We again wish to thank industry and the CHS-3 customers for your comments, questions, and suggestions.  Where possible we have combined questions/comments.    Below is the continuing set of responses to your questions.  If you have further questions or comments please let us know. It should be noted that the information provided here is only a clarification and in response to your questions and comments; if any conflict exists with the information presented here and the formal RFP and SOW, the formal RFP and SOW will take precedence. Additional postings will follow as the CHS-3 technical team deliberates your questions.  Cases where we indicate that a SOW clarification is being made will be reflected in a future Draft SOW.   The numbering of these questions continues those previously posted. 

The responses to the following four questions are hereby updated:  

44. 
Q: In Table 3.1.1 Survivability Requirements, the notation in the V1 column of “Guidelines (not for testing)” is missing from the first two pages is this correct? 

A: This notation will be deleted from this Table. The requirements listed for V1 equipment are those commonly found in the commercial marketplace.  The government will accept data from the Original Equipment Manufacturer that V1 equipment satisfies these requirements; testing of these requirements for V1 equipment is not required.

49.
Q:  The maximum weight requirements for the SHCU, HCU, and TCU indicated that the maximum weight specified includes the transit case, is this consistent with the weights for existing NDI versions of these items?  

A: The Transit Case is being removed from the maximum weight requirement for these items.  The maximum weight specified will be for the V2 version fully populated to the maximum number of processors, memory, storage devices and special purpose boards.  In addition, Paragraph 3.1.4.31 is being modified to include the following requirement: “These transit cases shall be constructed of a durable lightweight material minimizing size and weight consistent with the design constraints and survivability requirements specified in Table 3.1.1.  The combined weight of the equipment and the transit case shall not exceed 160 lbs. for all CHS-3 items.” Paragraph 3.1.4.1.11 is being modified to state that the maximum weight of the V2 SHCU fully populated shall be 74 lbs. 

60.
Q:  Can the maximum weight of the NCU-RISC be increased above the current requirement of 8 lbs.?

A: The maximum weight of the V2 NCU-RISC will be changed to specify 12 lbs. and the dimensions changed to 3” x 12” x 14”. (This is a decrease in size and weight from our previous response based on user requirements.)

62. 
Q: Can the maximum weight of the NCU-CISC be increased above the current requirement of 9 lbs.?

A: The maximum weight of the V2 NCU-CISC will be changed to specify 12 lbs. and the dimensions changed to 3” x 12” x 14”.  (This is a decrease in size and weight from our previous response based on user requirements.)

The following are new questions and comments that have been received since the posting of the previous version.  The numbering continues from the previous version. 

176. 
Q: Can “identification of all spares (LRUs) and all ancillary and consumable parts and maintenance concept information” be permitted to be included within the Technical Product Specifications Volume (which is not page limited)?

A: Identification of all spares (LRUs) and all ancillary and consumable parts can be included within the Technical Product Specifications Volume. The maintenance concept information shall be included in the technical section of the proposal.

177.
 Q: Are the contractor’s internal configuration management and quality assurance procedures required to be submitted as part of the proposal to be counted in the page count?

A: The offeror must address the requirements of the Request for Proposal in full.  The contractor internal configuration management and quality assurance procedures are not to be submitted. 

178.
Q. Clarify the “X” check mark in Section M, Table 3.

A: Table 3 has been updated to replace the “X” with quantity.

179.  
Q. Can the secure lighting requirement for the flat panel displays of the LCU, NCU-RISC, NCU-CISC, PDA, HTU, 18” Display, 21” Display, and LSD be deleted? This requirement conflicts with the brightness requirements and the filter alters the observed colors resulting in an abbreviated color gamut that is not suitable for display of ground based user data such as maps.

A:  The requirement  for the LCU, NCU-RSIC, NCU-CIS, PDA, 18” and 21”  CFPD’s  is that the light being emitted is able to be reduced to the minimum needed for mission with the near IR content being less than 5% of the visible light.  The requirement for the HTU also includes the requirement that the screen be readable by soldiers using NVIS equipment.  Our market research indicates there are technologies available that allow satisfaction of the secure lighting requirement without impacting sunlight readability. Therefore the secure lighting requirement does not conflict with the sunlight readability requirement. Compliance with this requirement is to be verified through analysis of the requirement and performance of the system. In addition the SOW has been updated to define the near IR region as 700 to 930 nm.  

180. 
Q: Can the requirements for RS-423, External Serial Port Interface from SHCU,  HCU,  MPU, TCU, LCU, NCU-RISC, NCU-CISC, PDA, AND IBW be deleted, since the commercial product do not support such a interface.

A: The requirement for the RS-423 interface will be deleted from the MPU, LCU, NCU-RISC, NCU-CISC PDA and IBW.  Our Market Survey indicated that the RS-423 interface is available on commercial products satisfying the SHCU, HCU and TCU requirements. 

180a. 
Q: For the NCU-CISC recommend changing the requirement for two (2) serial ports to one (1) RS-232 serial port since most commercial CISC notebooks only have one serial port. 

A: The requirement will be revised to only one (1) serial port required for the NCU-CISC. 

181. 
Q: Can the maximum dimensions and weight specified for the MPU in the SOW be increased. The specified requirements do not accommodate all the functionality required.

 A:  The maximum dimensions have been changed to be 14”H x 18.5” W and 21” D with a maximum weight of 100lbs. 

