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July 6, 2021


To:	All Interested Vendors {Bidders}     


Re:	Bid Solicitation # 20DPP00439
Next Generation 911 Services


	REVISED Quote Submission Due Date: August 20, 2021 (2:00 p.m. Eastern Time)                       

Bid Amendment #9

The following constitutes Bid Amendment #9 to the above referenced Bid Solicitation:
  
· The Quote submission due date has been extended from Friday, July 23, 2021 (2:00 p.m. Eastern Time) to Wednesday, August 20, 2021 (2:00 p.m. Eastern Time);

· Answers to electronic questions submitted by Vendors {Bidders} during the electronic Question and Answer (Q&A) period;  

· Revised State-Supplied Price Sheet uploaded as T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021. Failure to submit the Revised State-Supplied Price Sheet may result in the Vendor’s {Bidder’s} Quote being deemed non-responsive; 

· [bookmark: _GoBack]Attachment #1 uploaded; and

· Revised Bid Solicitation uploaded T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 

It is the sole responsibility of the Vendor {Bidder} to be knowledgeable of all of the additions, deletions, clarifications, and modifications to the Bid Solicitation and/or the New Jersey Standard Terms and Conditions relative to this Bid Solicitation as set forth in all Bid Amendments. 

All other instructions, terms, and conditions of the Bid Solicitation shall remain the same. 



Bid Solicitation #20DPP00439
Next Generation 911 Services

Answers to Questions

Where applicable, each question references the appropriate Bid Solicitation section. 

	
#
	Bid Solicitation
Section Reference
	Question (Bolded) and Answer

	1. 
	General
	When trying to open a Portable Document Format (PDF) I am receiving an error message and am unable to access the PDF. How should I proceed?

It is recommended that users utilize Internet Explorer to view PDFs. Certain PDF forms cannot be opened in the Chrome or Firefox built in PDF viewers that are enabled by default. If using Chrome or Firefox it is recommended that the file is downloaded instead by clicking the download button in the upper right-hand corner of the browser after an error message is received. An alternative option is to disable the built in PDF viewers in Chrome or Firefox.


	2. 
	General
	Should I check that I have properly completed and attached all of the required documents with my submitted Quote?

Yes.  Prior to the Quote Opening Deadline, a Vendor {Bidder} should review the documents comprising the submitted Quote to ensure that all of the required documents have been completed and attached.  Oftentimes a Quote is deemed non-responsive because a Vendor {Bidder} fails to attach a required form or attaches a blank form.  To review a submitted a Quote a Vendor {Bidder} should log into NJSTART and review each document attached to the Quote submission.  Instructions on how to review a submitted Quote can be found in the Quick Reference Guide entitled How to Review a Submitted Quote which is available on the NJSTART Vendor Support Page under Vendor Reference Guides.


	3. 
	General
	The quote from the State includes many complex details, it would be advantageous to all the Vendors if the State would allow more time for review of the quote. This would allow all vendors suitable amount of time to fully vet the quote documents. We would like to request an extension to the Question submission date to May 29th.

The State’s intention for all procurements is to provide the Vendor’s {Bidder’s} with reasonable time to submit Questions and Quotes.  The Quote opening date is reflected on the cover page of the Bid Solicitation. As stated in Bid Solicitation Section 1.3.2 Submission of Quotes, “If the Quote opening or Electronic Questions and Answers deadline has been revised, the new deadline shall be shown on the posted Bid Amendment and on the “Summary” tab of the Bid Solicitation webpage within NJSTART.”


	4. 
	General
	NJStart Bid Q&A Page submission page on the website - The QA submission page is a pure text based input field and is limited 2000 character. This does not allow for typical redline submission format to provide exceptions to the State for consideration. Can the State provide another alternative to providing question back to the State? i.e. email with word doc attachment to the quote contact?

The State declines this request. As stated in Bid Solicitation Section 1.3.1 Electronic Question and Answer Period, “The Division will electronically accept questions and inquiries from all potential Vendors {Bidders} via the “Q&A” Tab of the Bid Solicitation in NJSTART.”



	5. 
	Section 1.2
	Will NG9-1-1 GIS data sets be maintained by each County or provided as a statewide data set from the State?

For the initial data load, the State will provide a statewide data set. Once the system is operational, data maintenance will primarily be a local responsibility and updates will primarily be provisioned by the local authorities through the Spatial Interface. Some updates may also come from the State.  Please see Section 2.4 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	6. 
	Section 1.2
	Do any cities maintain their own NG9-1-1 GIS data sets, or will these be provisioned by their respective County’s GIS personnel or from the State?

By default, it will be the responsibility of each Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) to maintain the data within the municipal boundaries they serve. This may be altered on a case-by-case basis by mutual agreement between local agencies. Data provisioning into the Spatial Interface will be controlled by the provisioning boundary layer.


	7. 
	Section 1.2
	Section 1.2 indicates that the Verizon contract ends on 6/30/2020. Is this being extended? If so, for how long?

The Waivers in place are currently extended through June 2022. The existing 911 system will be functional until the Next Gen 911 system is operational.  


	8. 
	Section 1.21
	What is the State required minimum bandwidth to a single PSAP? Many PSAPs have very few CAMA trunks now.

The State does not have a required minimum bandwidth. Vendor {Bidder} should calculate the bandwidth based on the PSAP’s number of current voice and ALI trunks.


	9. 
	Section 1.2.1
	What is the State’s preferred bandwidth to a single PSAP?

The Vendor {Bidder} should calculate the need based on the current number of voice trunks. See answer to Question #8.


	10. 
	Section 1.2.1
	A. Should LPGs be quoted to all the PSAPs that do not currently have NG9-1-1 capability?

Legacy PSAP Gateways (LPGs) should be included in the cost to maintain Customer Premised Equipment (CPE) that utilizes CAMA voice trunks on the Price Sheet.  PSAPs that utilize EBS trunks (KML Smart DMS) which are dependent on the end of life DMS-100 tandem will require new CPE solutions The State Supplied Price Sheet been updated to reflect this. Please see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.
 
The State is not involved in the PSAP purchase of CPE. As a result the State cannot verify any PSAPs claims to readiness for NG9-1-1. Therefore, it is recommended that LPGs be included in the Quote where applicable.  After a successful Vendor {Bidder} is awarded, a detailed analysis will be required by the Vendor {Bidder} to determine the actual need for a LPG or if a CPE upgrade is a cost effective alternate

B. Should LPG's be quoted for all the PSAP's that are not NG9-1-1?

Please see the answer to A above. 

C. If so which PSAP's require an LPG?

Please see the answer to A above. 


