/Comm in the CSCC Category 1,2 and 3 column titles.  This will be revised if a future version of the Price Model is released.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          525 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference Response to Comment 482



The Government's response to this comment states 'Vendors are instructed to ignore the reference to GSA/Comm in the Category 1, 2, 3 column titles in the CSCC.' Whatever the basis for the unit price, the Government is evaluating a discount from that unit 

price to evaluate the CSCC offer. If vendors are to ignore these references, what unit price should vendors assume they are putting into these columns that will then be discounted to reduce the plug number for the CSCC for the Center? (46)



RESPONSE: The Triage Level 1 (T1) price should be the commercial or GSA price with a discount proposed.  If the T1 segments are not specifically met by a commercial or GSA price, then the contractor shall aggregate its commercial or GSA price unit price 

that meet the T1 requirements.  A separate volume shall be provided which identifies the commercial or GSA items that have been aggregated to develop the T1 price.



Triage Level 2 (T2) pricing shall be the unit price for facilitating the hardware/software listed in Attachment G.  For items in the CSCC only having T2 support, the price should be identified as the commercial or GSA price plus any desired surcharge for 

acting as a facilitator.  If a surcharge is applied, the item shall be bundled in a separate volume which identifies the unit price and the surcharge.



Triage Level 3 (T3) pricing is a business decision by the offeror if they wish to charge to meet the requirement specified in Section C.5.5.3.  No commercial/GSA representation pricing is expected to be available for this pricing. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          582 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS



Question:  In the above referenced paragraph the government states:  'Items that replace components included in a standard seat (i.e. larger monitor) should be priced as an upgrade cost to the standard seat, with trade-in of the standard component 

assumed.'  Given that paragraph G.1 states that prices in the catalog shall be quoted on a one-time basis and standard seat prices are quoted on a per month lease basis, upgrade cost will be a function of the remaining period of performance and the 

residual value at the time of the trade-in.  On what basis does the government expect the Offeror to calculate upgrade cost? How does the government expect the upgrade to effect the cost of seat delivery over the remainder of the period of performance?



RESPONSE: Pending further review. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          582 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS



Question:  In the above referenced paragraph the government states:  'Items that replace components included in a standard seat (i.e. larger monitor) should be priced as an upgrade cost to the standard seat, with trade-in of the standard component 

assumed.'  Given that paragraph G.1 states that prices in the catalog shall be quoted on a one-time basis and standard seat prices are quoted on a per month lease basis, upgrade cost will be a function of the remaining period of performance and the 

residual value at the time of the trade-in.  On what basis does the government expect the Offeror to calculate upgrade cost? How does the government expect the upgrade to effect the cost of seat delivery over the remainder of the period of performance?

RESPONSE: First, this question implies that standard seat prices are leases.  This may or may not be the case depending upon the offerors approach.  The following example provides a basis upon which the offeror could calculate the upgrade cost: If a GP3 

seat is ordered (and the laptop as proposed doesn't include an active matrix display) and the user wants an active matrix display then with their order they would buy the standard GP3 seat with the optional active matrix category price. They would pay for 

the GP3 seat on a monthly basis, but for the active matrix on a one-time basis.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          583 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS



Question:  What is the government requirement with respect to disposition of augmented hardware purchased under a category 3 price schedule from the CSCC, when the seat is subsequently removed from service or subject to a technology refresh?



RESPONSE: Pending further review.



*****

                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          583 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS



Question:  What is the government requirement with respect to disposition of augmented hardware purchased under a category 3 price schedule from the CSCC, when the seat is subsequently removed from service or subject to a technology refresh? 



RESPONSE: For instance if a larger monitor is ordered with a system and the system is subsequently technology refreshed, and if the old large monitor works with the new system, the user may retain the old monitor. If it won't work then the DOCTOR will work 

with the ODIN contractor to waterfall it to some other system. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          586 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE:  G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS AND GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO COMMENT 482



Question:  The Offeror understands in response to comment 482 the government has in effect relieved offerors from the requirement for providing a discount from CPL/GSA pricing.  The government has not yet identified an alternative approach for evaluating 

competitive CSCC offerings.  How does the government intend to evaluate CSCC offerings from different offerors in light of the fact that the CSCC pricing bears no relevance to CPL/GSA prices? 





RESPONSE: Pending further review.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          631 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  The DVD-ROM Player and 128-bit graphics accelerator for the Apple-based and UNIX-based systems (laptops and desktops) are not available through the OEM, and this offeror has not been able to find a third party source supported these items. Will 

the government consider deleting the requirement for these options for the Apple and UNIX based laptops and desktops?



RESPONSE:  The tables in Attachment G are 'examples only' of the type of items the Government would expect to be proposed in the CSCC. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          670 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.1  BASE PLATFORM HARDWARE AUGMENTATION COMPONENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                          

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Re:  Comment ID 582 



Discussion:  The government example implies that incremental component upgrades for base platform augmentations from the catalog will be ordered as part of the original delivery order for that seat or item. 



Question:  Is this a correct assumption?  If not, please explain. 



RESPONSE:  It is anticipated that the majority of time the assumption is true.  However, there will be instances where an end-user may decide to modify their service levels and the catalog options ordered for their seat.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          584 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE



Question:  What is the government requirement with respect to disposition of optional hardware purchased under a category 3 price schedule from the CSCC, when the seat is subsequently removed from service or subject to a technology refresh?



RESPONSE: Pending further review.



*****

                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          584 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 16 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE: G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE



Question:  What is the government requirement with respect to disposition of optional hardware purchased under a category 3 price schedule from the CSCC, when the seat is subsequently removed from service or subject to a technology refresh?



RESPONSE: The Government may return the item, or utilize it with a different seat  (i.e., additional memory, plug-and-play devices). 

*****

                                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          626 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Cables



Question:  Please clarify the line item 'Cables'? This is a very open-ended requirement. Is this line meant to encompass any and all additional cables for any and all options, or is this specific for a particular hardware option? Please clarify 



RESPONSE:  The tables in Section G are 'examples only' of the type of items the Government would expect to be proposed in the CSCC.   The term cables is meant to include any cables that may be associated with the seat.

*****

                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          627 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Color



Question:  The term 'Color' is on a line between two requirements (both specified as B&W. Is this line item meant to be an option for both the optical character reader and the local printer? Please clarify



RESPONSE:  The tables in Section G are 'examples only' of the type of items the Government would expect to be proposed in the CSCC.  

*****

                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          628 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

ColorThermal Wax



Question: Please clarify what the Government's requirement for this line item is. Was this intended to be an option for the injet printer? If so, this offeror has not been able to find a manufacturer which is or will continue to support this technology. 

Please clarify.



RESPONSE:  The tables in Section G are 'examples only' of the type of items the Government would expect to be proposed in the CSCC. 

*****

                                                                                  

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          629 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  



Administrative Radio Options



Question:  The term 'Administrative Radio Options' is extremely vague. Please provide clarification for this requirement.



RESPONSE:  The tables in Section G are 'examples only' of the type of items the Government would expect to be proposed in the CSCC.   Administrative Radio Options refers to anything that may augment the hardware in your proposed solution for Administrative 

Radios. 

*****

                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          630 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.2  CSCC OPTIONAL HARDWARE AND EQUIPMENT TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Administrative Radio Options



Question:  The term 'Administrative Radio Options' is extremely vague. Please provide clarification for this requirement.



RESPONSE:  The tables in Section G are 'examples only' of the type of items the Government would expect to be proposed in the CSCC.   Administrative Radio Options refers to anything that may augment the hardware in your proposed solution for Administrative 

Radios. 

*****

                                                                                     

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          466 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 G.1.3  CSCC  SELECTED SOFTWARE TABLE                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: G.1.3, G.1.4, G.1.5  



Question:  The government states 'Contractor shall propose volume pricing discounts as appropriate?.  How would these discounts be incorporated into the pricing submission and how would they be evaluated?



Response: The discounts that the Contractor is proposing should be included in class DB tab.  



*****

                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          402 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT H  SUBCONTRACTING PLAN                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Attachment H. What section of the proposal submission will be incorporated into Attachment

H upon contract award? 



RESPONSE:  The entire subcontracting plan will be incorporated.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          403 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT J  DD254                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Section: Attachment J, Department of Defense Contract Security Classification Specification,

DD Form 254 and A.1.26 SECURITY CLASSIFICATION REQUIREMENT. 

Attachment J: The DD Form 254 and Paragraph A.1.26 appear to be inconsistent. DD Form 254

Paragraph 11.c is checked NO 'in performing this contract the contractor will receive and generate classified material.' Paragraph 13, Security Guidance, states 'Generation or production of classified information is not required for performance of this 

contract.' This is in conflict with Paragraph A.1.26 which states 'Performance under this contract will involve access to and/or generation of classified information. Please clarify.



RESPONSE: NASA Headquarters is currently the only NASA Installation requiring the DD 254 for the initial delivery order.  However, A.1.26 applies to performance at all NASA Installations, as defined in the contract.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          404 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT K  SECURITY SURCHARGES                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Attachment K. What section of the proposal submission will be incorporated into Attachment

K upon contract award? 



RESPONSE: The proposed percentages and/or dollars associated with security surcharges will be incorporated into the contract as Attachment K.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          357 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref: Table L.3

31) QUESTION: The referenced table lists Two different products AES (Acquisition Evaluation System) and Automated Evaluation System (AES). Is this the same product or two separate products?



RESPONSE:  AES stands for Automated Evaluation System.  We will delete the other reference.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          358 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Ref: Tables L.2, L.3, L.5, and L.8

32) QUESTION: The referenced tables list C and C++ compilers but provide not vendor identification. Given the large differences in compiler capabilities, the offeror requests that the government specify the vendor identification for these compilers.



RESPONSE:  The Government does not believe this level of detail is required for purposes of developing a response.  This level of detail is not anticipated to be available prior to DOSP.



*****

                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          359 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Ref. Tables L.2, L.3, L.5, L.7, and L.8

33) QUESTION: The referenced tables list Fortran, Fortran 77, and/or Fortran 90 compilers but provide no vendor identification. Given the large differences in compiler capabilities, the offeror requests that the government specify the vendor identification 

for these compilers.



RESPONSE:  The Government does not believe this level of detail is required for purposes of developing a response.  This level of detail is not anticipated to be available prior to DOSP.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          413 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

There appears to be discrepancies between the ODIN 'Environment and Support Services Responses' and the RFP Section L Tables. In some instances software appears on the 'Environment and Support Services Responses' and not in Section L for the site. In other 

cases the reverse is true.



For example on page 6 of their response to the Questionnaire, Dryden Flight Research Center lists 5 applications that they consider core/standard. Among these are the MS Office Pro and Symantec Antivirus Software. Table L-2 of the RFP lists DFRC's 

software. Neither product appears in this table. If the Office Pro is supposed to be made up of its components, the MS Access should be listed.  At the same time DFRC lists many applications in Table L-2 that are not listed in their Support Services 

Response. Items such as: Adobe Page Maker, Auto CAD, C, C++, Canvas and others are in Table L-2 without mention in the ODIN 'Environment and Support Services Responses'.



Will the government please clarify these discrepancies and explain which section takes precedence.