182.
Q: Request reconsideration of the battery power requirement for LCU, NCU-RISC, NCU-CISC, PDA and Compact Thermal Printer that the internal batteries shall be procured from DOD preferred listing of commercial and military power source. The DOD preferred listing does not include compatible batteries for these NDI computers. It should be the contractor’s responsibility to submit an application for an NSN number for these batteries.

A: Current Army policy requires that “Effective, no later than October 1, 2002, all PEO’s, DSA’s and PM’s will field new equipment using military or commercial standard rechargeable batteries with an initial issue quantity of the rechargeable battery(ies) and its charger.”  The requirement language for these items will be revised citing this policy and a new paragraph added for selection of Battery Power Sources providing procedures to be followed in battery selection for CHS-3 equipments.  Since the current DoD listing of preferred batteries does not contain a computer notebook battery it is possible that the battery used on CHS-3 notebooks will become the Army’s preferred notebook battery. 

183. 
Q: Please clarify the requirement for the 1284 (Bi-directional) parallel port interface for the PDA; this capability is not normally available on a PDA. 

A:  The requirement for the parallel interface has been deleted. 

184. 
Q: Clarify the intention of optimal extra battery for the PDA in paragraph 3.1.4.9.9

A:  The power requirement for the PDA has been revised and contains a requirement for an external attachable battery adapter that will power the PDA for a minimum of 20 hours using a battery(ies) from the current DoD list of preferred commercial or military batteries. 

185.  
Q: Can the maximum depth for the PDA be increased to 1.75” to allow for ruggidization? 

A:   The maximum dimensions of the PDA including PCMIA capability will be 6” H X 4” W X 1.75” D. 

186. 
Q: Can the power requirement for the 21-inch CFPD be increased from 64 watts to 75 watts? 

A:  The power requirements for the 21 inch CFPD will be increased to 90 watts. 

187. 
Q: Can the requirement for the UPS and PCC connectors be revised such that they need not be mounted on the front panel?

A:  The requirement will be revised to indicate that all switches and visual indicators shall be located on the front panel. 

188. 
Q: Can the requirement that the Laser Printer Color have a 64-bit processor be revised to allow use of printers with similar capabilities using alternate technologies? 

A:  The requirement for the 64 bit microprocessor has been deleted. 

189. 
Q: Can the requirement for auto ranging power for the Large Format Printer Plotter be deleted? 

A:  The requirement that the Large Format Printer Plotter contain an auto ranging power supply has been deleted. 

190. 
Q: Can the requirement that the Lightweight Compact Color Inkjet Printer utilize a 33-MHz processor be deleted to allow use of printers with alternate technologies. 

A: The requirement for a 33 MHz processor will be deleted. 

191. 
Q: Can the maximum power usage for the Large Format Scanner be increased to 180 watts while scanning and 40 watts standby? 

A:  The power requirements for the Large Format Scanner will be revised to 180 watts operating and 40 watts standby. 

192. 
Q: Suggest revising the interface requirement for the external TCIM to replace the SCSI interface requirement with a 10 BaseT Ethernet interface to make this compatible with the current TCIM-2. 

A: This section has been revised to remove the SCSI requirement and add an external LAN-based TCIM. 

Numerous questions have been submitted relative to the network devices specified in the draft SOW.  Some of these questions are listed below, Questions 193 through 223.  The Government is currently reviewing the section on networking devices (routers, switches, firewalls) and associated software sections with our customers to determine the minimum specific performance requirements for these items and the best way to specify these requirements in the SOW to ensure that the CHS-3 contractor provides network equipment that satisfies the tactical Army’s need for ruggedized routers, switches and firewalls. It is anticipated that this review will be completed shortly and these questions will be answered at that time. 

193. 
Q: Since managed hubs are becoming end-of-life suggest removing the management and configuration requirements from the requirements for the Network Hub. 

A:  See note above Question 193. 

194.  
Q: In the requirements for the Network Hub in paragraph 3.1.4.29.2 it indicated that 12 Ethernet ports are required while in Table 3.1.6 the requirement is for 16 ports.  Which is correct? 

A: See note above Question 193.

195.
Q: Please clarify that the inclusion of SLE in paragraph 3.1.4.29.10 Additional Requirements, is correct since these requirements imply layer-3 packet routing which appear to be inconsistent with the requirements specified for the SLE in paragraph 3.1.4.29.4. 

A: See note above Question 193.

196. 
Q: The subparagraph requirements and numbering in paragraph 3.1.4.29.10 appear to be inconsistent with the other requirements in this section. 

A: See note above Question 193.

197. 
Q: In tables 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 3.2.6, and 3.2.7 under IP Routing Protocols, recommend deleting “IPv6 OSPF v3” and “IPv6 BGPR4+” since these protocols have not been ratified and also recommend replacing “IGRP” with the new version “EIGRP”.   

A: See note above Question 193.

198. 
Q: In tables 3.2.2, 3.2.3, and 3.2.4 under Network Management, please clarify the requirement for “LDAP3” since this is not an appropriate parameter for commercially available Switches and routers. 

A: See note above Question 193.

199. 
Q: In tables 3.2.3 and 3.2.4 under the section QOS Protocols and Features, please clarify the requirement for “Registration and Directory Services based on DNS/DHCP/LDAP” since this requirement is unclear in the context of an Ethernet Router. 

A: See note above Question 193.

200. 
Q: In tables 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.4, 3.2.6 and 3.2.7 under the section Multicast Routing Protocols, recommend deleting the requirement for “RFC 1584, Multicast Open Shortest Path First (MOSPF) protocol” since MOSPF is not widely supported. 

A: See note above Question 193.