	11. 
	Section 1.2.1
		The State indicates that "alternative Vendor solutions to assure continued 9-1-1 service capability replicating the current features and functionality provided at all PSAPs/PSDPs with KML equipment will be considered." Can the State provide process and instructions on where this alternate solution should be described and if the State will modify the cost worksheet to provide an option for comprehensive alternate proposals?

Because of the unique dependencies between the DMS-100 Selective Routers and the KML CPE, the State has removed the requirement that Vendor {Contractor} provide a solution that interoperates with KML CPE.  PSAPs utilizing this CPE will be required to procure new CPE that operates in the NG9-1-1 network. PSAPs known to utilize the KML CPE are being advised to seek an alternative solution. There is no longer a requirement for Vendor {Contractor} to propose alternate solutions therefore the cost worksheet will not be modified.
 
See Revised T3075 Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021 and T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	12. 
	Section 1.2.1
		Will the State please provide annual call volume (including both 911 and admin) for each PSAP including primary, secondary, and backup?

The approximate annual call volume is 9,500,000 calls. There is no standard reporting capability on the DMS-100, and the DMS is not known for its ability to generate ad hoc statistical information. The State has received manual reports from the incumbent on a case by case basis, usually related to an audit or a complaint. Typically, the incumbent can provide information for up to ten (10) days prior to the request associated with the audit and/or complaint. Call statistics do not last long in the DMS and have a low priority in regards to data storage.  


	13. 
	Section 1.2.1
		Will the State please confirm the list unmanned dark backup PSAPs by name?

The State does not currently have any unmanned dark backup Public Safety Answering Points (PSAP) locations.


	14. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Will the State want the ability to report on backup PSAPs separately from their primary or blended together as one single PSAP?

The State requires reports on both primary and secondary Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs). A secondary PSAP is not considered a backup PSAP. 


	15. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Will the State modify the price sheet to allow for additional component pricing? 

Please see the answer to question #11 above.


	16. 
	Section 1.2.1
		Will the State please provide a detailed breakdown of hosted and standalone PSAPs for each CPE vendor?

The State does not currently have any hosted Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) deployments.


	17. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Will the State please provide confirmation on the location of the host CPE (datacenter or PSAP)?   If PSAP, please provide the PSAP name?

The State’s most accurate location of all Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) are listed on the T3075 Revised State Supplied Price Sheet dated 07/06/2021. That contains the name and address of all PSAPs as well as any geo-diverse configurations that exist. Understanding that since the publication of the Bid Solicitation some additions or elimination of PSAPs may have occurred which will be reconciled after the successful Vendor {Bidder} is selected. Additionally, there are no “hosted CPE PSAPs” in the state.


	18. 
	Section 1.2.1
		Will the State confirm if the host CPEs are setup as geo-diverse solutions actively spilling CDR on Side A and Side B for redundancy?

There are currently no hosted Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) configurations in the State. All PSAPs in the State of NJ currently have dedicated on premise CPE.


	19. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Solacom is listed as “0 total positions”. Please clarify. If co-located, are they included under the umbrella of a single PSAP or broken out as separate PSAPs?

Solacom is currently in use at the Sussex County Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP). Please refer to the T3075 Revised State Supplied Price Sheet 07/06/2021 for the most accurate Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) vendor.  


	20. 
	Section 1.2.1
		Will the State please clarify unknown CPE vendors?  

The reference to “unknown” can be disregarded. Please see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021 for the current listing of Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) deployments in the State.


	21. 
	Section 1.2.1
	It is noted that there are 173 Primary PSAPs and 75 Secondary totaling 248 PSAPs. The table shows 181 PSAPs and 100 PSDPs for a total of 281 agencies. How many of the 281 Agencies are Primary/Secondary?

The table in Bid Solicitation Section 1.2.1 was created in the early stages of the Bid Solicitation and does not reflect the current Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) configuration accurately or presently. Please see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021 for a current and complete breakdown of PSAPs. Also, please see Section 1.2.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	22. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please provide the addresses of all 281 agencies who will be receiving 911 calls and/or call transfers?

The Price Sheet contains the names and addresses of all Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) in the State.

Please see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	23. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please provide call volume (911, non-emergency & admin calls), including Busy Hour Call Attempts and Average Call Duration, for all PSAP/Agencies where call delivery is active today?

The current approximate annual call volume is 9,500,000 calls. 

Please see the response to Question 12. Data for Busy Hour Call Attempts and Average Call Duration are not available to the State at this time. 


	24. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Section 1.2.1 states "The State’s PSAPs contain a broad and diverse number of systems, produced by various manufacturers ranging from very basic capabilities to fully NG9-1-1 capable systems."

We've reviewed the list of call handling system types provided with the RFP and it is not clear exactly which call handling system types are fully NG9-1-1 capable ready today.

Which PSAPs and PSDP sites have fully NG9-1-1 capable call handling system which will not require an LPG to interface with the NGCS ESInet?

The State is not responsible for PSAP CPE procurements. As such, the State does not have up to date information on the NG readiness of the individual PSAPs. This information is typically held by local PSAPs. 

Please see the answer to Question #10 above. 

Please see the revised Section 1.2.1 in the revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.

Please also see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	25. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Section 1.2.1 states "Initial estimates indicate that more than 75% of the positions in use today would require an upgrade." Which specific PSAP and PSDP sites will be upgraded to an NG9-1-1 capable call handling system which in turn will not require an LPG to interface with the NGCS ESInet?

The State is unable to provide this information. The estimate of 75% is truly just an estimate, and the Vendor {Contractor} may have to be ready to support additional upgrades at additional sites. Please see the answer to question #10 above. 

Please also see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	26. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Section 1.2.1 states "All of the CPE providers identified above, with the exception of KML, market NG 9-1-1 capable systems or have installations that have interfaced to NG9-1-1 Systems outside of the State. A transition to NG capable CPE systems in these PSAPs and PSDPs would create a direct upgrade path and would benefit from a statewide Emergency Services IP Network (ESInet)."

Does this statement indicate that all CPE system types, with the exception of KML, will be upgraded to a fully NG9-1-1 capable call handling system which will not require an LPG to interface with NGCS ESInet?

Please see the answer to question #10 above. 

Please also see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	27. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please confirm and clarify the PSAP counts and information provided per PSAP? The Price Sheet includes 248 PSAPs broken out, but the charts provided in the RFP page 11 mentions 281 PSAPs and 231 PSAPs.

Please see the answer to question #21 above. 

Please also see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	28. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please provide annual call volume (including both 9-1-1 and admin) for each PSAP including primary, secondary, and backup sites?

If a site is considered a backup site or a mobile command center can the State please identify even if the call count is zero or very low?

Please see the answer to question #23 above. 