RESPONSE: In all instances  of conflict, sections in the RFP proper (section L in this case) take precedence over items found in the Bidder's Library or elsewhere.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          414 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Attachment L Triage Assignment Tables: This set of tables lists the software currently in use at each Center and the Triage Level for each software package. Could the Government please provide Manufacturer, Version, and Revision level information for the 

listed products?



RESPONSE: Offeror's should use the information in the Bidder's Libraries to the extent possible to determine an appropriate representative offer at the Master Contract level. Details at the level requested in this question will be provided at DOSP time if 

need be.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          477 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

After careful review of software tables L.1 to L.5, this bidder is unable to identify a significant percentage of  the products shown in these tables. Many products are listed with what we assume are product names (e.g., CTS, RAMIS, or SDBDB in Table 

L.4). As currently presented, we are unable to identify dozens of  products which we will then be unable to include in our offering. 



In order for vendors to propose the comprehensive list of software products identified, we request that these tables be updated to include, at a minimum, fully populated vendor names and product description columns. Specific versions of the desired 

products are also requested. If the Government is not timely in providing this level of detail, the delay will have significant impact on vendor responses. If the Government is unable to provide this level of detail at this time, we recommend that these 

items be removed from the price proposal of the master contract and be required in task order proposals when more detailed information can be made available. (27)



RESPONSE:  An answer to this question will be provided as soon as possible.

>>>>>

Price Model (Electronic)



This vendor spent numerous man days trying to understand the evaluation methodology in the Government's price model spreadsheets. As NASA has already stated, new pricing models are to be released. In order to minimize the significant effort to re-evaluate 

all of the Center and Summary spreadsheets, we request that the Government provide a detailed overview with the new price model, when released, detailing all of the modifications made to the price model. 



RESPONSE:  The basic structure of the Price Model still exists in the revised Price Model.  The majority of the changes involved formatting changes and the correction of formula errors.  In fact, the changes madeto the price model  originated in the 

questions posed by offerors.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          488 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Attachment L lists Software packages by site and Triage level. While the heading indicates that both vendor and software package will be listed, along with a specific point of contact, in most cases we only have the name of a software package. We have had 

success in identifying a number of the software packages for pricing purposes. Some of the packages we have identified as GOTS, some as shareware, and all of the commonly used COTS packages have been identified. However, there is still a listing of unknown 

packages. 



The introduction to Attatchment L ('.. The Govenment requires the software packages listed below to be supported ...) indicates that all software packages be priced, however your response to comments 358 and 359 ('The Governement does not believe this 

level of detail is required for purposes of developing a response.'), indicates that it may be a requirement only to price a representative set of of software packages for the master contract and the complete price list will be part of the response to each 

DOSP.



Question: Is it a firm requirement that every software package listed in table L. be priced in the response for the master contract.



Please answer for Level 1 and Level 2.



RESPONSE:  A response to this question will be provided as soon as possible.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          493 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Will the Government please clarify whether offerors should provide all Triage Level One software listed in Section L of the RFP in their proposed Catalogs of Services and Commercial Component (CSCCs), or can software with similar functionality be proposed? 



RESPONSE:  Where specific products are specified in Section L, substitutions would not be acceptable.

>>>>>

If the Government does require that software listed in Section L be proposed, please clarify how offerors should handle products that are discontinued, poorly-defined (e.g., 'Intergraph', 'C', 'C++'), etc.



RESPONSE: Yes, the offeror may propose software with similar functionality in cases where products are discontinued or poorly defined.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          561 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

After reviewing the various centers bidders libraries, we request that all software in Attachment L:Triage Assignment Tables be further identified by manufacturer, version, platform and quantity in order to provide the requested pricing.



RESPONSE:  The Attachment L will be replaced in a future amendment.  Each Center will identify 45 or less products, the manufacturer name, and triage support level for  the purposes of bidding the NTE prices.  The additional product support requirements 

for each Center will be established during DOSP and priced in the one-time-adjustment price.  NASA does not think that the revision numbers and current quantity are required for pricing purposes.  The current revision at a minimum should be supported and 

the quantity can be based upon the minimum quantities specified in the Price Model. 



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          589 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  



REFERENCE:  ATTACHMENT L TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES  AND GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO COMMENT 493.



Question:  In response to the above referenced comment, the government indicates that 'the offeror may propose software with similar functionality in cases where products are discontinued or poorly defined.'  The Offeror has reviewed the Attachment L lists 

of software and has identified the following items for which insufficient information can be ascertained to allow the offeror to identify and price the product or determine a comparable software package and be confident of compliance with the government's 

requirements and clarifications.



506,

4D Server,

4-sight Fax,

4th Dimension,

Access to Fastrack,

ACRONYMS,

ACS,

ACTS,

Adasoft: Man E,

Address Book,

Admin Accnts,

ADS,

Advanced Spacecraft Integration and Systems Test ASIST - in house,

AGI Navigator,

AGI PODS,

AGI STK,

All Clear,

ARRS,

ARS,

ASAL,

Assessor Series,

Astronaut DB,

ATS - Appl Tracking Sys,

Auto Clause (GOTS),

Automated Evaluation System (AES),

Avid VideoShop,

AWCS,

Backup Exec Enterprise,

BAMIS,

Basis Plus,

Baton,

BizPlan Builder,

Borland BRIEF Editor Utility,

Borland Novell Office,

BPS,

Brown Univ TN3270,

BUDS,

Builder Xcessory,

BUMS,

CAMIS,

CAPPS Local,

CareerPoint,

CARTS,

CATS II,

Celsa,

Center Tour DB,

CHDB,

Cisco TGV Multinet,

Clasics,

CLASSICS,

CLS,

CMMS Maximo,

CMSI,

COBRA,

Compuserve,

Cong DB,

CONG MAPS,

Connectix RAM Doubler,

Connectix Virtual PC,

Conversions Plus,

Correspondence Log,

COTS 2k,

CPAP,

Credit Check Equifax,

Crystal Ball,

CSRS-FERS Handbook,

CTDS,

CTS,

CYMIS,

D4 time (free time sync program),

D506,

Datebook Pro,

DAVE,

DB Textworks,

DCTS,

DDEFT,

Debris Assessment,

DECQuery,

Delrina FormFlow,

Delta Graph (metered),

Deltagraph Pro,

Deltek Accounting,

Deskscan II,

DFMS,

DialogLink,

Digitalk Smalltalk V Mac,

Director Suite,

Disinfectant,

Disinfectant 3.x,

Doc Open,

DOC Open/PC DOCS,

DOW JONES,

Drafix CAD,

Draw (metered),

Drop Stuff,

DTD,

DumpACL,

Dynacomm,

E.O. 12958,

EDB,

EDCATS,

EDCSgui/Document Library - Government Developed,

EDS,

Emacs,

EMS-Y,

Enscript,

Entire Connection,

Entire Connection (Windows),

EPSCor,

ERMP,

EWAN VT100 Terminal Emulator - freeware,

Express Meter,

FAAD,

FACS,

FACS Tables,

FAMIS,

FAST,

Fast Track Schedule,

Fastback,

Fastback Plus,

Fax Sr,

Fed Retirement Calc,

FEDPLAN,

Fetch,

Fetch (FTP),

Fetch (Mac),

Flightwatch,

FlowCharter,

FMS,

FOIA,

FolioViews,

FORM 295,

FORM 6 - COB,

FORM 6 -J,

Foxpro Work Request System,

FPDS,

F-Prot,

F-Prot,

F-Prot95,

FRC,

Front End Data System - in house,

FSOP,

FTR/PR,

FUS,

Gcc,

Ghostscript,

Ghostview,

GLAS,

GLCS,

GLINK,

GOS,

Government Contract Advisor,

Grateful Med,

GSFC,

GSFC-SPS-HQ,

GTDS (GOTS),

GUS ,

gzip/gunzip,

HATS,

HLFC,

Hot Metal,

Hotdog,

HP HFSF,

HQLI,

HR Empower,

HRCD,

HRTS,

HTML Assistant,

HyperCard Player,

IAD,

IDEAS,

IDL,

IFMP,

Imager32,

Impromptu,

Informed Filler,

Informed Manager,

INT: ChartObject, Edit Table,

Integrated Financial Management Project,

Intel FAXAbility Plus,

Intellidraw,

Internet Assistants,

Internet Config,

Interview,

INVENTORY-S,

IP Protocols (ICMP, TCP, FTP, TELNET, ARP, UDP),

IPES,

IRIS,

IRMA Workstation: 3270 Terminal Emulation (requires gateway access to JSC CIN, BARS, SPDMS, etc),