201. 
Q: In tables 3.2.2, 3.2.3, and 3.2.4 under Multicast Routing Protocols, recommend deleting reference to “PIMv3” since it is still in draft and not widely supported. 

A: See note above Question 193.

202. 
Q: In Table 3.2.7 under the Layer 2, support section recommend deleting the parameter “Layer2 (L2) hardware forwarding rate = 48Mbps or more” since this requirement was not listed in Tables 3.2.6 and 3.2.8 and is not applicable to software requirements. 

A: See note above Question 193.

203. 
Q: In tables 3.2.7 and 3.2.8 under the section Layer 2 Support, recommend deleting “ATM Support” since commercially Low and Mid-End Ethernet Switches do not support ATM. 

A: See note above Question 193.

204. 
Q:  In Tables 3.2.6 and 3.2.7 under Layer 3 Support, recommend deleting reference to “NHRP” since NHRP is no longer commercially supported. 

A: See note above Question 193.

205.
Q:  In Table 3.2.7 under Layer 3 Support, recommend deleting “IPv4 over ATM and IPv6 over ATM” since commercially available Mid-End Ethernet switches do not typically support ATM. 

A: See note above Question 193.

206. 
Q: In Table 3.2.7 under Layer 3 Support, recommend deleting “RFC1483: Multiprotocol Encapsulation over ATM AAL5 and RFC 1577: Classical IP and ARP aver ATM AAL5, MPOA, and NHPR” since commercial Mid-End Ethernet Switches do not support ATM. 

A: See note above Question 193.

207.
Q: In Tables 3.2.8 under the section Layer 4 Protocol, recommend deleting “TCP and UDP forwarding” since Low-End Ethernet switches do not support Layer 4 Protocols. 

A: See note above Question 193.

208.
Q: In Table 3.2.8 under section Device Discovery, recommend deleting “IPv4 and IPv6 ICMP” since commercial Low-End Ethernet switches do not support these protocols. 

A: See note above Question 193.

209.
Q: In Table 3.2.7 and 3.2.8 recommend deleting the section “Network Security” since commercial Low and Mid-End Ethernet Switches do not support software firewall features. 

A: See note above Question 193.

210. 
Q: In Table 3.2.6 under the section QOS Policy and Metering Support, recommend changing the number of policies to 1000 or more since the 1024 currently specified is not generally offered by the commercial industry. 

A: See note above Question 193.

211. 
Q: In Table 3.2.8 under the section Resiliency and Reliability, recommend deleting “ Scalability of up to 8 Gigabits of bandwidth on single mode fiber to reach a distance of 100km or more” since commercial Low-End Ethernet switches do support high-end fiber optic features such as Wave division Multiplexing. 

A: See note above Question 193.

212. 
Q:  In Table 3.2.8 under the section Multicast, recommend deleting “RFC 3180: GLOP Addressing” since commercial Low-End Ethernet switches do not support this requirement. 

A: See note above Question 193.

213. 
Q: In Tables 3.2.6 and 3.2.7 under the section Multicast Routing Protocol, recommend deleting the requirement “PIMv3 discovery support” since PIMv3 is still a draft and is not widely supported. 

A: See note above Question 193.

214. 
Q: In Tables 3.2.2, 3.2.3, 3.2.4, and 3.2.7 under the sections Multicast Switching, recommend deleting “Multicast distributed switching support” since commercial Mid-End Ethernet Switches do not support distributed support. 

A: See note above Question 193.

215.
Q: In Table 3.2.7 under the section Encapsulation and Tunneling Protocol, recommend deleting “PPP over ATM (PPPoA), ATM UNI 3.0 and 4.0, ATM PVC and SVC support, and ATM LANE” since commercial Mid-End Routers do not support ATM. 

A: See note above Question 193.

216. 
Q: In Table 3.2.7 under the section Encapsulation and Tunneling Protocol, recommend deleting “… and X.25” since X.25 is an old protocol and switch vendors have discontinued support. 

A: See note above Question 193.

217. 
Q: In Table 3.2.7 under the section VoIP and Multimedia, recommend deleting “Voice over ATM (VoATM) and Voice over ATM with AAL2 Trunking” since mid-End Ethernet Switches do not support ATM. 

A: See note above Question 193.

218. 
Q: In Tables 3.2.6 and 3.2.7 under the section VoIP and Multimedia, recommend deleting “and Interactive response support” since Interactive response is not widely supported in Ethernet Switches.  

A: See note above Question 193.

219. 
Q: In Table 3.2.6 under the section VoIP and Multimedia, recommend deleting “Voice over ATM with AAL2 Trunking” since AAL2 trunking is not widely supported in commercial Ethernet Switches

A: See note above Question 193.

220. 
Q: In Table 3.2.9 under the section Intrusion Detection, recommend deleting “Offers network and host intrusion detection and support TCP/IP routing and protocols” since these requirements are relevant to hardware IDS not switch and router software. 

A: See note above Question 193.

221. 
Q: In Table 3.1.7 Hardware Based Firewall Appliance Requirements under the section Performance, recommend changing the high end 3DES IPsec tunnel throughput from “75 Mbps or higher to 50 Mbps or higher” and changing the mid range from “35 Mbps or higher to 20 Mbps or higher” for consistency with currently available COTS products. 

A: See note above Question 193.

222. 
Q: In Table 3.1.7 Hardware Based Firewall Appliance Requirements under the section Performance, recommend changing the low end number of policies from “256 to 100” for consistency with currently available COTS products. 