	29. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please identify which PSAPs are unmanned?

There are currently no unmanned Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs).


	30. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Is it the State's intention to report on backup PSAPs separate from the primary PSAP or do they want the data combine as a single PSAP for MIS reporting purposes?

Please see the answer to question #14 above. 


	31. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please clarify which PSAPs are served by Hosted CPE systems and if a site is a Remote PSAP location? The information will assist with identifying the hosted CPE requirements for MIS reporting.

Please see the answer to question #16 above. 


	32. 
	Section 1.2.1
	For hosted CPE systems, can the State please provide confirmation on the location of the host site (datacenter or PSAP)? If PSAP, please provide the PSAP name?

Please see the answer to question #16 above. 


	33. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State confirm if the hosted CPEs are setup as geo-diverse solutions actively spilling CDR on both the Side A and Side B sides of the system for redundancy?

Please see the answer to question #16 above. 


	34. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Can the State please provide a detailed breakdown of standalone PSAPs per CPE?

This information can be found in the Price Sheet; please see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021. 


	35. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Solacom is listed as ‘0 total positions’. Please clarify. If co-located, are they included under the umbrella of a single PSAP or broken out as separate PSAPs?

Please see the answer to question #19 above. 


	36. 
	Section 1.2.1
	A. This is a procurement of the services provided under waivers AM-024, AM-025, and AM-026, all presently due to expire on 06/30/2020. As this expiration is before the proposal responses are due, what assumption should be made on the extension period of performance?

The waivers above are currently extended through June 2022. The existing 911 system will be functional until the Next Gen 911 system is operational.  

B. If this information isn't currently available, how and when will the State notify all Vendors {Bidders} (not just the incumbent) on the terms of the extension?

Please see the answer to question A above. 


	37. 
	Section 1.2.1
	Will the State please clarify or provide additional information related to the unknown CPE vendors as identified in the table on RFP page 11?

Please see the answer to question #20 above. The table in Bid Solicitation Section 1.2.1 has been updated as well as the information contained in T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	38. 
	Section 1.2.2.1
	Are there plans to create a Statewide EOC? If so, should an EOC location be part of this scope?

The State already currently has a State Emergency Operations Center (EOC) location in Trenton, New Jersey. The State does not intend to include the EOC in any capacity to requirements contained within this procurement. 


	39. 
	Section 1.2.2.2
	A. What type of switch box is used at the PSAPs? 

There are currently no “switch boxes” at any Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs). Disaster recovery in the current network relies on alternate routing plans requested by each PSAP and incorporated into the Digital Multiplex System (DMS) software.

B. Should this functionality be replicated as part of this bid?

No, the functionality of a switch box is incorporated in the call routing capabilities of the NG9-1-1 network.


	40. 
	Section 1.2.2.3
	Although this Bid Solicitation does not intend to procure CPE for the PSAPs, NG9-1-1 Systems can be a catalyst for implementing a cloud based system that can minimize or eliminate the duplicate Switches, hardware, and components typical of legacy 9 1 1 PSAPs. Would the State entertain cloud-based solutions for call handling with this proposal?

The Vendor {Bidder} will have an opportunity to propose alternative approaches such as cloud based or hosted system in any related subsequent RFP’s issued by the State under a separate multi-vendor award.


	41. 
	Section 1.3.1
	Will vendors have the opportunity to ask follow-up questions once the State answers those questions initially submitted by May 21st? If yes, what are the deadlines for follow-up questions?

The State has decided that it has provided adequate answers to the questions received by the Vendors {Bidders} in this Q&A Bid Amendment. Therefore, there will not be a second Q&A period.


	42. 
	Section 1.3.1
	Given the large gap between Q&A in early May and the RFP due date in September, will the State consider extending the Q&A period or perhaps allow for a 2nd round of Q&A?

Please see the answer to question #41.


	43. 
	Section 1.3.1
	ELECTRONIC QUESTION AND ANSWER PERIOD. Will the State permit follow-up questions to their responses to the initial set of vendor questions?

Please see the answer to question #41.


	44. 
	Section 2.2.1
	A. The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services with "end-to-end" operational and fiscal accountability. The definition of "Services" does not appear to include a definition for a hosted service (what the State is soliciting). Could the State provide a specific definition for a "hosted service" or "subscription services" to better align with what the State is requesting; 

The Bid Solicitation does not include a hosted service or subscription. NG9-1-1 is an end to end, all-inclusive service. 

B. or would the State be open to using the following definition: "'Subscription Services' shall mean the hosted network services for the operation of the 9-1-1 call delivery network serving the PSAPs of the State as provided in vendor's proposal."

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see the answer to question A above. 


	45. 
	Section 2.2.1
	Section 2.2.1 provides various definitions, including the definition for Firm Fixed Price. Could the State confirm that Firm Fixed Price does not include telecom and regulatory taxes, fees and surcharges that may apply to the purchases of proposed hosted Services for which the State is not legally exempt?

The State confirms that definition for “Firm Fixed Price” does not include telecom and regulatory taxes, fees and surcharges that may apply to the purchases of proposed services for which the State is not legally exempt.


	46. 
	Section 2.3
	A. OSP aggregation service is not clearly stated in the RFP. Does the State require the proposer to be responsible to migrate all APPs as a part of this proposal? 

As an end-to-end service and proposed NG9-1-1 System, it is assumed that aggregation is part of the i3 solution. The State does not know the meaning of the acronym “APPs” in this context. Please see Section 3.14.1 of T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.

B. If so, will the State amend the price workbook to include this requirement?

The State does not accept the proposed modification.


	47. 
	Section 3.0
	Is contractor permitted to pass-through third party access costs that may be incurred during the term of the contract?

The Vendor’s {Bidder’s} submitted pricing for each deliverable as specified on the Price Sheet should include any and all anticipated and contemplated costs associated with performing deliverables of this Bid Solicitation. Additional costs, pricing, and or fees may not be acceptable following Blanket P.O. award and subsequent term. 

Please note that if the Vendor {Bidder} intends to utilize a subcontractor, and to the extent such costs are attributable to the use of subcontractors, the Vendor {Bidder} shall complete a Subcontractor Utilization Plan and shall submit this plan with its Quote. Please see T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021, Section 4.4.1.3 for additional details and requirements related to subcontracting.


	48. 
	Section 3.0
	Will any Over the Top TT911 apps need to be supported?

State approved Text to 911 apps must be supported. Please see revised Bid Solicitation Section 3.0 (D) contained within T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	49. 
	Section 3.1.1
	Please provide additional information on the requested interconnections to Delaware, New York and Pennsylvania.

The State cannot provide any additional information regarding this requirement beyond what is currently stated in the Bid Solicitation Section 3.1.1. 