ISO,

JPEGView,

Keyserver,

KR ProBase,

LabelWriter II,

LaserCom,

LaserWriter 8,

LDDMS,

Legislate,

Legudate,

Less Talk for Mac,

LessTalk,

Lexis-Nexis,

Linux,

LIS Litigation Information Sys,

Livelink,

LTS,

Lview,

M/ATS,

M/PS,

MAARS,

MAC - TCP M,

,

,

MAC TCP,

Mac340,

MacFlow,

MACLink Plus/Translator Pro,

MacLink+ Translators,

Macpaint,

Macwrite Pro,

Manpower Tracking Sys (GOTS),

MAPS-Y,

MaX.500,

MBPD,

McSink,

Meeting Maker,

MFI,

Micrographix DES,

Milestone MLT (GOTS),

Milestones,

MMS,

Mosaic Web Browser,

MPSS,

MS IPX/SPX & NW Client,

MS IPX/SX & NW Client,

MS Powerstation,

MS TCP/IP & Client,

MSDB,

M/S Telnet, NCSA Telnet M,

Multi-Ad,

NASA Gov Warning,

Natural Connection (DOS),

Navfit Fitrep,

NCDware,

NCRS,

NCSA Telnet,

NCTN Screensaver,

NDES,

NEMS,

Network documentation system (NDS) written by KSC contractor,

Network File System (NFS),

Network schedule,

Network Utilities (ping, telnet, ftp, nslookup, x500 search, etc. ),

Networked incremental backup,

NEWIS,

News Reader,

Newswatcher,

NFMS,

NIPMIS,

NODIS II,

Norton Program Schedule for Windows 95,

Notifier 32,

NOVIS,

Now Scrapbook,

NPMS/FACP,

NPPS Local,

NPPS T&A,

NPSS,

NTDS Local,

NTED,

OBJC,

Office Viewers,

OGCDB Macro,

OIG Online Disclaimer,

OIGNIS,

Omega Program,

OMIS,

OmniPage,

OmniPage Pro,

ONLINE,

On-Line Disclaimer,

OpenGL,

Oracle,

Orcad,

Org Plus,

Organizer Chart  ,

OSSIM,

Pacerlink,

PageMill,

Paintshop Pro,

PAN ,

Paper Port,

Paradigm,

Parasoft Insure C,

Passport,

Passport 3270 Emulation Software,

PATHWORKS VT320 Emulator,

PATRAN,

PATS,

Pcalc ,

PDMSInfo - govt devpd,

Perfcode,

PerForm Pro Plus,

PERSEC,

Personnet ,

PFSS,

PGS,

PICSPrint - govt devpd,

PIN-S,

PIN-Y,

Places Rated Almanac Sep '93,

PLDS,

Plotfile Conversion Utility - v 1.2b ARTEMIS,

PLS,

Plus,

Plus/win Microsoft,

POP 2.2,

POP-M,

POP-R,

Postscript Viewer (Ghostview),

PowerCADD,

PowerPack,

PowerPlay,

PRDB,

Preprint,

PREP-Y,

Presentation Partner,

Press Release DB,

Primavera,

PSRS,

Pure Software Pure Coverage,

Pure Software Purify,

Pure Software Quantify,

Persuasion,

PV Wave,

QPC Software - WinQVT 3.96,

QPSRS,

QTMS,

Quicktime, Sparkle(M),

R506 Core,

R506-M,

R506-S/U/Y,

R506TS Core,

R506TS ER,

RAMIS,

RAMIS DOWNLOADER,

RATS,

Rbase,

RDSS,

RealAudio,

RealPlayer,

Reep,

Registry Update,

Retrospect/Remote,

RIID,

Risk Assessment,

ROCRS (ROCR),

RPI,

RTCMD,

RTOP-S,

RTOP-Y,

SAPS,

SATS ,

SB,

Schedule,

SCSI Probe,

SDBDB,

Secret Agent,

Security Software,

SEDB,

SEDSA,

SGI - Development Environ,

SGI - Windview,

Simple Mail Transfer Protocol (SMTP),

Simple Network Management Protocol (SNMP),

SIRSI GUI,

Snooper,

SOAA,

Sound Machine,

Spry Internet Office,

SPTS,

Spyglass Dicer, Format, Transform,

SRL,

ST340,

STIC 95 (GOTS Scientific library access software),

Streamline,

Stuffit Expander,

Superpaint,

Sysinfo,

TANGO,

TATMIS,

TBTS,

TBVS,

TCP/Connect II,

Tcsh,

TechTracS,

Telnet,

Telnet (MAC) ,

TemplatesPlus,

TGV Multinet,

ThinkC,

ThinkPascal,

Timberline,

Time & Chaos,

TMS,

TMS 4D,

TN3270,

TN3270 IBM Terminal Emulator - freeware,

Top,

Travel Lightning,

Travel Manager,

TRAVEL-S,

TRAVEL-U,

TRCN,

Trouble Call,

TrueForm,

Trumpet,

Type Manager,

UMIS,

Unique SSP applications including Program Doc Center, forms, MA applications, etc.,

Unit Price,

US Code,

USA - PC Bars for Windows - v 2.1 (requires gateway access to BARS),

VADSelf Ada,

VDO Live Player,

VDS,

Versaterm Pro,

Video Player,

Videoshop,

Viewlogic,

Viewlogic Suite,

ViruSafe,

Vision,

Visioneer PaperPort,

VISITT,

Visual Studio,

VMPEG Lite,

VMPEG Video Player - freeware,

WCS,

WDUA,

WDUA (GOTS X-500 browser),

West Send,

WestMate,

Win QVT/Net,

WinCenter Pro,

WinComm Pro,

Windows PC Speaker Driver,

Windview for SGI,

WinVN Network NEWS Reader,

Wplany,

WS-FTP,

WSFTP Winsock FTP Client - freeware,

WSPING Winsock PING Client - freeware,

X.500 Lookup WDUA,

X11,

XCSLOG,

Xoftware,

XPPS,

Xrunner,

X-Windows,

Zypher Passport

Please provide clarification as to the government's requirement regarding software items for which insufficient information is available to allow the offeror to determine comparability of its offering with the software identified.



RESPONSE: See answer to Comment 561.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          633 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT L  TRIAGE ASSIGNMENT TABLES {R2}                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  The government has listed some Freeware and Shareware software packages as requiring Triage Level 1support. The nature of this type of software is to have limited support. Can the government clarify what they expect as Triage Level 1 for these 

types of software.



RESPONSE:  The Government requirements for triage level support are stated in section C.5.5.  See future amendment for Attachment L.

*****

                                                                                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          469 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT N  ODIN PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Our company has been made aware that NSTL has held discussions with NASA which would permit NSTL to release the ODIN benchmark standards to prospective bidders. This will allow bidders the opportunity to perform their own benchmark testing. While we 

applaud this decision, we are still concerned about the schedule that OEM's have to support in order to meet bid submission by January 16, 1998. NSTL has stated that their benchmark standards will not be available until sometime during the week of the 

December the 22nd. Additionally, all contractors are required to sign a nondisclosure agreement in order to obtain this benchmark standards. Due to these administrative matters many OEM's will have approximately two weeks to configure all products and 

compile testing results. It is our request, in light of these circumstances, that NASA consider extending the bid submission date.



RESPONSE:  NASA has revised the NSTL requirement.  See response to Comment ID: 421.  In addition, the proposal due date has been extended as stated in Amendment 1.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          496 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT N  ODIN PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

NSTL has posted 'performance profile survey result' on their web site. After discussions with NSTL we were made aware that the test results posted on their web site are strictly the result of a 'market survey'. Due to the restrictive time schedules imposed 

on NSTL, we found out the majority of the data found on the website was data NSTL had in their possession prior to their contracting with NASA. As a result of this tight schedule, many manufacturers did not have time to respond prior to the website 

postings.



NSTL has made it clear in our discussions that the products listed on their web site do not necessarily 'include or preclude' any products from the ODIN bid, however, this ambiguity has misled many potential primes who are interested in bidding our 

products. There is a perception that if a manufacturer's product configurations are not on the NSTL web site listing they do not meet the minimum testing requirements. There is also a misperception that the products listed are exempt from having to perform 

additional benchmarks for ODIN. This perceived misrepresentation could be interpreted to be limiting 'full and open competition'. Will NASA please post clarifications on the web site and take corrective action to ensure that no undo advantage will be given 

to the manufacturers listed. 



RESPONSE:  A clarification has been posted on NSTL web site.  All systems submitted with ODIN proposals must be tested by NSTL regardless of whether they appear on the performance profile list. 

See also response to Comment #421.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          572 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT N  ODIN PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

We are in the process of preparing Performance Profile ratings on various platforms configurations using the NSTL benchmark methodology.  We will submit these results with the technical proposal.  In selected  cases, manufacturers are submitting platforms 

directly to NSTL for certification.  Is it acceptable to utilize the certifications obtained under this latter method, given that the 'offeror' did not initiate the request for certification?  Will NASA accept certifications from NSTL which were requested 

by the manufacturer if the platform is configured identifcal to the configuration as proposed?  Please clarify, as the three options described in the nstl web site imply that the offeror must initiate this process.



RESPONSE: Yes, certifications through manufacturers will be acceptable.  In that case, the manufacturer as a Offeror's supplier is completing the certification on behalf of the Offeror.  However the Offeror  is still responsible for the certification and 

delivery of proposed systems for ODIN.   



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          604 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT N  ODIN PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Do Unix products need to be submitted for NSTL certification, or can 

the SPEC baseline numbers be utilized w/ the ODIN formula for unix products

to determine the baseline performance ratings for each product submitted?



RESPONSE:  SPEC baseline numbers can be utilized with the ODIN formula.  UNIX products do not need to be submitted to NSTL for certification.  However, validity of the SPEC numbers must be verifiable if requested. 

*****

                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          360 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. N.1 Performance Measurements

34) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states: 'Contractors shall complete the NSTL certification benchmarks   according to the NSTL provided instructions, and enclose the results of NSTL certifications in   their initial proposals, delivery order 

offerings, and technology refreshment offerings. Instructions   for NTSL certification found on the world wide web at http://nasa.nstl.com/ states 'Initial   performance profiling of systems for ODIN proposals will the conducted by NSTL. Offerors are   

asked to contact NSTL about testing arrangements after first registering with NASA. After initial   proposals are completed, benchmarks will be made available for downloading from this site for self   conducted testing by ODIN contractors.' This 

requirement results in the following questions:



a) What will be the 100 percent baseline basis for the benchmarking process (i.e., the published list as of 26 November 1997)?



RESPONSE:  The list as of 26 November 1997 is the baselined list.

>>>>>

b) If the benchmark baseline will be changed from the currently published baseline, will the government define a cutoff after which the baseline will not change?



RESPONSE:  The baseline will not be changed before proposals are due. . Only the top performer (100'th percentile system) affects an offeror's performance baseline.  Additional systems may be placed on the list at the Government's discretion for 

completeness, however those additions will not affect the offeror's baselined scores.

>>>>>

c) How will the NSTL published list be modified by products submitted for testing which may be used to evaluate technology refresh items rather than offered products?



RESPONSE: The Government assumes this question is in reference to the platform performance percentiles AFTER contract award.  After contract award, the baselined list will be updated quarterly by NSTL.  Delivery Order, or Technology Refreshment offerings 

must meet or exceed the required percentiles as of the time of submission of the delivery order proposal or technology refreshment proposal.

>>>>>

d) How will the government deal with UNIX-based products which do not have a certified SpecMark rating? 



RESPONSE: All UNIX-based products must be certified through NSTL using the SpecMark rating.

>>>>>

Will self certified data be acceptable?



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          361 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref. N.1 Performance Measurements

35) QUESTION: The referenced paragraph states 'NSTL will update the performance specifications based on market surveys and measurements on a quarterly basis.'



a) Is it the government's intent to ensure these updates occur on a regularly scheduled basis or at random during each quarter?



RESPONSE: On a regularly scheduled basis, no more than once each quarter.

>>>>>

b) How will changes in the NSTL baseline affect the delivery of equipment associated with previously negotiated delivery orders?



RESPONSE:  Equipment to be delivered must meet performance profile percentages when they are: 1) proposed for master contract, 2) proposed for delivery order, 3) proposed for delivery each time a seat is to be refreshed.  Previously delivered equipment 

does not have to continually meet updated NSTL ratings until it is due for technology refreshment.

>>>>>

c) How will changes in the NSTL baseline affect the acceptability of previously approved

equipment contained in the Offeror's product catalog?



RESPONSE: CSCC items are not required to meet performance profile percentiles.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          369 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

39) QUESTION: RFP Reference: N.1, 'Contractors shall complete the NSTL certification benchmarrks according to the NSTL provided instructions, and enclose the results of NSTL certifications in their initial proposals...'



Question: Based on our experiences with benchmarking on other Government proposals we do not feel that 48 days (with Holidays in the middle) provides sufficient time to engineer the best solution for ODIN, obtain and configure all equipment, deliver it to 

a third party (out of our control) for benchmarking, and receive the results in time for submission with the initial proposal.  When considering that the benchmarking process may require several iterations to reconfigure and re-benchmark to optimize price 

and performance. We suggest that benchmarks be provided directly to the offerors that independent certification may be conducted by the offeror with verification, by NSTL, at either contract award or with delivery order offerings.



RESPONSE:  NSTL is currently providing benchmark results of systems to the offerors within 3 working days.  This process is used successfully by NSTL to benchmark all systems purchased by the Canadian Government. A 3 working day turn-around on systems for 

benchmarking allows for several iterations to optimize price and performance.   On December 19, 1997, NSTL will make benchmark methodologies available to registered ODIN offerors for preliminary benchmarking within guidelines specified by NSTL.  Systems 

submitted for the offerors' proposal must still be delivered to NSTL for final certification as required in the RFP.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          371 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: N.1 Performance Measurements

Offerors are asked to contact NSTL about testing arrangements after first registering with NASA. After initial proposals are completed, benchmarks will be made available for downloading from this site for self conducted testing by ODIN contractors.' 