A: See note above Question 193.

223. 
Q: In Table 3.1.7 Hardware Based Firewall Appliance Requirements under the section Dimensions, recommend changing the low end weight from “Not to exceed 1.0 lbs. to Not to exceed 2.0 lbs.” 

A: See note above Question 193.

224. 
Q: In paragraph 3.9.3.3.1.10 Vibration request that printers be removed from the list of equipment to be operating during the test to a requirement that printers need only be powered on during the vibration test. 

A: This section will be revised to indicate that printers will only be powered on, non-operating. 

225. 
Q: The Survivability Requirements Table 3.1.1 identifies a V3 Transient Voltage requirement while paragraph 3.9.3.3.1.27 only required that the V2 items be tested for a voltage transient. 

A: V3 items will be added to the testing paragraph. 

226. 
Q: In section 3.1.4.1 SHCU is it acceptable to utilize a second redundant fan to aid cooling of the system at altitudes. 

A: The CHS-3 requirements are performance based; contractors are permitted to propose any equipment that satisfied the overall performance requirements including weight, power and external dimensions.  

227. 
Q: The system requirements for the TCU are the same as for the HCU only with fewer processors; however with a lower weight specified for the TCU.  Can the weight for the TCU be increased? 

A: The maximum weight for the V2 TCU has been increased to 56 lbs. the same as for the HCU.  See questions 49, 50, and 51. 

228. 
Q: The requirements for the Multiple Processor Unit (MPU indicate that both RISC and CISC processors are required.  Please clarify that the requirement is for both RISC and CISC not just one or the other? 

A: Yes both RISC and CISC single board computers (SBC) are required. The MPU requirement is for both RISC and CISC single board computers in any combination up to a total of four processors per MPU. 

229. 
Q: Please clarify the DC power requirements, could 48V work? 

A: The DC power requirements specified in the SOW are based on existing DC power sources available within the tactical Army. CHS-3 equipment must be capable of operating on the power specified in the SOW. 

230. 
Q: Will AMCOM provide prospective bidders access to CHS-3 user and acquisition community to enable an interchange on what design features and enhancements are desired and of a value to the warfighter? 

A:  It is the intent of the Army to maximize full and open competition for the CHS-3 procurement in order to obtain the best value for the Army. However, it is impossible to provide open access to potential CHS-3 users without a significant impact to their mission performance. Also since the draft CHS-3 SOW is a compilation of requirements from multiple users communication with specific users might result in conflicting desires. Through posting of the draft Statement of Work, Industry Day, and this question/answer process the Army is providing maximum information to all prospective bidders. 

231. 
Q: What information on the legacy Program Support Environment (PSE) will the Program be able to provide to enable design of a CHS-3 PSE capable of meeting interoperability requirements? 

A: It is impossible to provide open access to existing PSE systems without creating  a significant decrement to mission accomplishment in our user community and a potential violation of other contractual agreements.  In addition in some cases the PSE is used in the development of classified software and information which would generate security concerns disproportionate with the potential benefits to a prospective bidder.

232. 
Q: What information on CHS-2 installation kits (IKs), cables and other lower level components can be made available to enable re-use and associated cost saving to the government? 

A: There is no plan to reuse any of the installation kits (IKs) that were developed under the CHS-2 contract.  It is expected that the CHS-3 equipment procured will have a different physical envelope than the CHS-2 equipment.  Mandating the use of the currently developed CHS-2 IKs will require the development of adapter type devices thereby offsetting any potential cost savings. 

233. 
Q: Will the Program consider a 9-10 month extension of the CHS-3 acquisition time line to permit key technology to become available, enable requirements finalization, government/contractor cost trade-off discussions and non incumbent suppliers to finalize innovative solutions and compliant technical solutions, form small/disadvantaged partnerships and develop the lowest possible total cost of ownership and enable the government to obtain the best value? 

A: CHS-3 program schedule has been developed to allow sufficient time for the acquisition process and to allow the successful contractor time to qualify V2 and V3 products prior to the end of the CHS-2 program and to allow seamless transition between CHS-2 and CHS-3.  

234. 
Q: At Industry Day it was indicated that the KO would supply a CD-ROM containing SCIPS configuration drawings. When will these drawings be available? 

A: A two CD-ROM set containing these drawings has been created.  Contractors requiring this information should submit their request to Mr. Rod Matthews, Contracting Officer, for processing.   

235. 
Q: Follow up to question #95, please identify any applications running on Versions of Solaris and trusted Solaris prior to version 7 and please identify all non Solaris applications to be ported. 

A: The CHS-3 contractor does not have the responsibility of porting existing mission software to CHS-3 equipments. 

236. 
Q: Follow up to Question # 119.  Do the 8 month delivery requirement for delivery of V2 products and the 9 month delivery requirement for V3 items apply to all qualified items or just the initial items? 

A: The delivery of the initial V2 and V3 items is nine (9) months after placement of the order for that particular item.  It is expected that the delivery time for subsequent V2 and V3 orders will be less than nine months. The contractor will propose a delivery time for these follow-on orders as part of their Integrated Master Schedule (IPS). The delivery of the initial V1 items will be three (3) months after placement of the order for that particular item.  The contractor will propose a delivery time for delivery of subsequent V1 orders as part of their IPS.  

237.
Q: In draft Section L paragraph 2.5.11 it indicates that the contractor shall provide the government with any price reductions over 5%, as savings are realized will they shared with the contractor to incentive the contractor to seek these savings. 

A:  Contractors should review the revised Draft Section L.