	50. 
	Section 3.1.1.2
	This requirement refers to an Appendix 1. Where can Appendix 1 be found in the RFP documents?

Appendix 1 does not exist and any reference to this document in the Bid Solicitation has been removed. Please see revised Bid Solicitation Section 3.1.1.2 contained within T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	51. 
	Section 3.1.1.7
	The RFP states that weekly project status meeting minutes need to be provided within 24 hours. Will the State consider changing 'within 24 hours' to 'within 1 business day'?

Bid Solicitation Section 3.1.1.7 (6) has been revised. Please refer to T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 

	52. 
	Section 3.4
	The RFP references network performance requirements from NENA-INF-016.2.2018 ESInet Design Information Document section 3.21. There is no section 3.21 in this document; can the State clarify what sections of this document are relevant to this RFP?

Bid Solicitation Section 3.4 has been revised to accurately reference Section 3.1, not Section 3.2. Please refer to T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	53. 
	Section 3.7 (C)
	A. Do physically diverse entrances presently exist at all PSAP/PSDPs?

No, only geo-diverse PSAPs are considered to have physically diverse entrances.

B. If not, is there a list of sites requiring construction of a second entrance?

Please see T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021 for a complete list of PSAPs, which includes a geo-diverse designation if applicable. Please also see the answer to question #17 above. 


	54. 
	Section 3.8
	Does the State have an estimate on the additional bandwidth required for the potential other data sources like CAD, CJIS, Amber Alert, etc listed in the solicitation?

No, the State cannot provide an estimation at this time. However, pursuant to Section 3.8, the Vendor {Contractor} shall ensure that the bandwidth provided is scalable to meet new demands and services throughout the Blanket P.O. term. 



	55. 
	Section 3.8.1
	Section 3.8.1. states that the Vendor {Contractor} shall identify the required minimum bandwidth for interface at the PSAP or end site. Section 3.10.6 states that the Vendor {Contractor} must offer a minimum of two (2) 100 Megabit per second (Mbps) Ethernet port interfaces or higher at the PSAP or edge site depending upon the bandwidth calculation at that site to sufficiently handle the expected traffic at the PSAP or edge site. Taking these two sections together, it appears that the Vendor determines the WAN bandwidth required to support PSAP operation and the minimum LAN requirements are two 100M Ethernet port interfaces. Is this statement accurate? If it is not accurate, please elaborate.

This is correct, the interface should be a minimum 100Mbps, while the bandwidth may be provisioned at the level determined by the provider using the formula provided in the Bid Solicitation Section 3.3.


	56. 
	Section 3.8.1.2
	A. There is a statement in this section that reads “ESInet is expected to be used for other alerts”; can the State clarify what other alerts might use the ESInet and how they are expected to be handled? 

The State considers other alerts as any emergency notification that may or will be required to be issued via the system in accordance with current or future State or local government protocols. An example of this may be Amber Alerts. 

B. Can the State provide the information on where the alerts originate and where they are going to be delivered?

The State cannot provide that information at this time, as alerts are currently provided through separate systems. It is the intent of the State to have alerts pushed through PSAPs in the future instead of have separate systems. Please refer to Question #54.


	57. 
	Section 3.10.2
	Is it the states intent to deploy the associated static routes to implement this at each PSAP location? 

As per Bid Solicitation 3.10.2, the Vendor {Contractor} is required to configure static IP address routing at all core network interfaces. However, the Vendor {Contractor} may choose to configure all the PSAPs as part of its solution.

Will other configurations be considered, such as BGP?

Vendor {Contractor} may propose Border Gateway Protocol (BGP) configuration. Please see Section 2.4 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	58. 
	Section 3.10.4 (A)
	Do physically diverse entrances presently exist at all PSAP/PSDPs? If not, is there a list of sites requiring construction of a second entrance?

Please see the answer to question #53 above. 


	59. 
	Section 3.10.4 (A)
	Are cellular data connections a satisfactory diverse network entry?

No, the State does not consider cellular data connections a diverse network entry. 


	60. 
	Section 3.10.4 (B)
	Are cellular data connections a satisfactory diverse network entry where a secondary and diverse terrestrial connection is not feasible?

Please see the answer to question #59 above. 


	61. 
	Section 3.10.4 (B)
	A. Can the term "feasible" be changed to "commercially reasonable?"
 
Please see T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021, Section 3.10.4 (B), for additional details. The term “feasible” has been changed to “commercially reasonable”.

B. Is there a financial limit per site? 

The State has not established a financial limit however recognizes that last mile diverse routes into Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) may not be possible or cost prohibitive.  In such cases the Vendor {Contractor} shall provide the most diverse solution possible. 


	62. 
	Section 3.10.5 (A)
	Material costs for demarc extensions are commonly developed on an individual case basis following site survey. Is there a pricing line item for this work and is ICB an acceptable response?

No, there is not a specific line item for this on the Price Sheet. The requirement of De-Marc extensions as per Bid Solicitation Section 3.10.5 (A) may be completed on an individual case basis (ICB) and charged to the State at the applicable hourly rate based on the Vendor’s {Contractor’s} submitted pricing on the Post Implementation Labor Rates tab of the T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021. 


	63. 
	Section 3.10.7
	Is the State requesting Vendors to include a time server device for each PSAP and PSDP that will be physically installed and configured at each of the PSAP and PSDP locations?

Per Bid Solicitation Section 3.25.2 (F), the time sync is requested at the network level which should be offered to the Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) which are connected.


	64. 
	Section 3.10.12.1 (A)
	The link to access the New Jersey OIT Password Management Standard is broken. Please supply a working link.

Referenced link has been fixed, see T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.

https://nj.gov/it/docs/ps/NJ_Statewide_Information_Security_Manual.pdf 


	65. 
	Section 3.11
	A. Is a CLEC, CPN, or license or other certification required? 

No, as per Bid Solicitation Section 3.11, the Vendor {Contractor} is not required to be a certified Competitive Local Exchange Carrier (CLEC). CPN is not currently a defined term and has no associated requirements in this Bid Solicitation. 
 
B. If so, what aspects of the work is this required for? 

Please see the answer to question A above. 

C. And can this be achieved by utilizing a subcontractor’s license via a LOA or other mechanism?

Please see the answer to question A above. 


	66. 
	Section 3.11.1
	The RFP states that 'The Vendor {Contractor} shall provide its Interconnection Agreements to the State within 90 calendar days after award of the Blanket P.O.' Can the State confirm that it expects the Vendor {Contractor} to provide its Interconnect Agreement template within 90 calendar days and NOT the actual agreement?