40) QUESTION:   Will submittal of a product to NSTL by one offeror alter the published baseline for all offerors?



RESPONSE:  Certification results may be added to the quarterly update, along with market survey results, only if a submitted product is actually delivered to the Government.  Performance results of systems submitted to NSTL for testing, which are not 

delivered to the Government, will not be published and will be held confidential.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          372 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: N.1 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS. The referenced paragraph states:

'Contractors shall complete the NSTL certification benchmarks according to the NSTL provided instructions, and enclose the results of NSTL certifications in their initial proposals, delivery order offerings, and technology refreshment offerings. 

Instructions for NTSL certification found on the world wide web at http://nasa.nstl.com/ states 'Initial performance profiling of systems for ODIN proposals will be conducted by NSTL.



41) QUESTION: The referenced NSTL web site lists current PC performance profiles. Based on the information presented, the testing methodology is unclear. The specific operating system used to conduct performance benchmarks has not been defined. While the 

NSTL literature seems to imply that Windows 95 has been used in all cases, profile data is shown for PCs employing two CPUs which implies the WinNT operating system. It is possible to achieve different benchmarks on the exact same hardware when performing 

the benchmarks with different operating systems. From the stand point of satisfying security requirements and as a means to reduce total life-cycle cost, we recommend WinNT instead of Win95. How does the government intend to accommodate different operating 

system configurations in its NSTL benchmarking process?



RESPONSE:  The offeror may propose hardware and operating system combinations which meet the Government's requirements.  Desktop Seats are provided at a fixed price per seat, trade-offs between hardware-operating system performance and total life-cycle 

cost are at the offeror's discretion as long as the Government's requirements are met.  The NSTL benchmarking process accommodates the different operating systems mentioned, through a single benchmark which will run on either operating system. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          376 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: N.1 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS. The referenced paragraph states:

'Contractors shall complete the NSTL certification benchmarks according to the NSTL provided instructions, and enclose the results of NSTL certifications in their initial proposals, delivery order offerings, and technology refreshment offerings. 

Instructions for NTSL certification found on the world wide web at http://nasa.nstl.com/ states 'Initial performance profiling of systems for ODIN  proposals will be conducted by NSTL.



42) QUESTION: The referenced NSTL methodology for determining the performance benchmark score is insufficient to independently establish the NSTL benchmark rating, since the rating is based on the solution's relative performance to other possible solutions 

within the scale. The inability of the offeror to independently assess its offering or potential offering will serve to limit the number and breadth of technical refreshment options provided the government. The offeror requests that a performance rating 

system which allows independent performance measurement by the offerors be defined.



RESPONSE:  On December 19, 1997, NSTL will make benchmark methodologies available to registered ODIN offerors for preliminary benchmarking within guidelines specified by NSTL.  Systems submitted for the offerors' proposal must still be delivered to NSTL 

for final certification as required in the RFP.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          378 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Reference: N.1 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS. The referenced paragraph states:

'Contractors shall complete the NSTL certification benchmarks according to the NSTL provided instructions, and enclose the results of NSTL certifications in their initial proposals, delivery order offerings, and technology refreshment offerings. 

Instructions for NTSL certification found on the world wide web at http://nasa.nstl.com/ states 'Initial performance profiling of systems for ODIN proposals will be conducted by NSTL.



Question: The referenced NSTL web site identifies the methodology for determining the performance benchmark score for UNIX desktop configurations to be a weighted average of the CFPRate and the CINTRate95. This rating system assesses the performance of the 

CPU and its arithmetic unit along with its memory but minimizes the performance associated with the other elements of the system (i.e., disk

storage). The Windows and MAC benchmarks measure application software performance which attempts to more fully account for the performance of the complete system. The performance benchmark for UNIX systems measures different aspects of system performance 

than is measured by either the Windows or the MAC benchmarks. Given that the government specifications allow for Unix, PC and MAC products for

SE1 and SE2 seats, comparable benchmark measurements are necessary.  In light of the differences in benchmark measurements, how will the government use benchmark data to assess different competing offerings when offeror's propose different operating 

systems and hardware for the SE1 and SE2 desktop configurations?



RESPONSE: The different platforms (UNIX, PC and MAC) will be evaluated on how they performed relative to their respective benchmark only.  As UNIX, PC and MAC products are valid platform types for the SE1 and SE2 desktop, it is expected that product 

offerings for each of these will be proposed so that they may be evaluated relative to their prescribed benchmark. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          421 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

It is our understanding that each configuration proposed must be tested by NSTL prior to initial proposal submission regardless if the configuration is as established by NSTL or if the configuration has been tested previously for another bidder. In the 

interest of time and saving the Government money, a modified approach to this requirement is suggested. Alternatives might include waiting until potential awardees are identified and then having only those configurations tested. Reconsideration is 

requested. 



RESPONSE: The Government has reconsidered its position.  The instructions at Error! Bookmark not defined. will be modified to allow offerors to submit proposals with a NSTL Performance Profile Ranking determined through the offeror's execution of the NSTL 

benchmarks as provided by NSTL with the proviso that the ranking must  be certified by NSTL prior to contract award.  Certification by NSTL prior to proposal submission will remain as an option as well. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          491 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Section N.1 states that 'Contractors shall complete the NSTL certification benchmarks according to the NSTL provided instructions and enclose the results of NSTL certifications in their initial proposals...'. The NASA/NSTL web page for benchmarking, 

specifically the one titled 'Performance Metrics and Methodologies,' states that 'Initial performance profiling of systems for ODIN proposals will be conducted by NSTL...After initial proposals are completed, benchmarks will be made available for 

downloading...for

selfconducted testing...' Please clarify the procedure for completing the initial benchmark runs. If offerors yield control of this critical path proposal preparation process to NSTL, what guarantees do we have that NSTL will service our needs in a timely 

manner? Any process which involves a third party means that time will be lost shipping and staging. If systems fail, replacement systems will have to be staged and shipped, losing more time. Benchmark failures could force offerors to pull their proposals 

at the last moment because they have no time to repair. Will an offeror be allowed to work with NSTL to ensure that systems are benchmarked successfully. Is it NASA's intention to restrict proposed platforms to those listed in the

current 'performance profile survey results'? Selecting platforms which are already approved is the only sure way to submit a compliant proposal. We urge NASA to reconsider its benchmarking requirements so that offerors are treated evenly. (12)



RESPONSE:  See Comment ID: 421.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          585 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

REFERENCE:  N.1 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS AND GOVERNMENT'S RESPONSE TO COMMENT ID: 421

Question:  The government has stated its intent to allow offerors to submit NSTL results based on their own execution of the NSTL benchmark processes and procedures with the provision that formal certification, by NSTL, will be required prior to contract 

award.  In addition, the government has stated that NSTL certification prior to proposal submission will remain an option.  Will 'formally' certified offerings increase the government's evaluation score?



RESPONSE:  No.



*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          605 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Do Unix products need to be submitted for certification w/ NSTL 



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          636 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Please confirm this offeror's understanding that:



(1) The offerors do not have to conduct SPEC testing to determine the CFPRate of their porposed solution. Proposed solutions for the UNIX platforms will be evaluated by the published CFPRate of the proposed processors.



RESPONSE: Correct.

>>>>>



(2) Because of the limited range of Apple products, NSTL will conduct the necessary benchmarks on the entire range, and will provide the results to the vendors registered with the NSTL for the ODIN procurement.



RESPONSE: No, if the Apple product you wish to propose is not on the NSTL list, you may propose it according to the prescribed methodology.   

>>>>>



(3) The computational Server platform for four levels of service, i.e. basic, regular, premium, and enhanced, is not required to be benchmarked. How will the government evaluate / validate an offeror's solution for the four levels, i.e. WEB1, APP1, FILE1, 

and COMP1 seats?



RESPONSE:  The vendor should describe their solution for providing the various levels of performance.  As part of the description, the vendor may wish to utilize published benchmarks for the solution they are proposing.

>>>>>



The absence of specific benchmark requirements for the WEB1, APP1, and FILE1 seats could result in seat solutions based on each individual offeror's interpretation of the stated criteria, and therefore there would be a significant price delta This offeror 

recommends specific benchmark requirements for each server platform as was required for the COMP1 seat and/or the UNIX workstations.



RESPONSE: The Government is not necessarily evaluating the actual platform, but rather, evaluating the service being provided.  The vendor should describe the performance characteristics for the various levels of performance delivery in accordance with the 

definition of the service level. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          675 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.1  PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

N.1 Performance Measurements - Apple Products not listed by NSTL 



Re: Comment ID 636 



The Government in above comment has indicated that if the Apple Product as offeror wishes to propose is not on the NSTL list, the offeror should propose it according to the prescribed methodology. 



Please clarify if the prescribed methodology in this case requires offerors to perform their own testing of Apple products that are not listed by NSTL.  If so, would NSTL provide necessary software for the MAC Operating system to perform these tests. 



Response: NSTL has tested the majority of the Apple product line and the results are available from NSTL either via the WWW or phone call (number is posted on Web page). 







 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          375 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 N.2  PLATFORM PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 11 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  RFP Reference: N.2 PLATFORM PERFORMANCE SPECIFICATIONS

'The listed performance percentiles indicate the performance required relative to the best

performance achieved by a system in a particular scale.' 



43) QUESTION: This implies that an offeror can't independently establish the benchmark rating. The inability of the offeror to independently assess its offering or potential offering will serve to limit the number and breadth of technical refreshment 

options provided the government. The offeror requests that a performance rating system be defined which allows independent performance measurement by the offerors.



RESPONSE: The combination of the baselined top performers (Nov. 26) and availability of benchmark methodology (Dec. 19) will allow offeror's to independently assess its offering before shipping to NSTL.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          405 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT P  PRICE LIST                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Attachment P, Price List: What prices will be included in the master contract or CLINs? 



RESPONSE: All of the prices listed in the price model will be included in Attachment P.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          677 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT P  PRICE LIST                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Can a prime contractor who is awarded a contract for ODIN purchase equipment  

for use in the ODIN program off of SEWP II if NASA gives a letter allowing 

them to do this



RESPONSE: There is nothing to preclude an offeror from purchasing off of the SEWP contract.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          640 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 ATTACHMENT Q  AGGREGATE SEAT BAND PER ORDERING ENTITY {R3}                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  The ODIN home page refers to a NASA directive that is causing some consideration about revising the minimum quantities. Will NASA release a copy of this directive and/or advise the offerors of the impact of this review? When will the quantity 

tables in Attachment Q be revised to reflect this decision? 



RESPONSE:  The directive is now available via the ODIN website.  It is not anticipated that the quantities will be significantly adjusted.  If necessary, updated information will be provided after initial proposals are received.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          327 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

5) There are a number of formula and logic errors in the Exhibit 1 spreadsheets.