238. 
Q: For interoperability is it correct to assume that CHS-3 will not be locally interconnected to the CHS-2 peripherals directly, but rather will communicate via the network? 

A: There are no requirements for CHS-2 peripheral items to connect directly with CHS-3 items. 

239. 
Q: The incorporation of Military Specifications and Standards requirements may conflict with existing COTS specifications. How will mismatches between Mil-Spec requirements and COTS solutions be handled?  Will the Army consider a joint Government/Industry review of these Mil-Spec requirements as potential for savings? 

A:  The Military Specifications and Standards requirements apply to V2 and V3 items only.  These equipments will be used in tactical environments and these requirements have been negotiated with potential CHS-3 customers and represent the minimum requirements to satisfy their mission profiles. In accordance with current federal acquisition policy the use of military specifications and standards was kept to a bare minimum. We do not envision a conflict between the military specifications and standards and COTS standards. It is left to the prospective bidders to determine how they will build these equipments to satisfy the requirements of the SOW. 

240. 
Q:  Does the statement in Section 3.0 “These items constitute an interoperable family of modular building blocks and shall be Non-developmental Items (NDI)” refer only to V1 components since V2 items may not be NDI?

A: This statement refers to all CHS-3 items, V1, V2 and V3. While the Army understands that actual V2 and V3 systems may not currently exist in the commercial market place, our market survey does indicate that equipments already exist which satisfy our basic performance requirements.  Since V2 items are to be ruggedized V1 equipments it is our belief that the modification of these items to satisfy V2 requirement does not constitute development.  We do understand that this ruggedization effort will require time and resources to manufacture and test V2 items and we intend to fund for this non-recurring engineering as a separate item in our first delivery order. 

241. 
Q: In Table 3.1.1 Survivability Requirements can the government decrease the altitude operating requirement for V1 equipments to 10,000 feet? 

A: This requirement has been changed to 10,000 feet. 

242. 
Q: Paragraph 3.1.2.1 V1 commercial indicates that products being proposed must have already been sold as a commercial item not later that the projected award data of the contract.  Without knowledge of a firm contract award date contractors must limit consideration to only products that will be available in the near term and may limit incorporation of emerging technology.  Can the contractor incorporate emerging products into their offering that will be available in time to support the proposed V1 Integrated Master Schedule.? 

A: The performance requirements in the CHS-3 SOW have been developed based on equipment currently available in the market place and user requirements. As defined in the technology insertion section of the SOW and based on past experience it is anticipated that new products will continually be added to the list of CHS-3 products. Potential bidders will have to use their own judgment in proposing emerging technology items.  

243.
Q: SOW paragraph 3.1.4.1 Super High Capacity Computer Unit (SHCU) contains language that “The architecture of the V1 and V2 SHCU shall be such that the same binary code that runs on the SHCU shall run on the HCU, TCU, MPU-RISC SBC, and NCU-RISC.”  If interoperability with CHS-2 is desired / required does this imply that CHS-3 processors need to run the same binary code as CHS-2 processors? 

A: The sentence referenced in this question in 3.1.4.1 has been deleted from the SOW.   See, SOW paragraphs 3.0, 3.2.1.4 and 3.2.1.5for more information.  

244.
Q: In paragraph 3.1.2.4.2 sub paragraph 3.2.4 it is indicated that “The computer system maintenance and diagnostic software shall provide the capability to show the status of the computer and associated peripherals and to run selected tests by the operator at any time.” Can the government provide access to existing Diagnostic SW and if not, provide more time to develop new diagnostic SW?

A: The paragraph refers to the information to be included in the contractor developed V2/V3 Product Specifications and the sub paragraph refers to the information to be included in the Product Specification section on maintainability. The diagnostic software requirement is for non-developed software item(s) for the specific hardware proposed by the bidder, see also SOW paragraph 3.2.1.4  

245. 
Q: In paragraph 3.1.2.4.2 sub paragraph 3.3.1 Materials, processes and parts it is indicated that “This paragraph shall list those materials, parts and processes used to upgrade the V1 commercial item to satisfy V2 requirements.   Any materials, parts and processes to be utilized in the design of the item not commonly used in the commercial computer industry shall be completely documented in this section.”  Can the Army provide access to the CHS-2 CDRLS that identify materials, parts, and processes required to upgrade CHS-2 V1 commercial items to satisfy V2 requirements in order to minimize non-recurring costs to the government? 

A: As with the question above this requirement refers to information to be included in the CHS-3 V2 and V3 product specifications.  In addition this statement refers to identification of materials, parts, and processes “not commonly used in the commercial computer industry”, such that the contractor need only identify those material, parts and processes that are unique to the ruggedization of proposed CHS-3 V1 items. 

246. 
Q: Several solutions for the SHCU, HCU, and TCU are based on Sun Microsystems’ RISC based Sparc processor family and Sun Solaris operating system. The SOW requirements for these units can not be met with currently available server and workstation products.  Based on the current award date and the requirement that a product be commercially available at time of award may present a timing issue.  How does the Army intend to deal with this situation if it occurs? 

A: The results of our market survey indicate that equipment will be commercially available that satisfy of SOW requirements at time of award. The Army does not anticipate this to be an issue. 

247.
Q: Can the maximum power for the 18” CPFD be increased to 75 watts and the maximum weight to 20 lbs.?

A: The maximum weight for the 18: CPFD has been revised to 20 lbs. and maximum power to 90 watts. 