The State has revised the Bid Solicitation to clarify that Vendor {Contractor} must provide notice of final Interconnection Agreements to the State within 90 calendar days after award of the Blanket P.O. and is not required to submit the actual executed agreements.

Please see the revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	67. 
	Section 3.11.1 (C)
	Does the State require an example of the provider's Interconnection Agreement? Note that it is common practice that executed contracts are pursuant to non-disclosure agreements and would require consent of all parties.

See response to item #66 above.


	68. 
	Section 3.12.1
	Do the 908-250-XXXX calls currently have any ALI like data associated with them?

Yes, the existing Automatic Location Identification (ALI) database contains a record for each 908-250-XXXX number in use, this record resembles a 9-1-1 customer record which is displayed to the call taker.


	69. 
	Section 3.12.1
	Please explain the call flow from answer to transfer to completion for the interstate operator service calls detailing how they are initiated, how the calls are transferred into the 911 network, and how they are identified at the receiving PSAP.

The 908-250 exchange is currently assigned to Verizon.  When a number from that NPA-NXX is dialed it is routed to the New Brunswick Access Tandem where Verizon translations takes that call and presents it to the 9-1-1 Tandem on a 9-1-1 trunk as a 9-1-1 call and treats that 908-250-XXXX as the Credit Privacy Number (CPN). The Digital Multiplex System (DMS), as with any 9-1-1 call looks at the Telephone Number (TN) (908-250-XXXX) and looks up the assigned Emergency Service Numbers (ESN) for that number in the TN to ESN table. Once the ESN is determined the DMS delivers the call to the assigned Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP). Once the call is answered at the PSAP, an Automatic Location Identification (ALI) query is sent to retrieve the record in the database. 


	70. 
	Section 3.12.1
	Can the State please provide additional information regarding how the State maintains the database of transfer numbers?

There are less than 1000 transfer numbers in existence and they are manually maintained with the current network provider. This database requires minimal maintenance. 


	71. 
	Section 3.12.1
	Would the State allow for the ESInet vendor to port (assume) the existing telephone numbers for transfers, or would the vendor be expected to provide new numbers for this solution?

Since these 908-250-XXXX numbers are already in use throughout the country it is imperative that they be ported. Please see revised Bid Solicitation Section 3.12.1 contained within T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. The requirement to port these numbers has been added.


	72. 
	Section 3.12.1
	Would the State allow for alternative solutions for external transfers which would allow for additional reliability/redundancy as well as mitigating TDOS attacks?

No. It is important that the current 908-250-XXXX number plan be maintained.  Please see Section 3.12.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	73. 
	Section 3.12.1
	By SSP, do you mean an SS7 Single Switching Point?

No. SSP refers to System Service Providers in the bordering States listed. Please see revised Bid Solicitation Section 2.4 contained within T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	74. 
	Section 3.12.1
	Question - Do the 908-250-XXXX calls currently have any ALI like data associated with them?

Please see the answer to question #68. 


	75. 
	Section 3.12.1
	A. Do the ESInet’s from Delaware, New York and Pennsylvania exist today? If not, is there a timeline for when the States ESInet is to interconnect to these networks? 

The State is unaware of whether Delaware, New York or Pennsylvania currently have an Emergency Services IP Network (ESInet) nor is the State aware of any current or planned timeline.

Vendor {Bidder} must propose a network that is capable of accommodating ESInet interconnection with adjacent states.  

B. Who are the SSP’s for these networks?

At this time the identified states have not deployed NG9-1-1 therefore their SSPs are unknown.


	76. 
	Section 3.13
	Please clarify the requirement. There are currently Text (TCC) providers for wireless carriers. Is the requirement to allow interconnectivity with those TCC providers to allow for Text processing and/or Processing of direct RTT?

Yes, the requirement is to allow interconnectivity with Text Control Center (TCC) providers to allow for Text processing. The system is also required to process direct Real Time Text (RTT). Please see Section 3.13 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.



	77. 
	Section 3.14
	This requirement related to the KML call processing equipment states "The number of positions and installations specific to KML shall require additional planning, consideration, and requirements for NG9-1-1." What are the "additional requirements for NG9-1-1" which are related to the KML call handling equipment?

Please see revised Bid Solicitation Section 3.14, last paragraph contained within T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. The requirement has been deleted.  


	78. 
	Section 3.14
	Please clarify the KML environment. Would you provide detail on the current architecture, interface(s) and call flow? This will help respondents better understand options for satisfying KML interface requirements 

The State cannot provide additional details on the current architecture, interfaces and call flow as the State is not a subject matter expert (SME) on Digital Multiplex System (DMS-100) Automatic Call Distribution (ACD). The information in the Bid Solicitation is the extent of the State’s knowledge regarding the KML environment.


	79. 
	Section 3.14
	A. Please describe the location retrieval process and protocol. 

The Automatic Location Identification (ALI) retrieval process for the KML terminals is the same as other Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) vendors.

B. Please provide current ALI specifications.

The current ALI specifications has been added as Attachment 1 to the Q&A.


	80. 
	Section 3.14
	Please provide protocol specifications for the EBS telephony.	

The State is not in possession of that technical information (protocol specifications for the Electronic Business Set Interface (EBS) telephony) and cannot provide it at this time.


	81. 
	Section 3.14
	KML CALL PROCESSING EQUIPMENT: This section states that: “The Vendor {Contractor} must interface with these systems. These components are not widely used in other 9 1 1 systems across the country. Interfacing to these legacy systems may require development both with KML and any potential NG9-1-1 Service Provider. The number of positions and installations specific to KML shall require additional planning, consideration, and requirements for NG9-1-1.”

As the vendor must provide an interface to the existing legacy KML call handling system, will the State make a KML test environment available, for the purpose of integration testing and validation of the interface?

No, the State does not have the ability to create a test environment.


	82. 
	Section 3.14.1
	Is there any possibility the DMS tandems could remain as part of the KML solution until the PSAP is upgraded to NG9-1-1?

No, is not a possibility as this time. One (1) key outcome from this Bid Solicitation is to decommission the Digital Multiplex System (DMS). The State does not believe keeping them until Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) upgrade their Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) is an option, since the manufacturer of the DMS announced end of life in 2013, this is not an advisable option.


	83. 
	Section 3.14.2
	Could the State provide contact information for KML?

Contact information for KML can be found using the following link: http://kmltechnology.com/


	84. 
	Section 3.14.3.3
	Is the KML solution using a third-party device to convert the DMS TDM to serial?

The State does not currently have this information.

Section 3.14 has been revised to no longer require interoperability with the legacy KML PSAP and PSDP CPE. 

Please see the answer to question #77.