Some examplesä



In ARC.XLS reference the portion of the spreadsheet indicated below.



|        A        |  B  |  C  |  D  |  . . . |  L  | 

490  | Infrastructure  |     |     |     |        |     |

| Upgrade         |     |     |     |        |     |



The formulas in B490 through L490 are:



=(150000000/11)*1-ClassDB!



The formulas should be =(150000000/11)*(1-ClassDB!) With parentheses around the second expression.



In MFSC.XLS, the same problem with the parentheses in the formula exists.



RESPONSE:  This mistake will corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

6) In addition to this error exists in many/all of the sheets, there are additional errors in this area. 



RESPONSE:  Please note there are error division messages throughout the price model.  These occur because the value is established by the offeror in the Class DB and CSCC Tabs. Currently, the value is zero.

>>>>>

7) In addition, the MSFC.XLS spreadsheet references the JSC spreadsheet in the formulas in B490 through L490, which does not appear to be correct.



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in revised Price Model.

>>>>>

8) In JSC.XLS, the same problem with the parentheses in the formula exists.



RESPONSE:  See previous response.

>>>>>

9) Also, the formula references sheet 'JSCClassDB' in error. This reference should be to 'ClassDB.'



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

10) For many/all of the sheets in Exhibit 1 the value in ClassDB! is blank/zero, but in the event the Government wishes to use this parameter, the formulas should be corrected.



RESPONSE:  The value of ClassDB! is equal to the values inputted by each offeror in the Class DB! table.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          330 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

11) Is the ODIN price model the series of Excel spreadsheets for each center?



RESPONSE:  Yes.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          365 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

28) It is not clear from the Exhibit 1 spreadsheets where the Government intends that offerors enter the unit prices for  a standard seat.



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

>>>>>

29) It is [not] clear where prices for optional items are entered and how they are multiplied by the associated quantities, totaled, etc.



RESPONSE:  This will be corrected in the revised Price Model.

*****

                                                                                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          406 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Exhibit 1

The NTE prices entered into Exhibit 1 appear to be annual prices. Will annual or monthly prices be

used in the resulting contract? If annual prices will be used for the contract, how will delivery

orders for partial years be handled?



RESPONSE: The NTE prices are monthly prices.  These prices will be extended to yearly prices in a spreadsheet that combines all of the offerors submitting proposals.  Since the offerors will not be required to fillout any data in this spreadsheet and since 

we can't create it until the proposals are received we had not planned on releasing this spreadsheet.  However, if the vendors wish to see the spreadsheet, please request in a comment and we will consider releasing the spreadsheet with sample names.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          410 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Pricing Model: Please explain the product class code on the tab 'ClassDB' in the pricing model. Is

the discount percent proposed for homogenous to be applied to the heterogeneous price to

calculate a homogenous price per seat?



RESPONSE: Yes, that is correct.

>>>>>

Please define 'infraupgrade' and explain why each Center's model does not have this category. 



RESPONSE: That is a product class code for infrastructure upgrades which will be performed at a center.  The discount proposed will be applied to one lump sum which is the aggregated estimate of potential infrastructure upgrades.

>>>>>

Please define 'Disk' and explain why 30% is already entered into the discount percent column. 



RESPONSE: The word Disk and 30% was in error and has been corrected.

>>>>>

For the offeror's estimating purposes, please explain the rationale for each of the Program Office's receipt of an additional discount (i.e. they are ordering significant quantities at each site).



Does NASA intend for each offeror to add additional product class codes and discounts that are not already included in the model?



RESPONSE: Yes, the ClassDB Tab is available for vendors to enter class codes and associated discounts for items entered within the Catalog of Selected Commercial Components (CSCC).  Each item in the CSCC should have a corresponding class code and discount.  

You may have one class code for one or more line items within the CSCC.

>>>>>

Pricing Model: Please provide more detail for the Gross Asset Value column for the MA1 and

MA2 environments. For example, what does the 50,000 for enhanced Moves, Adds and Changes

represent? 



RESPONSE: This is intended to represent the differentiation between enhanced moves adds and changes and regular moves adds and changes.

>>>>>

Is this the total value of the equipment that will need to be moved, added or changed?



RESPONSE: This is the estimation.

>>>>>

How does the offeror know the quantity and type of equipment that is included in the 50,000? The

quantity and age of components will make a significant difference to the offeror when estimating

maintenance percentages. 



RESPONSE: The offeror needs to review the Environment Statement from each center to determine the types and ages of equipment to be covered.  There is presently no way to identify all types by model # and serial # of equipment that might be covered under 

this concept.

>>>>>

'Is it correct to assume that the offeror is basing maintenance costs on the Gross Asset Value of hardware?



RESPONSE: This is correct.

>>>>>

Pricing Model: Will individual prices be evaluated, or the total price by environment by Center?

Will the vendor.xls total summary page be evaluated or the individual centers?



RESPONSE: NASA will be evaluating individual prices as well as total price per environment by center.  We will be using both the Individual center spreadsheets as well as the vendor 1 spreadsheet.

>>>>>

Pricing Model, Vendor.xls: The summary sheet includes a row titled 'infrastructure upgrades'. This

row is linked to the individual center tabs following the summary sheet, and is linked to cell C490.

Cell C490 is not associated with any prices on the individual total center tabs in the summary

spreadsheet. Please explain this discrepancy in linking the infrastructure upgrade costs.   



RESPONSE: This has been corrected, and is now linked to Infrastructure upgrades.

>>>>>

Vendor1.XLS Spreadsheet

In the VENDOR1.XLS spreadsheet, the 'Discounts' sheet contains the footnote stated below:

'**This should be a fixed dollar amount to restore the baseline configuration accordance

with Section C.5.5.3.'

The entry cell for 'Return to Service Surcharge' indicates the footnote noted with the double

asterisk (i.e., '**') applies. It appears that the 'Return to Service Surcharge' cell is intended to be

a percentage. Please clarify if the entry for 'Return to Service Surcharge' is intended to be a

percentage or 'fixed dollar amount' as indicated in the footnote.



RESPONSE: This should be a fixed dollar amount.

>>>>>

Pricing Model: Why do the KSC and LeRC files link to a cell in the JSC spreadsheet for

infrastructure upgrades? This cell does not even exist on the JSC spreadsheet ClassDB page. And,

if the offeror wants to proposed a different infrastructure discount percent for each center, linking

to one spreadsheet would not be appropriate.



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

>>>>>

Pricing Model: The Government may want to reevaluate its formulas for calculating the CSCC

prices in the summary page of each center. Line 486 is referencing the Discount Amount (column

H) when it appears it should be referencing the GSA/Catalog unit price (column E). Line 487 is

referencing column K (which is empty on the CSCC page) and it appears it should be referencing

the Discount Amount (column H). Please explain.



RESPONSE: The CSCC Tab has been revised so that the evaluation of CSCC within the summary page is now correct.

>>>>>

Pricing Model, Headquarters Center: Upon opening the HQ.xls file, the user was not prompted to

reestablish links. Please clarify that this is correct, as all the other pricing models have required

links to more that one file.



RESPONSE: All individual centers pricing models have been corrected.  A vendor should not receive a message about links to a Min Max File that does not exist.

>>>>>

Pricing Model, LaRC: Please explain the rationale behind the links from the LaRC spreadsheet to

(1) the KSC min/max file and (2) the JSC infrastructure percentage discount. The pricing model

can not find these links, besides the fact that it appears that these links should not be referencing

other centers.



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

>>>>>

Pricing Model, LaRC: Please confirm/clarify the quantity of 50,000 MAC seats used in FY00 for

GP1 for Langley Research Center. The maximum seat quantity listed in Attachment Q is 500 for

FY00, and 1,800 for each year for the out years.



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

>>>>>

Also, please clarify why the offeror is pricing above the maximum quantity for video services. Attachment Q lists a maximum quantity for FY00, GP1 of 500. The pricing model includes a quantity of 800.



RESPONSE: The Maximum for video Services for FY00 is 800 not 500.  The price model is correct as is.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          415 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This spreadsheet contains 'Div/0' errors in Column AB of the Unix Standard Seat section (Rows

172-254). Did the Government intend for there to be numerical quantities in those cells? 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          436 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In the price model, the Government vendor spreadsheet totals infrastructure upgrades from each

Center spreadsheet. The Center spreadsheets are blank in the cells referred to. 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

>>>>>

However, vendor proposals are evaluated expecting an offered discount to reduce the infrastructure upgrade plug number. What are vendors being asked to cost (and discount) for infrastructure upgrades? Please provide examples, and additional clarification 

as to what the Government is requesting from

vendors. (13)



RESPONSE: A proposed discount of off potential future upgrades to the infrastructure which is being evaluated against a plug number.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          437 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

For the infrastructure management financial evaluation in price model spreadsheets, there appears to be a conflict with the definition of infrastructure management by describing this as a Government estimate. Typically, vendors would not be expected to 

change a Government estimate. What is the Government requesting from vendors in the price proposals? (14) 



RESPONSE: A proposed discount of off potential future upgrades to the infrastructure which is being evaluated against a plug number.  It is where ever technology requires the infrastructure to go within the next nine or ten years.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          438 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

What is the purpose of the calculation in the spreadsheet entitled 'Gross Asset Value' and '% Charge of GAV for Maintenance'? What is being evaluated here? (15) 



RESPONSE: We will have lots of equipment, which will be coming under maintenance during the contract.  One way to price it would be to identify all the equipment up front and let the vendors propose a monthly maintenance price for each item.  Unfortunately 

this limits the contract if additional equipment is discovered needing maintenance.  The GAV approach assumes that the monthly maintenance price is a function of the asset value.  Hence the spreadsheet identifies the estimated total gross asset value for 

equipment expected to be brought under ODIN.  The offeror should bid a percentage charge for maintenance, which will be evaluated.  At DOSP, the equipment requiring maintenance and its GAV will be identified, and a fixed maintenance price will be created.  

The GAV only applies to equipment not covered as part of a seat.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          439 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

What is the difference between the product class discount and the Code Y, R, etc., discount. It

appears that the product class discount is based on the product level (i.e., CLIN) and that the

evaluation considers a site discount depending on which site is being evaluated in the enterprise

('group of sites') discount. Please provide further clarification of the discounts requested. (16) 



RESPONSE:  The codes listed are functional NASA codes and are included to provide an additional discount for aggregating a larger minimum than if only a Center were placing the order.  For instance, if Code M ( HEDS Enterprise) orders as an enterprise 

during DOSP, than only one vendor will be selected for JSC, KSC, MSFC, and SSC, rather than each of those centers possibly having a separate vendor.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          440 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In the Center spreadsheets, are the product class discounts offered only applicable to the catalog

items? In other words, the seat and service pricing in the spreadsheets is not further discounted by

the product class discount. The existing spreadsheets contain numerous errors, not clearly defining

what items are discounted by what discounts. Please provide clarification. (17)



RESPONSE: Correct.  Class Codes are only applicable to CSCC's.  The seat and service pricing is not further discounted by class codes.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          441 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In order for vendors to present a 50 percent discount in the ClassDB B6 cell, vendors must

represent this discount as '500000000%.' Please adjust the formula in the ARCSUM calculation

to reflect a reasonable 2-digit percentage representation and calculation. (18) 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          442 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

'ClassDB' Tab: Can additional product class code discounts be added to the spreadsheet tabs?