248.
Q: Can the maximum power for the 21” CPFD be increased to 90 watts and the maximum weight to 25 lbs.?

A: The maximum weight for the 21” CPFD has been increased to 25 lbs. and the maximum power to 90 watts.  

249. 
Q: In paragraph 3.1.4.15 Storage devices, no commercially available storage devices have been located that fully meet V1 CHS-3 environment requirements. Can the government re-examine the appropriate V1 environmental requirements or must ruggedized COTS products be utilized to meet V1 requirements? 

A:  The V1 environmental requirements have been established based on products commercially available. If industry has identified a specific requirement of CHS-3 V1 items that will not meet the existing V1 requirements please let us know and we will address those on a case by case basis. It is not the Army’s intention to specify V1 products with requirements exceeding those found in the commercial market place. 

250. 
Q: For the UPS the only supplier that appears to meet the CHS-3 requirements is the CHS-2 vendor who is under an exclusive team arrangement with the CHS-2 contractor. Can the government re-examine detailed UPS requirements and work with potential contractors to ensure that more than one supplier can meet the CHS-3 requirements?

A: It is not the Army’s intention to limit the UPS to a single vendor. The CHS-3  SOW requirements are general enough to be satisfied by multiple sources. If the issue is the requirement for MILSPEC connectors, these connectors are required for SICPS compatibility and are available in the market place. 

251.
Q: The current peripheral supplier for CHS-2 printers appears to have the only easily adaptable solution for CHS-3 printers. This sole source situation appears to be a common thread among suppliers of CHS-2 hardware due to the unique characteristics of the program.  Can the government provide a comprehensive list of suppliers and part numbers currently used on CHS-2 to facilitate a competitive procurement? 

A: Potential offerors should keep in mind that CHS-3 requirements specified in the SOW are minimum requirements. The Government’s Market Survey indicated there are several potential suppliers of CHS-3 ruggedized printers. 

252. 
Q: Can the Army re-examine the power consumption and weight specification requirements for the printers and Secure Fax since these requirements were not found on many items?

A: It is not the Army’s intention to limit sources on these items.  If industry has any specific items and requirements please let us know, and the Government will re-examine these on a case by case basis. Request that the author of this question provide more specific details. 

253. 
Q: The requirement for the Compact Thermal Printer indicates that the battery shall be selected from the DoD list of preferred power sources. If a new battery is required and is currently not on the list, will the Army support the addition of a new battery? 

A: A new section on the selection of battery power sources has been added to the SOW to address this concern, please see response to question #182 above. 

254. 
Q: For the Laser Printer and Laser Printer Color the requirement for an auto ranging power supply results in a significant increase in weight.  Can the maximum weight limit be increased to 75 lbs.?

A: The requirement for an auto ranging power supply has been deleted and the maximum weight is 37 lbs for the Laser Printer (B/W) and 90 lbs. for the Laser Printer Color.  

255. 
Q: Please clarify the IBW/LSD Special Purpose Board requirement.  Is there a requirement to support a single Multi-Port Video Card or multiple cards? If there is only a single audio input and output requirement per IBW, can the audio requirement be satisfied by the main processor board instead of the Video board? 

A: The IBW and LSD requirements have been significantly revised as reflected in responses to questions numbers 139, 148, 149, 150, 151, and 152.  The IBW has a requirement to support three multi-port video cards to drive the 3X3 display.   The Government’s Market Survey shows that there are Multi-Port Video Cards that can satisfy the requirements in the SOW. 

256. 
Q: Can the government revisit the requirements for network devices and firewalls?  While Cisco has comparable solutions to most items 2 of the 17 requirements (High End and Low End Firewall Appliances) currently do not have a Cisco solution.  In addition existing Cisco models are too tall, too deep and over weight. 

A: The entire Network Device section is being reassessed, see note prior to question 193. 

257. 
Q: In paragraph 3.2.1.10 the requirement addresses multiple user configurations, this is unclear can the Army provide clarification? Is this a PSE requirement? 

A:  A multiple user configuration in this sense is where an operating system supports the use of the system by multiple individuals and provides a capability for them to log on as individuals and saves their unique system settings and reinitializes them with each use. This is also a PSE requirement, see paragraph 3.3.1.2. 

258. 
Q: Paragraph 3.2.1.14.1 indicates that “Software items provided under the CHS-3 contract shall be non-developed”. In some cases it may be necessary to furnish SW to integrate COTS elements.  Can the contractors incorporate COTS SW enhancements to meet CHS-3 requirements?

A: This SOW paragraph also defined Privately Developed Software as a category of non-developed software to include software created by the contractor expressly for this contract. 

259.
Q:  Paragraph 3.2.1.15 on Software Binding and API contains the following statement “The contractor shall provide the bindings and APIs needed to allow software applications to directly interface with all of the capabilities of the software defined in paragraph 3.2 of this SOW without the intervention by a user. For this requirement a user is defined as a person, programmer, or program operating the hardware or software provided under this contract.” Can the Army clarify the concept of “user” in this context?  How does a program operating the hardware or software differ from software applications? 

A: We believe this paragraph is clear as written and do not understand your question. Request the author of this question provide specific details.  

260. 
Q: In paragraph 3.2.2.2.10.3.5, Network Management Software requirements can information be provided on the size of the network to be managed by the network management software as defined in this section? 

A: This is under review, see note before question 193. 