Please see revised Section 3.14 in the revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	85. 
	Section 3.14.3.4
	Does the KML solution require a PC that connects to a CPI-101 for the 911 application?	

No, the KLM solution does not require a PC that connects to a CPI-101.


	86. 
	Section 3.14.4 (E)
	Requirement states that the vendor must provide an ECRF to an unspecified number of origination networks. It also asks where this functional element resides. If we are to deploy ECRF systems to origination networks we need more details (how many, what exactly are we to provide, etc.) Will you provide these details?

Details of the current environment have been provided, in Section 1.2 and details of any future environment are left to the design of a proposed NG911 solution. The information requested is not maintained by the State, but is publicly available in the NENA-STA-010.2-2016 standard. The functions provided by an Emergency Call Routing Function (ECRF) are determined by standard. 


	87. 
	Section 3.14.4 (J)
	Requirement states the ECRF must support "Location of error correction".

Bid Solicitation Section 3.14.4 (J) 1 has been revised. Please refer to T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	88. 
	Section 3.14.4 (J)
	The requirement states that the ECRF must support 'location of error correction.' It is unclear what this means. Can the State elaborate?

Please see the answer to question #87. 


	89. 
	Section 3.14.4 (L)
	Can the State explicitly define what it means by "once the Extensible Markup Language (XML) is published"? What XML is the State referring to? Is this in reference to the NENA Spatial Interface that is still in development?

The Extensible Markup Language (XML) referenced here refers to the National Emergency Number Association (NENA) Spatial Interface that is still in development and not yet published. 


	90. 
	Section 3.14.5
	Does the Nortel EBS use an CPI-101?

Yes, the referenced Nortel Electronic Business Sets (EBS) uses a CPI-101.


	91. 
	Section 3.14.6
	Is the DMS that is referenced in the RFP a DMS-100?

Yes, the referenced Digital Multiplex System (DMS) is a DMS-100. Please refer to Section 2.4 of T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	92. 
	Section 3.14.6
	KML CALL PROCESSING EQUIPMENT: This section states that: “The Vendor {Contractor} must interface with these systems. These components are not widely used in other 9 1 1 systems across the country. Interfacing to these legacy systems may require development both with KML and any potential NG9-1-1 Service Provider. The number of positions and installations specific to KML shall require additional planning, consideration, and requirements for NG9-1-1.? As the vendor must provide an interface to the existing legacy KML call handling system, will the State make a KML test environment available, for the purpose of integration testing and validation of the interface?

Please see the answers to questions #77, #78, and #81.


	93. 
	Section 3.14.6
	Points A and C in this section are clear. Point B states: “The Vendor {Contractor} shall operate the PRF functionality and provide a proxy that is customizable based upon Rule Set by threshold or by manual intervention;”

A. Can the State clarify what this means? Does “proxy” refer to the ESRP or some other entity? 

The Policy Routing Function (PRF) must meet the National Emergency Number Association (NENA) standard.  The intent is that the PRF will be capable of customizing the proxy Emergency Services Routing Proxy (ESRP) in a dynamic fashion and allow any updates to the ESRP to happen either by a manual change or custom built threshold.

B. Does the State expect any capabilities of the PRF that are beyond the 2016 version of the NENA i3 architecture document?

The State requires the PRF to be customizable and therefore expected that requires that it be capable of adapting to future NENA i3 requirements.


	94. 
	Section 3.15 (D)
	The LNG should contain the LIF function, which in turn relies on a LDB (Location Database). This is referenced in part D, but not really anywhere else in the RFP that still refers to an ALI is the authoritative source for location information. Can the State confirm that it will follow the NENA standards and fully replace the legacy ALI with a LDB during this transition?

This would be a function of the NG911 solution and a responsibility of the awarded Vendor {Contractor}. The State does not provide Automatic Location Identification (ALI) or location services to Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) in the current environment.


	95. 
	Section 3.15 (E)
	Following on from the part D question, if location information is taken from an ALI (legacy) it will be incompatible with the LoST protocol that is used to query the ECRF, as this requires CLDXF compliant PIDF-LO. This is the reason an LDB should be used to replace the ALI.

Again, can the State confirm its intentions on whether it intends to use legacy ALI or a NG9-1-1 LDB?

 Please see the answer to question #94. 


	96. 
	Section 3. 15 (E)
	Question - Following on from the part D question, if location information is taken from an ALI (legacy) it will be incompatible with the LoST protocol that is used to query the ECRF, as this requires CLDXF compliant PIDF-LO. This is the reason an LDB should be used to replace the ALI. Will the State confirm its intentions on whether it intends to use legacy ALI or a NG9-1-1 LDB? (Same question as 3.15 part D)

Please see the answer to question #94. 


	97. 
	Section 3.15 (E)
	If location information is taken from an ALI (legacy), it will be incompatible with the LoST protocol that is used to query the ECRF, as this requires CLDXF compliant PIDF-LO. This is the reason an LDB should be used to replace the ALI. Can the State confirm whether it intends to use legacy ALI or a NG9-1-1 LDB?

Please see the answer to question #94. 


	98. 
	Section 3.15.1
	For PSAPS that do not have NG9-1-1 capable call handling equipment please specify whether the State or local PSAP will be procuring or purchasing the necessary Legacy PSAP Gateway? Please convey the State’s plan and recommendations for this type of situation.

The State has provided the network and if a Legacy PSAP Gateway (LPG) is needed for a Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) to continue to function the State will cover that expense until the Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) is upgraded or replaced.  The possibility exists that some incremental CPE upgrades can be performed that may be less expensive than a LPG, in that case the State may elect to cover that cost. Please refer to Section 3.15.1 F of T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	99. 
	Section 3.15.1 (A)
	This requirement indicates "The State encourages solutions that leverage equipment upgrades, which provide full functionality through this interconnection, and eliminates the need to provision additional equipment to act as a LPG". Will the State modify the Price Sheet to provide an option for a comprehensive alternate proposal to eliminate the need to provision additional equipment to act as a LPG?

Until comprehensive assessment is performed by the successful Vendor {Bidder}, such alternative solutions cannot be proposed at this time. All Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) that use the Centralized Automated Message Accounting (CAMA) trunks would require solution pricing that include a Legacy PSAP Gateway (LPG). The State recognizes that the awarded Vendor {Contractor} is required to perform PSAP site assessments and the need for an LPG for each PSAP may change.  Please see Section 3.15.1F of T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.  

The State will not modify the Price Sheet to provide an option for a comprehensive alternate proposal to eliminate the need to provision additional equipment to act as a LPG.