REPONSE: Yes they can be entered into the ClassDB Tab and then used within the CSCC Tab, but not within any other tabs.

>>>>>

What do the existing product class code discounts represent (e.g., MTPE discount)? How are they

going to relate to the evaluation of the ODIN pricing model? (19)



RESPONSE:  See below. 

*****

                                                                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          443 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Are we to price the three triage levels in the catalog? If so, where? The 'CSCC' tab has no

columns for different triage levels. (20) 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          444 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Outyear Pricing Tabs: Are standard seat bands prices annual prices or monthly prices? 



RESPONSE:  Monthly Prices

>>>>>

There are no formulas in the FY tabs to obtain the extended totals (price times quantity) for the standard seat bands. 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

>>>>>

How are those prices to be evaluated; i.e., how many months will be evaluated for each

price; how will the optional seat band prices be evaluated? (21) 



RESPONSE: See previous answer.

*****

                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          445 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In calculating the total catalog price on the summary tabs of the center spreadsheets, the cell range

of tab CSCC! to 000 is referenced. On that tab (CSCC), the prices are located in column E. Is

this range correct? (22) 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          446 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In calculating the total discount amount on the summary tabs of the Center spreadsheets, the cell

range of tab CSCC! to 000 is referenced. On that tab (CSCC), the discount amounts are located

in column H. Is this range correct? (23) 



RESPONSE:  This has been corrected.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          447 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In the Center spreadsheets in the FY tabs cell, AP2 has 'N/W CON' located in them. What does

'N/W CON' represent? (24)



RESPONSE: 'N/W CON' stands for Network Connection.  This is simply identifying that a NAD is a Network Connection.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          448 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Will there be a PV factor to apply for the life cycle evaluation? (25)



RESPONSE:  No.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          468 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In response to your solicitation for feedback regarding the use of color in the price model, we are in favor of not using the color in order to significantly reduce the size of the file. In our opinion the advantages of the smaller file size outweigh other 

possible considerations.



In that same vein, we would like NASA to consider the possibility of eliminating the spacer columns (e.g., f,k,p,u,z, etc) which will also serve to further reduce file size and improve the manageability of working with the price model.



Thanks for you solicitation and consideration of our comments.



RESPONSE:  Formatting changes have been made to the revised Price Model.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          478 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Each center's fiscal year cost spreadsheet contains columns for the vendor ID number, model number, and vendor descriptions of items proposed. Using the Headquarters spreadsheet as an example, the Government has identified the GP1 and the GP3 as the PC 

Standard Seat, Entry Level. However, in Paragraph E.2.1.2, a GP1 is a PC/Mac Entry and Paragraph E.2.1.4., the GP3 is a Laptop-Entry. A vendor's proposal to each of these requirements would likely include two totally different model numbers and 

configurations to meet the requirements of a GP1 or a GP3. The spreadsheet model allows for the vendor ID, model number, and description of only one configuration. Please clarify where offerors are to provide the model numbers and descriptions when 

multiple, yet unique, items are in the Government's model on the same row. This clarification is needed on a timely basis. This vendor is concerned that to accommodate the multiple descriptions in the above example, the Government may have to provide 

another revision to the price model spreadsheets. 



A similar situation exists in the spreadsheets for the WEB1, APP1, COMP1, and FILE1 standard services. For these configurations, the performance delivery requirement is different for each configuration. Although the standard for each is 'regular,' the 

definition of 'regular' varies for each. What description should vendors provide in the single row in the spreadsheet for vendor description?  Please clarify and/or provide modifications to the price model spreadsheets to accommodate areas for offerors to 

provide descriptive data. This vendor is concerned that to accommodate the concerns identified in the examples above, the Government may have to provide another revision to the price model spreadsheets. Consequently, we request that your response and/or 

clarifications be provided to the vendor community on a timely basis. 



RESPONSE:  A response to this question will be provided as soon as possible.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          478 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 14 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL      



Each center's fiscal year cost spreadsheet contain columns for the vendor ID number, model number, and vendor descriptions of items proposed. Using the Headquarters spreadsheet as an example, the Government has identified the GP1 and the GP3 as 

the PC Standard Seat, Entry Level. However, in Paragraph E.2.1.2, a GP1 is a PC/Mac Entry and Paragraph E.2.1.4., the GP3 is a Laptop-Entry.

A vendor's proposal to each of these requirements would likely include two totally different model numbers and configurations to meet the requirements of a GP1 or a GP3. The spreadsheet model allows for the vendor ID, model number, and description of only 

one configuration. Please clarify where offerors are to provide the model numbers and descriptions when multiple, yet unique, items are in the Government's model on the same row. This clarification is needed on a timely basis. This vendor is concerned that 

to accommodate the multiple descriptions in the above example, the Government may have to provide another revision to the price model spreadsheets. 



A similar situation exists in the spreadsheets for the WEB1, APP1, COMP1, and FILE1 standard services. For these configurations, the performance delivery requirement is different for each configuration. Although the standard for each is 'regular,' the 

definition of 'regular' varies for each. What description should vendors provide in the single row in the spreadsheet for vendor description?  Please clarify and/or provide modifications to the price model spreadsheets to accommodate areas for offerors to 

provide descriptive data. This vendor is concerned that to accommodate the concerns identified in the examples above, the Government may have to provide another revision to the price model spreadsheets. Consequently, we request that your response and/or 

clarifications be provided to the vendor community on a timely basis. (29)





RESPONSE:  Additional columns will be added to provide for up to 4 vendor model numbers and descriptions in the revised price model.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          479 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This vendor spent numerous man days trying to understand the evaluation methodology in the Government's price model spreadsheets. As NASA has already stated, new pricing models are to be released. In order to minimize the significant effort to re-evaluate 

all of the Center and Summary spreadsheets, we request that the Government provide a detailed overview with the new price model, when released, detailing all of the modifications made to the price model. 



RESPONSE:  See response to Comment ID: 477.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          502 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  The Government made revisions to the Price Model for vendors to include individual unit prices to reflect the Category 1, Category 2, and Category 3 pricing for the items proposed in the CSCC.  These individual prices are summed and averaged to determine 

the Average Catalog Unit Price (per item). The formula in the spreadsheet (reference HQ.xls and MFSC.xls, cells J3 and K3) multiplies the product class discount times the Category 1 unit price, not the Average Catalog Unit Price.  Did the Government intend 

for the formula to calculate the Average Catalog Unit Price times the proposed Product Class Discount?  If the answer is no, then please provide the rationale of why the three unit prices are averaged?  If the answer is yes, please correct the formula and 

release new price model spreadsheets (or an amendment instructing vendors to modify the spreadsheets) as soon as possible. (37)



RESPONSE:  Corrected.  A revised price model will be posted on December 30, 1997.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          502 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The Government made revisions to the Price Model for vendors to include individual unit prices to reflect the Category 1, Category 2, and Category 3 pricing for the items proposed in the CSCC. These individual prices are summed and averaged to determine 

the Average Catalog Unit Price (per item). The formula in the spreadsheet (reference HQ.xls and MFSC.xls, cells J3 and K3) multiplies the product class discount times the Category 1 unit price, not the Average Catalog Unit Price. Did the Government intend 

for the formula to calculate the Average Catalog Unit Price times the proposed Product Class Discount? If the answer is no, then please provide the rationale of why the three unit prices are averaged? If the answer is yes, please correct the formula and 

release new price model spreadsheets (or an amendment instructing vendors to modify the spreadsheets) as soon as possible. (37) 



RESPONSE: Response posted on 12/30/97.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          503 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This vendor previously asked for a definition of the Gross Asset Value, and is still awaiting a response. The following additional clarification is also requested: In the price model spreadsheets cells AI$3 through AI$6 are calculated and used in the 

evaluation of the ARCSum (where ARC is the Center name). These cells represent the standard price of an MA1. Vendors are required to propose a percentage of the GAV number identified by the Government. The GAV times the proposed percentage is the evaluated 

price of the standard for an MA1. In the LeRC.xls spreadsheet (as an example), the GAV number is approximately $4.6 million per year. If a vendor offers a 1% charge, the total evaluated price is $46,000. However, the Government has not defined what this 

percentage charge should represent. Also, please clarify if this charge should represent a monthly charge or an annual charge. (38) 



RESPONSE: GAV is the value of the equipment at the time of purchase.  This approach was taken based on Industry comments that maintained that pricing is a function of gross asset value.  The plug numbers identified are estimates of the value of equipment 

covered.  This process of identifying GAV eliminates the need for NASA to identify every model and serial number under this contract.  This process was not used so that the vendor would be required to identify a separate monthly maintenance price for 

several thousand different PC's.  This should be a monthly charge.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          504 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In addition to the GAV evaluation described above, the MA1 and MA2 seats require pricing for the optional service levels (e.g., HW Maintenance Critical or HW Maintenance Enhanced, etc.). Vendors are again required to propose a percentage charge reflecting 

our offer. However, these charges are not used in the summary tables per Center (ARCSum). These summary sheets calculate cells AI$3 through AI$6 and AI$88 through AI$91. All other charges appear to be unevaluated. Is it the Government's intent to not 

evaluate the optional services that vendors are asked to price for these seats? If the answer is no, please provide a modification to the price model spreadsheets. (39) 



RESPONSE: Will be corrected in next Price Model release.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          505 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  This vendor believes there is an error in the total calculation for NAD.  The ARCSum (where ARC represents Center) worksheet calculates totals for the PC NAD, MACs NAD, and UNIX NAD.  In Row 283, the Government has an OTHER NAD category.  The entire NAD 

group is then summed for Row 284, Total NAD.  However, in the Total NAD formula, the OTHER NAD cell reference is omitted from the calculation, thus not included in the total NAD evaluation.  Please review the calculation in the Summary spreadsheets for NAD 

and provide corrections as required. (40)



RESPONSE:  Corrected.  A revised price model will be posted on December 30, 1997.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          505 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This vendor believes there is an error in the total calculation for NAD. The ARCSum (where ARC represents Center) worksheet calculates totals for the PC NAD, MACs NAD, and UNIX NAD. In Row 283, the Government has an OTHER NAD category. The entire NAD group 

is then summed for Row 284, Total NAD. However, in the Total NAD formula, the OTHER NAD cell reference is omitted from the calculation, thus not included in the total NAD evaluation. Please review the calculation in the Summary spreadsheets for NAD and 

provide corrections as required. (40) 



RESPONSE: Response posted on 12/30/97.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          506 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  In the calculation of the totals for the WEB Server and the APP Server, it appears the Government has omitted the Performance Delivery cell when calculating the entire cost of the WEB Server (and the APP1 Server).  (Reference ARCSum, formula in cells B292 

and B300, respectively.)  Please review the calculation in the Summary spreadsheets for the servers and provide corrections as required. (41)



RESPONSE:  Corrected.  A revised price model will be posted on December 30, 1997.

*****

                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          506 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

In the calculation of the totals for the WEB Server and the APP Server, it appears the Government has omitted the Performance Delivery cell when calculating the entire cost of the WEB Server (and the APP1 Server). (Reference ARCSum, formula in cells B292 

and B300, respectively.) Please review the calculation in the Summary spreadsheets for the servers and provide corrections as required. (41) 



RESPONSE: Response posted on 12/30/97.