261. 
Q: Paragraph 3.2.2.2.10.4.1 can the following statement “The TCIMs shall utilize and be fully interoperable with the Army Battle Command System (ABCS) Ground Tactical Communications Services (GTCS).  The GTCS is a Government Off-The-Shelf (GOTS) software suite installed on ABCS Command and Control Systems.” Is it the government’s intent to provide GTCS to prospective bidders prior to RFP to enable validation or assessment of TCIM Software Suite interoperability? 

A: Contractor’s requiring this software should consider requesting it from the Contracting Officer, Mr. Rod Matthews.

262. 
Q: Will the Army provide detailed design and configuration information on the CHS-2 and LCU-1 PSEs prior to release of the RFP in order to enable development and the required upgrade kit designs and to enable validation by analysis of the interoperability requirement? 

A: Offeror is requested to provide more detail as to what information is being requested.

263. 
Q: Paragraph 3.3.1.6.1.1 contains the following language “The contractor shall provide software license maintenance which provides the latest version of the software at no additional charge beyond an annual maintenance fee for all software procured under this contract when that software is modified.  Nothing, provided under this maintenance program, shall preclude the continued use of previously licensed versions of the software.”  Can the government provide information on the current SW license baseline in order to minimize total SW license costs?   The data is needed to determine whether to extend existing SW licenses or create new licenses. 

A: The government anticipates that the offerors will be proposing new software with associated new licenses. 

264. 
Q:  Paragraph 3.3.1.6.1.2.2 indicates that “The contractor shall provide fixes for valid deficiencies reported by the Government immediately.” The Army and the contractor may have limited leverage with major COTS SW suppliers other than through traditional software maintenance agreements. Will the government consider a relaxation of this requirement on COTS SW, or does the Government suggest the purchase of the COTS source code as part of the contract? 

A: This requirement will be revised as follows: “The contractor shall provide a response for problems reported by the Government within four (4) hours.”

265.
Q: Paragraph 3.3.1.6.1.2.3 indicated that “Telephone access and on-line assistance shall be made available from each Government site.” How many hours per day shall on-line assistance be available, and is it only during business hours?

A:  The Government expects that the majority of calls will originate during normal business hours from software development sites within the United States.  The SOW will be modified to indicate that telephone access is required 24 hours a day 7 days a week.  However, the contractor may establish an automated access system (e.g. voice mail) to be used outside of each site’s normal business hours with the provision that the call be returned within the first hour of the next business day.

266. 
Q: Paragraph 3.3.1.6.1.2.4 states “The contractor shall provide a remote technical assistance capability for the PSE, within security constraints.  When requested by the Government, the contractor shall diagnose and resolve problems from a remote location using a teleprocessing link.  The contractor shall provide all hardware and software for remote assistance.  The Government will provide the dial-in telephone line(s).”  How many hours a day shall remote technical assistance be available, and is it only during business days? 

A: Remote technical assistance shall be available on business days during normal US business hours (0800 East Coast Time to 1700 Hawaii Time).  Outside these hours the contractor may establish some type of automated (voice mail) access with the provision to return the call within the first hour on the next business day. 

.

267. 
Q: Paragraph 3.3.1.6.1.2.5 indicates that “If part or all of the CHS-2 PSE and the LCU-1 PSE environment is upgraded by the CHS-3 contractor prior to the completion of the original CHS-2 and LCU contracts, the CHS-3 contractor shall be responsible for maintaining the upgraded items in the CHS-2 PSE and LCU-1 PSE.”  Does an upgrade by the CHS-3 contractor invalidate the CHS-2 warranty?  Does the CHS-3 contractor have any maintenance accountability for the unmodified portions of the CHS-2 PSE after modification with the CHS-3 mod kit? 

A: The CHS-3 contractor will not have warranty accountability on unmodified CHS-2 equipment. 

268. 
Q: The SOW requires “The contractor shall establish and maintain a comprehensive on-line ordering guide for all CHS-3 items on the CHS-3 web site IAW DI-MISC-80711A.  The initial version of this guide will be operational within 30 DAC and updated at least monthly throughout the life of the contract.  It is anticipated that this ordering capability will be fully operational within 90 DAC.”  In order to have this system fully operational within 90 DAC, significant user interaction and prototyping is required? What access to the contracting office will we have to understand preferences for click path and workflow?  

A; Since this a critical feature in the CHS-3 program the Contracting Officer and the PdM CHS are committed to providing the contractor with assistance and interaction required to complete this effort. 

269. 
Q: Following award of the CHS-3 contract will the current prime contractor be allowed to submit ECPs on previously baselined CHS-2 equipment? 

A: As long as the CHS-2 contract remains active the contractor is allowed to submit ECPs. 

270. 
Q: As new hardware technologies become available from the supplier community, what is the requirement for backward compatibility to the previously delivered baselines for both CHS-2 and CHS-3?  Can the government supply a set of compatibility tests that a contractor may use at appropriate times (DVT/formal test) to ensure the forward backward compatibility?

A: It is a goal of the CHS-3 contract to preserve the investment in software already developed.  It would be the responsibility of the CHS-3 contractor to ensure compatibility to existing CHS-3 equipment as new CHS-3 equipment is introduced.  The actual method of ensuring this compatibility would be covered in the ECP that adds the new equipment to the CHS-3 program.  The Army will work with the CHS-3 contractor during the ECP process to develop suitable measures to ensure compatibility with existing CHS-3 equipments to meet the users needs. 

271. 
Q: How does the Army keep false failures from overwhelming the warranty program?  Are failures that can not be replicated covered under TASS? 

