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This Solicitation Amendment No. 2 is being raised to address the following change. 
 
 
Refer to: ANNEX A – STATEMENT OF WORK 

7.1 Initial Task Date of Delivery  
The date of delivery for the initial task is December 31, 2017. 

 
Delete:   In its entirety. 
 
Insert:  ANNEX A – STATEMENT OF WORK 

7.1 Initial Task Date of Delivery  
The date of delivery for the initial task is March 23, 2018. 

     
 
QUESTIONS RECEIVED FROM BIDDERS AND CORRESPONDING ANSWERS 
 
Question 1 
Is there currently an incumbent (Contractor) providing these services and if so what is the current contract value?  
 
Answer 1 
No.  There is no contract currently in place for these services.  
 
 
Question 2A 
In Annex H, page 37, Table P2: The Resource (average score of best three resources): Is the three best 
resources must be the same for the whole table? Or only for each Row (P2.1, P2.2, P2.3...)? Or there is no 
restriction, meaning that the three best resources may vary even for different sub-items of a given row (ex: p2.2a, 
p2.2b, p2.2c, etc.)? 

 
Answer 2A 
The best three resources may vary. 
 
 
Question 2B 
We understand that for each technology expertise requested, if all three best resources have each 12 months of 
experience, the maximum point will be given and if a resource has less than 12 month, this resource will get 0 
point before averaging the three resources' score. Is that understanding correct?  If not, can you clarify? 
 
Answer 2B 
 
That understanding is correct. 
 
 
Question 3 
The call for tender mentions 840 hours for at least 2 resources (software dev intermediate level).  Specifically, 
840/2 = 420 hrs = 56 days to 7.5 hrs per day (normal working day at the federal level). Based on the table on 
page 30, only information available on level of effort required (estimated). This is the longest effort mentioned in 
the chart. We can note that they mention that it takes at least 2 resources, so it could be 3 resources, which 
would decrease the duration even more. Hence our question. 
  
So, is there only work scheduled for a maximum of 56 days (2 resources) over 3 years? Or they plan more work 
and they estimate how much, in effort or budget. 
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Answer 3 
The estimated usage shown represents the annual estimated hours.  
 
 
Question 4 
The minimum work guarantee shows an amount of 50 000$, which can represent typically 5% or 10%, leading to 
a total estimated budget of 500 000$ or 1 000 000$.  Does it represent 5% or 10%? Would it be possible to know 
the estimated budget for this project? This is not in line with the amount of days described at page 30.  
 
Answer 4 
The estimated budget is not being disclosed for this solicitation. 
 
 
Question 5 
The RFP shows a deliverable on December 31, 2017, which is surprising since the contract may well be awarded 
after December 1st.  Is it possible to consider moving this date to the right?  (Delaying so the work can realistically 
be done for the remaining time)? 
 
Answer 5 
Yes it can be moved March 23, 2018. 
 
 
Question 6 
Is it possible to get a readable picture of the figure 1 at page 27 of 40 (Appendix A)?  Some elements in the PDF 
document (the RFP) are just unreadable. 
 
Answer 6 
Figure 1 attached as a PDF. 
 
 
Question 7 
Section P2.3 and section P2.4 refer to a specific vendor technology in terms of virtualization, container 
management and cloud service management.  These vendor specific tools are very similar to industry leading 
implementations from both VMWare and Microsoft.  It is much more typical for vendors to have resources with 
training and experience with VMWare and Microsoft offerings, than with the Open Source tools.   Arguably the 
named open source tools have taken functionality development from VMWare, who created the approach to 
virtualization.  Skill migration between vendor tools is not significant and by naming one tool it is possible that the 
vendor pool who can bid on this RFP in a competitive manner is being significantly minimized.   It is 
recommended VMWare offerings be given equal scoring/weighting.  
 
Answer 7 
In section P2.3 of the evaluation criteria there are 3 technologies listed, one of which is VMWare, all three have 
equal weight, we use all 3 of these (or potentially will) and they are very different in detail.  
 
In section P2.4 of the evaluation criteria OpenShift and OpenStack are the core cloud computing technologies 
used in COA-T. 
 
 
 
 
All other terms and conditions of the Solicitation remain the same. 
 