	100. 
	Section 3.18.1
	Regarding vendor customer support services including Operation as a Security Operations Center (SOC) for the State’s NG9-1-1 System in collaboration with any other Service Provider SOC(s)?, please identify other current SOCs relevant to this requirement. Please define “collaboration” requirements.

Collaboration requirements mean that there should be coordination between the NG911 service providers, Security Operations Center (SOC), and any Originating Service Provider (OSP) / carrier SOC’s that are on the ingress side of the NG911 solution.  Please see Section 3.18.1 of T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	101. 
	Section 3.18.1
	What are the Electronic Service and Knowledge Management Database (Library) requirements/timeframes?

Library requirements are located in Section 3.18.1. (C, D and E) and Sections C and E have been revised. References to the library in Bid Solicitation Section 3.9.2 have also been updated. Please refer to T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	102. 
	Section 3.18.2
	The State is asking for severity tickets Sev1(Critical) and Sev2(Major) allowing for the impact to a single individual performing a critical 911 function. Please provide the scope of single functions that would qualify when affecting a single individual that warrants a Sev 1(Critical) or Sev 2 (Major) event classification?

A single function can be considered a Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) which is experiencing an outage that that is critical or major. If a single PSAP is unable to receive 9-1-1 calls and alternate routing is not occurring, essentially leaving 9-1-1 callers isolated, this would be deemed Severity Level 1 Critical. If a single PSAP is unable to transfer 9-1-1 callers to the appropriate dispatch center or adjacent PSAPs, this would escalate to Severity Level two Major.


	103. 
	Section 3.18.2
	Section 3.18.2 provides the State the discretion to declare a Critical, Major or Service Affecting outage condition based upon a service disruptions immediate threat to public safety. We believe for purposes of clarity between the State and Vendor that the State and the Vendor should mutually agree to the definitions and process on declaring severity levels. We proposed that the first sentence of Section 3.18.2 be deleted and replaced with the following: "The State and Vendor shall mutually agree on the Severity Level definitions and process on declaring severity levels."

The State does not accept the proposed modification. 


	104. 
	Section 3.18.4
	Would the State be willing to adjust the Chronic Service Outage definition as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): D. Chronic Service Outages: A service outage is classified as chronic if either one of the following conditions is met: 1. Service to a site experiences an outage two or more times in “consecutive measured month”; or 2. Service to a site experiences an outage in “three” or more measured months “in any rolling five-month period”. Reason for requested change: The vendor is required to meet Service Levels as measured on a monthly basis. The vendor could conceivably hit 99.999% uptime, while still experiencing less than 99.999% service in any part of the month. Thus, this Section needs to be tied to the measurement interval.

Bid Solicitation Section 3.18.4 (D) has been revised. Please refer to T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	105. 
	Section 3.18.4
	A. Can the State provide site-specific access hours to the Vendor {Contractor} in advance of the trouble report, so the Vendor {Contractor} can have this on file and technicians are kept current?

Site specific access will likely only include Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) which are 24-hour operations. Any special sites specific information will be provided to the awarded Vendor {Contractor}.

B. Considering there may be site access limitations, we request the following additional definition: within 8 hours or 1 business day.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. 


	106. 
	Section 3.19
	What is the State's definition of the network ecosystem?

The network’s ecosystem is the entirety of the NG9-1-1 system, including all of the interconnected elements.


	107. 
	Section 3.19.2
	Does the State desire the vendor to conduct all the user training or utilize a train-the-trainer model?

The State prefers Train- the-Trainer. Please see Section 3.19.2 which now states “which may include train-the-trainer format” of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	108. 
	Section 3.20.4
	Please clarify that all references to 'days' are meant to be calendar days (v. business days).

Yes, all references to “days” refer to calendar days, unless otherwise specified.  


	109. 
	Section 3.21 (A) 
	[bookmark: _Hlk52879578]Will the State please clarify that “proprietary, disparate, or system specific reporting systems” pertains to a CPE agnostic reporting solution?

Yes, pursuant to Section 3.21 B, the requirement is to have a reporting system that can be used with multiple Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) solutions and not tied directly to one (1) manufacturer.


	110. 
	Section 3.21 (B)
	Can the State please confirm if it wants a CPE agnostic MIS reporting solution for the purposes of complete end-to-end reporting from the time the call hits the ESInet to disconnect at the PSAP?s CPE?  

Confirmed in Section 3.21 B. The State wants a Customer Premise Equipment (CPE) agnostic MIS Management Information System reporting solution for the purposes of complete end-to-end reporting from the time the call hits the ESInet to disconnect at the Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) CPE.


	111. 
	Section 3.21 (A)
	Will the State please clarify that “proprietary, disparate, or system specific reporting systems” pertains to a CPE agnostic reporting solution? The term proprietary is used widely in this RFP point pertaining to the CPE outputs and/or components for the MIS reporting tool. It is our desire to understand the State's need related to proprietary with respect to the system reporting and i3 logging requirements.

Please see the answer to question #109. 


	112. 
	Section 3.26
	Have site surveys been conducted that would indicate the physical readiness of the PSAPs to support necessary new equipment (electrical capacity, adequately conditioned space for routers, switches, etc.?

No, site surveys have not been conducted.


	113. 
	Section 3.26.1 (B)
	Would you describe in detail what is meant by, "complete electrical power distribution system for all equipment supplied at PSAPs?" Does this statement refer to the equipment placed for the ESInet network and nothing else?

Complete electrical power distribution refers only to the equipment placed at the Public Safety Answering Points (PSAP) to support the ESInet and nothing else.


	114. 
	Section 3.28.2
	Clarification: Respondent would like to clarify that it can comply with all applicable federal, state, and local laws that apply to its provision of the services provided in the RFP.

No question posed. Vendor {Bidder} shall comply with all mandatory requirements of this Bid Solicitation.



	115. 
	Section 3.28.6
	Please clarify that the reference to 'within seven (7) days' is meant to be 7 calendar days.

Please refer to Section 2.28.6 of the T3074 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021, Section 2.28.6 has been revised to include business days. 


	116. 
	Section 4.1
	Will the State consider the inclusion of Respondent’s applicable service schedules for the services set forth in the RFP as a baseline for developing any contract between the parties? Respondent is unable to attach the following as the NJStart Q&A portal doesn't accommodate uploads. Once enabled, or provided with a means to upload, Respondent will provide applicable service exhibits or schedules for State's review. Respondent would like to clarify that the terms and conditions in a final contract includes Respondent’s exceptions attached to its response and mutually agreed upon provisions between the parties.

The State does not accept this proposed modification. Terms and conditions on publicly bid procurements must be consistent for all potential Vendor {Bidders}. As such, all requests for changes to the Bid Solicitation requirements and terms and conditions must be raised during the Question and Answer (“Q&A”) period as described in Section 1.3. After the Q&A period, the State will post the Questions and Answers, and, in the event that changes are made in response to Questions, a Revised Bid Solicitation and/or Price Sheet.  This process ensures a level playing field for all Vendor {Bidders}. 