*****

                                                                   

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          507 Revised                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 24 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  This vendor has identified the following errors in the revised price model spreadsheets.  Please review and provide corrections to the price model:



(a) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula, that calculates the extended price for the WEB1 System Administration Server.  (Reference Row 340 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).  



(b) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Phone Instrument Standard Seat.  (Reference Row 368 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(c) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula, that calculates the extended price for the Fax Service Type Standard Seat.  (Reference Row 404 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(d) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Video Connection Service Type.  (Reference Row 423 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets)



(e) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Admin Radio Service Standard Seat.  (Reference Row 438 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets.



(f) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the LAN Interface Server Type.  (Reference Row 457 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets



(g) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Remote Comm Type.  (Reference Row 473 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets



(h) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Public Address Service.  (Reference Row 490 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets). (42





RESPONSE:  There will not be an extended price for each row referenced above.  The purpose of that row is basically to serve as the subject line and to identify the total possible quantities for each seat-type.  The total quantities are then broken down 

into subsets below depending on the particular requirements.  For example, there are a total of 16 WEB1 System Administration Server Seats at GSFC. 12 require regular system administration, 9 require premium maintenance, 3 critical maintenance, 2 require 

regular storage volume, and 2 premium storage volume.  The prices are based on these subsets, not the overall total quantity.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          507 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This vendor has identified the following errors in the revised price model spreadsheets. Please review and provide corrections to the price model:



(a) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula, that calculates the extended price for the WEB1 System Administration Server. (Reference Row 340 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets). 



(b) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Phone Instrument Standard Seat. (Reference Row 368 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(c) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula, that calculates the extended price for the Fax Service Type Standard Seat. (Reference Row 404 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(d) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Video Connection Service Type. (Reference Row 423 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(e) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Admin Radio Service Standard Seat. (Reference Row 438 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(f) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the LAN Interface Server Type. (Reference Row 457 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(g) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Remote Comm Type. (Reference Row 473 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets).



(h) In the revised price model, the Government has not included the formula that calculates the extended price for the Public Address Service. (Reference Row 490 of the Center Fiscal Year Worksheets). (42)

Previously answered

RESPONSE:  The formula to calculate the extended price for each line item stated above will be included in the next Price Model release.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          509 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

We're sorry to keep asking this question, but we still do not understand, what are the kinds of factors the Government expects would result in a discount to the Infrastructure plug number amounts. What are vendors being asked to cost (and discount) for 

infrastructure upgrades? (44) 



RESPONSE:  For example a brand new networking technology is developed which eliminates  the need for cabling, NIC cards, etc., however, it requires a change to the infrastructure that needs 2 milk cartons and fishing wire.  These milk cartons and fishing 

wire will have a commercial price or GSA price.  If the Government elected to utilize this new infrastructure then the contractor would provide the milk cartons and fishing wire at the commercial/GSA price less the discount proposed in the ClassDB tab.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          510 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Please provide the process whereby infrastructure upgrades will be proposed, approved and implemented. (45) 



RESPONSE:  The contractor would propose these upgrades via the Shared Savings clause or through Tech Refresh, whichever was appropriate.

A.1.16 CERTIFICATE OF MAINTAINABILITY

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          526 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan  6 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference Response to Comment ID 406



This vendor would like to see the spreadsheet format described in the Government's response. (47)



RESPONSE:  The spreadsheet will be provided in the near future.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          546 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  Reference Government Comment ID 406:

Please provide the Government's summary spreadsheet referenced in the response to Comment ID 406. 



RESPONSE:  This will be provided when available.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          571 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 13 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 438 



Question:  The government assumption that maintenance is a single percent of GAV may be accurate within a specific class of equipment of similar age.  The GAV in this bid covers multiple classes of equipment and the age issue is not addressed at all; nor 

is the issue of what the GAV value is based upon.  Is the GAV value at list price or government cost price?  If it is government cost then what is the average discount obtained?  Many maintenance prices are structured around a percent of list price per 

year.  Without knowing how the GAV relates to list price the offeror will not be able to develop and bid the required percent.  Without additional granularity of the GAV it is impossible for a bidder to make any reasonable assumption of what costs will be.  

Please provide information as to percentage of list price for the GAV value for the equipment in each class and average age of equipment in each category.



RESPONSE: Pending further review.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          573 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID: 444.  



Question:  In the third part of this comment, the government referenced the previous answer.  The previous question dealt with price and quantity.  The question in this comment dealt with number of months and was not answered.  





RESPONSE: It is not clear what comment you are referencing.  It appears you are referencing the wrong comment id number.  Included in this response is comment id: 444 and the response:  'Comment ID: 444   Outyear Pricing Tabs: Are standard seat bands 

prices annual prices or monthly prices?  RESPONSE:  Monthly Prices'

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          606 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  NASA's proposed revisions to the price model contain extensive errors and omissions in the formulas, which make it difficult to derive exactly what the revised strategy is intended to do. The Variances table which is supposed to establish 

quantities by fiscal year by Center contains whole numbers in the first two cells (-5000 and 1000 respectively) while all remaining cells contain values that appear to be percentages. The first few cells of the ARC (the only one with representative 

formulas for the proposed model) do not accurately implement the instructions as revised. For example, the calculation of Total Amount for GP1 PC for FY99 is: Average quantity plus calculated variance times 1, which apparently should be 12, times the 

price. The same calculation for the next fiscal year, however, is: Average quantity plus calculated variance times calculated price times 12. The third year uses the same formula as the second, but because the Variance table value is a negative .05, the 

Total amount calculates to a negative dollar value.

While the proposed revised model may be simpler than the original, switching at this point would probably delay the bid again as bidders will first undergo learning curve and then begin identifying errors on the new model. We recommend that NASA keep the 

initial model and continue with the process of error correction.



RESPONSE:  NASA has determined a new price model will not be generated.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          616 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Questions:  

1.) The new model, using average quantities, places undue cost burden on the contractor. We recommend that this aspect of the original model (total quantities for each year) remain in place. 

2.) The proposed model is not mature, and contains formula and typographical errors. These need to be corrected in a future version. 

3.) Given the remaining time available, we are concerned with the overall data requirements and we would support any effort on the part of NASA to further simplify, (e.g. using a 'model' site which would be further definitized during the DOSP process). 

4.) As an additional recommendation toward simplification, we also recommend that NASA consider modification of the requirement to price CSCC items at this point, which can also be competitively priced during DOSP.





RESPONSE: NASA has determined that a new price model will not be generated.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          648 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference: Price Model and Comment ID 504  



Question:  In relation to the MA2 seat, the summary spreadsheet (JSCSum) calculates the total of cells AN173 - AN176, which only includes the percentage charge applicable to a unix standard seat type.  All other service type charges (hardware maintenance, 

system software maintenance, system administration) are not included in the summary and appear to be unevaluated.  Is it the Government's intent to not evaluate the services that the vendor is required to price for this seat type?  



Response:  All service level options are expected to be included.  This change will be reflected in the next release of the price model.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          663 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 27 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

The pricing model spreadsheet has many entries where one column contains entries for two or more different systems.  One system is labeled as the 'S' and the other(s) as 'O'.  Each of these systems may have unique prices for each of the service level 

options within the service category.  Since multiple systems occupy the same column, how do offerors express the unique price for each service level for each system?  For example, the SE1 Mac Standard Seat requires a high end (identified as the 'S'), a mid 

level (identified as the 'O'), and a laptop (identified as the second 'O').  Each of these platforms should have its own service levels with the required 'S' and 'O' indicators.  The single entry required by the pricing model does not allow the offerors 

the ability to, for example, price to the government premium maintenance for the mid level different from the premium maintenance of the laptop or different from the premium maintenance of the high end.  This is also complicated by the fact that the 'O' 

levels will be represented as an incremental price of the 'S', which may not be a problem with the desktop item, but will be a significant problem with the service types (maintenance, tech refresh, etc).  If only one price entry is allowed, vendors may 

propose the higher price in all cases, which does not necessarily reflect the unique costs of the individual platforms within this seat.  Clearly, this is not in the best interest of the government.  Please provide clarity and revised instructions of how 

vendors are to present their pricing data. (63)



Response: If the vendor feels there is a differentiation cost between the platforms and the options then that delta should be included in the platform price (i.e., the delta cost of maintenance to go from PC mid to PC high).









 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          678 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Response to Comment ID 520: 



The Government clarified the relationship between Gross Asset Value and quantities by stating the GAV is equal to 'an average value for PC, Mac, and UNIX workstations... multiplied by the maximum number of MA1, MA2, and NAD seats....'  Based on the above response and formula, it is unclear whether the GAV is a monthly or annual dollar value.  Please clarify. 



RESPONSE: The GAV is a monthly dollar value.

*****

                                                         

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          679 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

This offeror understands that NASA is currently working to make corrections and changes to the pricing model.  The below cited comments and questions are provided to assist NASA, in the event NASA has not already discovered these discrepancies: 

· When the offeror opens the Headquarters, GWACH, and Langley spreadsheets, the spreadsheet prompts the user to re-link.  The Langley spreadsheet attempts to re-link to a KSC min/max excel file.  Please clarify or correct. 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected in the revised price model.

>>>>>



· Included in the pricing model for Integrated Customer Support/Help is an operational service level.  The Government's response to the above comment indicated that the operational service level was an error and would not be included in an future updates.  Please clarify or correct. 



RESPONSE:  The Government does not require an 'Operational' level of service and the vendor is not required to complete this field in the Price Model or address this item in their technical proposal. 

>>>>>



· Amendment 2 added an enhanced voicemail service level to the phone seats.  The GSFC spreadsheet does not include the enhanced voicemail.  Will NASA correct the spreadsheet to include this service level? 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected in the revised price model.

>>>>>



· Amendment 2 deleted the Option Set for the communication seats.  The GSFC spreadsheet still includes options for the Option Set.  Should the offeror ignore the O's in the model or will NASA correct the spreadsheet? 



RESPONSE: This has been corrected in the revised price model.

>>>>>



· The Government's response to the above comment indicated that the Premium service level as defined in E.2.2.1 for Server Data Backup and Restore, would be deleted in Amendment 2.  This was not corrected.  Will the Government update the model to account for this change?  If not, how should the offeror respond to this element in the pricing model?  May the offeror leave the row blank?  



RESPONSE: The Premium service was intended to be deleted and the row should be left blank in the Price Model.

>>>>>



· The Government's response to the above comment indicated that an updated version of the pricing model would provide an entry for Mission Critical Uplift pricing.  This offeror can not find any modifications for Mission Critical pricing in the January 21 revision.  If modifications were made, please identify where the offeror can find them.  If no changes were made, when does the Government anticipate releasing a revision to accommodate Mission Critical pricing? 



RESPONSE: Mission Critical Pricing Uplift is captured in the Service Level Options at the highest (most stringent) value in terms of performance and service characteristics.   If the decision is made to uplift a seat to mission critical status, the uplift price will be the sum of the highest services levels as identified in definition of mission critical uplift and will be paid out of the set aside pool as described in A.1.15.