A: Based on current experience we do not expect false failures to be a problem. The contractor will provide maintenance and diagnostic software, which if properly designed should keep false failures under control.  In addition the Warranty Review board will be tasked to review all warranty actions and will need to take corrective action if a situation of a large percentage of false failures might occur.  There is no requirement to replicate failures under TASS.  Failure analysis is a contractor responsibility. 

272. 
Q: The section on out of warranty repairs contains the following: “The contractor depot shall identify hardware failures that they consider to be outside the warranty coverage and will submit information on these items to Contracting Officer and the Product Manager (PdM) CHS within 24 hours after receipt of the failed item at the FRC. If PdM CHS determines that repair/replacement is not covered under warranty, repair/ replacement may be accomplished under TASS.” If the repair was an out of warranty repair, does this imply that no warranty need be provided for the item? If the repair is accomplished through replacement, is the warranty also limited to the remaining warranty period for the item replaced? 

A: All repairs, either warranty or out-of-warranty, are required to provide the users with hardware that will “achieve the government specified performance requirements”.  Repaired items shall have the balance of the warranty of the item.  Replacement items, as new items, shall have the full warranty.  

273. 
Q: Is establishing an organic repair capability with a DoD Repair Depot a requirement of the Contract?  It may require added cost to establish this capability, but if it results in a Total Ownership Cost reduction to the government, it may be in the government’s best interest to require all bidders to include this capability in their offering. 

A: Establishing an organic repair capability with a DoD Repair Depot is not a requirement however the contractor is strongly encouraged to establish a partnership with a DoD Repair Depot to establish support beyond the warranty. The Army will be conducting a Core Depot Assessment with the contractor’s support as defined in SOW paragraph 3.7.2.4.  As part of the Core Depot Assessment the Army will determine if the establishment of an organic capability is in the best interests of the government. 

274. 
Q:  SOW paragraph 3.7.8.3.states that all hours are billable to the Government at the normal (straight time) rate.  If the contractor is required by Government statue, or labor contract to be paid extended hours at a premium rate, how should this premium be incorporated into the bid.

A:  The revised SOW and the provisions of the contract will provide for contractor labor billing at negotiated labor rates. 

275. 
Q: SOW Paragraph 3.9.1.1.5 allows certification of test data, if a CHS-3 proposed item is either the same or a derivative of a CHS-2 item, can test by similarity be supported using CHS-2 test Data?  Under this circumstance will CHS-2 test data documentation be made available to the non-incumbent? 

A:  This section allows for certification in lieu of testing on a case by case basis. The contractor can propose data and documentation from any responsible source; however we expect most documentation to be from the OEM. Data from CHS-2 will not be provided. 

276. 
Q: Does the Failure Analysis and Corrective Action (FACA) Report apply to failures during build, production test and burn-in or does it apply failures occurring subsequent to final acceptance and delivery to the government. 

A: This report applies to all failures applicable to FAT, Production Acceptance Tests. 

277. 
Q: For the SHCU, HCU, and TCU will the government consider an external CD-ROM drive? 

A: An external CD-ROM is acceptable in the V1 versions (see SOW paragraph 3.1.2.1.2): however an internal CD-ROM is required for the V2 versions. 

278.
Q: For the SHCU, HCU and TCU are three media bays required or are two acceptable? 

This requirement has been significantly rewritten the current requirement is as follows: “The V2 SHCU shall have an internal 3 ½ inch, 1.44 MB Floppy Disk Drive and four (4) internal standard half-height mass storage media bays. One mass storage media bay shall contain a 73 GB or greater Removable Hard Disk Drive (RHDD) and a second mass storage media bay shall contain an internal CD-ROM/DVD-ROM Drive.  The remaining two bays shall be capable of supporting the following devices: one (1) to two (2) 73 GB or greater RHDD, 4mm Archive Tape Drive, and CD-RW Drive.  The RHDDs used in the SHCU shall be interchangeable (form, fit and function) with the RHDDs used with the HCU, IBW, MPU-RISC, MPU-CISC, TCU, and the V1 and V2 MSEU.   The RHDDs shall be removable by the operator without using any tools.  The V1 SHCU shall include as a minimum one (1) 3 ½ inch, 1.44 MB FDD, one (1) CD- ROM/DVD-ROM Drive, and one (1) 73 GB or greater HDD.  The V1 SHCU shall be capable of simultaneously supporting at least two of the following devices: one (1) to two (2) additional 73 GB or greater HDD, 4mm Archive Tape Drive, and CD-RW Drive.  The V1 requirements may be implemented by using one or more boxes.”  This is the same requirement for HCU, and TCU

279. 
Q:  For the SHCU, HCU and TCU will an external PCMCIA card reader be acceptable? 

A: An external PCMCIA card reader is acceptable in the V1 versions (see SOW paragraph 3.1.2.1.2): however an internal PCMCIA card reader is required for the V2 and V3 versions. 

280. 
Q: For the SHCU, HCU, and TCU, could the program office clarify the requirement for USB support in the UNIX environment please? 

A:  Our market survey indicates that there are multiple sources of COTS products meeting our requirements with USB ports. 

281. 
Q: Is the maximum weight requirement for the SHCU, HCU and TCU an objective or a requirement?  If it is a requirement will the program office please consider raising the weight requirement for the HCU to 120 lbs. also, the basis of this request is it is basically the same system as an SHCU. 

A: The weights specified for these items have been based on operational requirements.  The maximum weights for these items are: SHCU 74 lbs, (two person lift); HCU and TCU 56 lbs, (one man lift).  These are maximum weights, smaller and lighter are desired.  
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