>>>>>



· There are still numerous discrepancies between the pricing model and the maximums in Attachment Q.  Will the Government correct these quantities before the offeror is required to submit its pricing proposal?  If it is not the Government's intent to fix the quantities in the model, can the offeror assume that Attachment Q quantities are correct as a basis for assumptions?  The following table represents a summary of differences between Attachment Q and the current NASA Pricing Model.  



Item		Site		Year		Seat		Price Model		Attach. Q 

1.		ARC		FY99		NAD		3,000			0 

2.		ARC		FY00		GP2		3,000			1,500 

3.		ARC		FY00		GP3		400			200 

4.		HQ		FY00		GP1		458			705 

5.		LaRC		FY01		APP1		50			150 

6.		LeRC		FY00		GP2		381			407 

7.		LeRC		FY01		WEB1		75			20 

8.		LeRC		FY01		APP1		25			20 

9.		LeRC		FY01		COMP1	14,500			48,000 

10.		LeRC		FY01		FILE1		12			40 

11.		LeRC		FY01		PH1		4,000			500 

12.		LeRC		FY01		PH2		13,000			4,000 

13.		LeRC		FY01		PH3		1,000			1,200 

14.		LeRC		FY01		PH4		300			250 

15.		LeRC		FY01		Pcell		200			100 

16.		LeRC		FY01		FX1		400			40 

17.		LeRC		FY01		FX2		0			15 

18.		LeRC		FY01		FX3		0			250 

19.		LeRC		FY01		LV1		0			1 

20.		LeRC		FY01		AR1		0			350 

21.		LeRC		FY01		AR2		0			125 

22.		LeRC		FY01		AR3		0			60 

23.		LeRC		FY01		LAN1		80			8,000 

24.		LeRC		FY01		LAN2		60			1,000 

25.		LeRC		FY01		LAN3		10			1,000 

26.		LeRC		FY01		RC1		64			700 

27.		LeRC		FY01		RC2		16			30 

28.		LeRC		FY01		RC3		25			5 

29.		LeRC		FY01		RC4		32			1,000 

30.		LeRC		FY00		RC4		0			500 

31.		LeRC		FY02		RC4		0			2,000 

32.		LeRC		FY03		RC4		0			2,000 

33.		LeRC		FY04		RC4		0			2,000 

34.		LeRC		FY05		RC4		0			2,000 

35.		LeRC		FY06		RC4		0			2,000 

36.		LeRC		FY07		RC4		0			2,000 

37.		LeRC		FY08		RC4		0			2,000 

38.		LeRC		FY09		RC4		0			2,000 

39.		MSFC		FY00		GP1		6,885			2,424 

40.		MSFC		FY01		APP1		55			60 

41.		SSC		FY99		GP3		403			145 

42.		GWACH	FY08		FILE1		96			144 

43.		GWACH	FY09		FILE1		96			192 



RESPONSE: Items 1-41 have been corrected in the revised price model.  Items 42 and 43 are changed in the latest revision of Attachment Q.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          680 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID 507, 544: 



This offeror is assuming that bundled seat prices for the following seat types are to be included on the following lines/rows in the pricing model.  Please clarify if any of these are incorrect. 



Bundled seat price for: 

· Standard Server Seat on System Admin Line (row 340) 

· Standard Phone Seat on Instrument Line (row 368) 

· Standard Fax Seat on Unit Line (row 405) 

· Standard Local Video Seat on Connection Line (row 424) 

· Standard Admin Radio Seat on Unit Line (row 439) 

· Standard Lan Interface Seat on Connection Line (row 458) 

· Standard Remote Comm Seat on Communications Line (row 474) 

· Standard Public Address Seat on Connection Line (row 491) 



RESPONSE: The vendor has expressed correct assumptions.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          681 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Pricing Model 



In the following scenarios, the service types below include only optional service levels, with no standard service level ('S') identified.   

· Options Set for FX1, FX2, FX3 and LVID: Since no standard level is specified, the offeror will not include any costs for the option set in the standard bundled price.  If this is not correct, please clarify the standard and optional features in the Options Set. 



Response: Correct, these options are not to be bundled within the seat price.  The costs are delta prices as specified in Price Model for options.

>>>>> 



· Hardware Tech Refresh for GP3 Unix: No standard service level is identified in the price model, but Attachment E identifies the premium service level as standard.  Will the Government correct the price model to match Attachment E, or should the offeror exclude Hardware Tech Refresh from the standard bundled price? 



Response: This has been corrected in the revised price model.

>>>>>



· Bundled Standard Seats for GP3 Unix, SE2 PC, and SE2 Mac: The price model does not specify an 'S' in these bundled seat prices.  As an example, the GP3 Unix seat specifies an 'O' for laptop, but has no 'S' specified for the Unix seat.  What platform should the offeror include in the standard bundled seat price when there is no 'S' indicated?   



RESPONSE: For GP3 UNIX, SE1 UNIX and SE2 PC/MAC the offeror should include the price in cells N172, S172 , X2, X87, respectively.  



There was an inconsistency between the Service Model and the Price Model where multiple platform types are available for a seat.  To address the inconsistency, where the platform service reflects an   'O' (it is now grayed out similar to an 'S' row), the bundled price is included in the first row for the appropriate platform type (e.g., PC, Mac, or UNIX).

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          682 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Comment ID 410 and Summary Spreadsheet 



The response to the above comment clarified that the return to service surcharge is a fixed dollar amount.  Is this fixed dollar amount a monthly price per seat or one time charge per seat?  Also, please clarify the intent of the '1000' multiplier in the return to service formula on the total summary tab (Discount!$D$17)*(1000). 



RESPONSE:  The fixed dollar amount is a one-time charge for each instance it is ordered.  The 1000 multiplier number is the estimated quantity.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          683 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 29 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Reference Pricing Model 



In the CSCC tab of the pricing model, the VLOOKUP formula appears to be incorrect.  This offeror believes the correct formula should be VLOOKUP(CSCC!D4,CLASSDB,2,FALSE).  Please review and, if necessary, provide a corrected formula. 



RESPONSE: It appears that the default for the current formula in the price model is FALSE.  It appears that our formula gives the same results as the suggested formula.  Please explain your suggestion further so we may understand the differences between the two formulas.  

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          687 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:   The Government's response to Comment 399 states 'The operational service level in the Price Model is an error.  Please ignore for now and this will be corrected if a future version of the Price Model is released.'  The price model still 

contains this service level with evaluated quantities.  Please correct in the next version of the price model. (63)





RESPONSE:  The Government does not require an 'Operational' level of service and the vendor is not required to complete this field in the Price Model or address this item in their technical proposal. 

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          688 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 1  ODIN PRICE MODEL                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 30 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Row 134 on each Center spreadsheet is Huge Lan Access.  For the GP2 MAC, the price model has an 'O' option, yet this field is 'blue' to indicate not applicable.  Is this an error that will be corrected in the release of the new model? (64)



RESPONSE: The 'blue' shading will be removed in a future version of the Price Model.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                        

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          325 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 2  ODIN PRICE MODEL INSTRUCTIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

2) I believe you have left out the Year 2000 from the Pricing instructions on page 2.  On that page ARC is the example and the years are listed:

ARC99

ARC01

ARC02 ...

leaving out ARC00.  



Please confirm this is correct or provide instructions to correct it.



RESPONSE:     This was an omission.  Updated Pricing Instructions will be provided with the revised price model by close of business December 17, 1997.



*****

                                                                                            

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          407 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 2  ODIN PRICE MODEL INSTRUCTIONS                                                                                                                                                                                                                       

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Exhibit 2, Pricing Instructions: The instructions indicate that the offeror should provide a yearly

price, by Government fiscal year, for years 1999 through 2009. It is assumed that each

Government fiscal year to be priced begins October 1. Please clarify. 



RESPONSE:  Contract award in June 98 with the DOSP occurring for the first Center during July and August would anticipate performance under the first delivery order to occur Oct. 1, 1998, which is FY 99.

*****

                                          

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          408 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 3  PLATFORM DISTRIBUTION                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Exhibit 3: It is assumed that this file (ALL PDR.xls) is representative of NASA's current

infrastructure, not anticipated orders. If this is a correct statement, please explain the rationale for

having links from the pricing models to Exhibit 3. 



RESPONSE:  The Maximum quantities were multiplied by the platform distribution reports (All PDR.xls) which further breaks-outs the maximum numbers by PC, Laptop, Unix and so forth.  Also, see response to Comment ID: 412.

*****

                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          324 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 4  CENTER IMPLEMENTATION PLANS                                                                                                                                                                                                                         

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec  4 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

1) Will an implementation plan be provided for Langley Research Center (LaRC)?



RESPONSE:   The implementation plan for LaRC will be provided as soon as it is available.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          598 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 5  RELEVANT EXPERIENCE AND PAST PERFORMANCE QUESTIONNAIRE                                                                                                                                                                                              

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Ref: Sec R Exhibit 5 Past Performance Questionnaire



Question:  NASA requests two signatures.  There is no signature line on the form as

it exists. May we alter the form to allow for one or two signatures?

Please offer a solution that can be quickly implemented. 



RESPONSE:  Yes the form may be altered to add signature lines at the end.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                      

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          409 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 6  TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT BASELINE                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

RFP Exhibit 6. In which volume/tab does the government expect Exhibit 6 data to be presented? 



RESPONSE: This shall be presented as Tab 10 of the Technical Volume.

*****

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          419 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 6  TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT BASELINE                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  According to the RFP, configurations should be based on a Technology Refresh occurring on the date proposals are due. Is our interpretation correct that quantities in the current environment should be 'upgraded' to the next level for pricing purposes? 



RESPONSE: The intent of saying that configurations should be based on a Technology Refresh occurring on the date proposals are due is to provide a common cut-off date at which the technology state is established for evaluation purposes.  However, pricing 

should include technology refreshment of the current environment in accordance with C.7.1.1.

*****

 

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          420 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 6  TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT BASELINE                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Dec 18 1997 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

What effect will 'allowances of up to 10% below the offeror's NSTL baseline profile ranking' have on the evaluation of any such proposed configurations?



RESPONSE:  The statement is intended for possible use at Technology Refresh time after contract award, not during the initial proposal phase.  Therefore, it has no effect on the initial evaluation process.  

*****

                                                                                                                                               

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          603 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 6  TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT BASELINE                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  This exhibit asks the bidder to provide who the manufacturer is for each of the items listed.

Does this mean I need to contact the manufacturer of the complete systems, such as a computer system from e.g. IBM, Compaq or Sun to find out who provides these items to them, or is Listing the Manufacturer who offers the equipment sufficient? 



RESPONSE:  Listing the Manufacturer who offers the equipment is sufficient.

*****

                                                                              

 **********************************************************************

	 Comment id:          615 Current                                      

	 Section:

	 EXHIBIT 6  TECHNOLOGY REFRESHMENT BASELINE                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

	 ---------------------------------------------------------------------

	 Response_date:         Jan 20 1998 12:00AM

	                                                           

	  

Question:  Is it correct to assume that Tab 10,Technology Refreshment Baseline, is to be excluded from Volume 2's 80-page limit? (52) 



RESPONSE:  Yes

*****