Should the Vendor {Bidder} submit exceptions and/or additional terms with its Quote, the State will review same as described in Bid Solicitation Section 4.1.

There will be no negotiation of terms and conditions after the Question and Answer process is complete, after Notice of Intent to Award is issued or after a final award is made. See Section 1.3 and Section 4.1.



	117. 
	Section 4.3.1
	What are the individual file size limitations for upload to the NJSTART portal?

NJSTART can accept individual documents up to 1GB in size. Any documents larger than 1GB should be submitted as separate parts.  


	118. 
	Section 4.3.1
	Will the state be redacting any confidential information submitted by the vendor per 1.4.4, or should the vendor submit redacted copies of its files per 4.3.1?

The Vendor {Bidder} should submit a separate document which explains in detail the exact sections/paragraphs/lines/words of its Quote that it believes should be redacted pursuant to the New Jersey Open Public Records Act.  See Sections 1.4.4 and 4.3 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	119. 
	Section 4.4
	The seven (7) sections that should be included in the response do not include anything relative to Section 3.0, Scope of Work. How does the State want vendors to respond to the requirements in Section 3.0?

Please See section 4.4.3 Technical Quote, which states: “In this section, the Vendor {Bidder} should describe its approach and plans for accomplishing the work outlined in the Scope of Work section, i.e., Section 3.0.” 

The State expects each Vendor {Bidder] will address this requirement by describing how it will perform the entire Scope of Work as set forth in Section 3.0.     


	120. 
	Section 4.4
	The State has listed seven (7) Sections to be included in vendor responses, and requests four (4) volumes. There is a note saying that the State Supplied Price Sheet should be submitted in Volume 3, but no additional information is provided with regard to the other Volumes. Could the State clarify the names of the four volumes, and which of the seven sections listed in 4.4 should be included in each volume?

Section 4.4 Quote Content has been revised. Please see T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	121. 
	Section 4.4
	Please confirm Section 7 is not applicable Quote Content, as Oral Presentations are not applicable, Section 4.4.7.

There will be no oral presentations as part of this procurement, therefore “Section 7 – Oral Presentation Materials (Section 4.4.7)” is not applicable to this procurement. See Section 4.4.7 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	122. 
	Section 4.4
	Can the State provide the referenced document "Section 6-State of New Jersey Security Due Diligence Third Party Information Security Questionnaire (Section 4.4.3.3.3)"?

The New Jersey Security Due Diligence Questionnaire was posted on June 25, 2020 as part of Bid Amendment #3.


	123. 
	Section 4.4
	The State identified Volume 3 as the State-Supplied Price Sheet. What are the content expectations for Volumes 1, 2 and 4? Section 4.4 does not clearly explain in which volumes to place sections 1-7.

Bid Solicitation Section 4.4 has been revised. Please see T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	124. 
	Section 4.4.2
	Please confirm the Cooperative Purchasing Form does not need to be submitted. Bid Solicitation 4.4.6 states 'not applicable to this procurement'.

As per Bid Solicitation Section 4.4.6, Cooperative Purchasing Program is not applicable to this procurement. The Cooperative Purchasing Form is not required for this procurement.   


	125. 
	Section 4.4.3.3.3
	Please provide a copy of the State of New Jersey Security Due Diligence Third-Party Information Security Questionnaire and the State-executed Confidentiality/Non-Disclosure Agreement.

Please see the answer to questions #122. 


	126. 
	Section 4.4.3.3.3
	Can the State please provide Respondent with a copy of the Confidentiality/Non-Disclosure Agreement that is supposed to be attached to the Questionnaire? This is not attached to the RFP.

Please see the answer to questions #122. 


	127. 
	Section 4.4.4.3 (E)
	This requirement indicates the Network Architect must have an active Cisco Certified Internetwork Expert (CCIE) certification. This certification is focused on designing and deploying networks using Cisco networking products. There are many other brands of networking products which can be deployed to meet the design and operational requirements associated with an NG9-1-1 ESInet. Will the State modify this requirement to specify a different qualification for the Network Architect role. (i.e. 10+ years of technical experience in developing complex WAN/LAN architectures)?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. As stated in this section Qualifications of the Network Architect, to be documented on the submitted resume, should include: (CCIE) certification. Should – denotes that which is permissible or recommended, not mandatory.


	128. 

	Section 4.4.5.2
	RFP section 4.4.5.2 indicates that the recommended bandwidth for each of two (2) diverse circuits should be inserted into section 2.6.1 of the State Supplied Price Sheet. How should bidder represent using multiple bandwidths at a single PSAP, if applicable?

The State expects that the two (2) diverse circuits will be of the same bandwidth and see no need to accommodate two (2) different bandwidths.


	129. 
	Section 4.4.5.2
	RFP section 4.4.5.2 indicates a total annual cost for all counties will be automatically calculated on the final line of the price sheet tab based on the calculated total monthly cost for each county. However, the Statewide PSAP Costs Total is being calculated as a monthly total rather than being annualized. Should the RFP reflect that the total monthly cost will be calculated, or should the price sheet formula be revised?

Please see T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	130. 
	Section 4.4.5.2
	RFP section 4.4.5.2 indicates that there should be a section 4.2 in the State Supplied Price Sheet for "Equivalent Title" information. This field does not currently exist in the price sheet; will there be a revision for bidders to include such information?

Price Sheet has been revised to reflect Section 4.4.5.2 to add “Equivalent Title” information. Refer to T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	131. 
	Section 4.4.5.2
	Would the state consider allowing a monthly recurring administrative fee in addition to the NG9-1-1 i3 Implementation/Operation Pricing Annual Recurring Costs to support ongoing project requirements prior to the go-live of the first county?

The State does accept the proposed modification. 


	132. 
	Section 4.4.5.2 (C)
	Section 3 - PSAP Ethernet Charge Schedule - Can the State please provide the correct link? The link provided does not appear to work: http://www.state.nj.us/treasury/purchase/data_communications.shtml .

The link has been removed and replaced with directions to access the T776 Data Communications Blanket PO.  See Section 4.4.5.2 (C. Section 3.0- PSAP Ethernet Charge Schedule) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.  


	133. 
	Section 4.4.5.2 (C)
	The link to access the current State Contract Data Communications Network Services rates is broken. Please supply a working link.

Please see the answer to question #132. 


	134. 
	Section 4.4.5.2 (C)
	The link given for the state contract rates is not active. Please provide the current State Contract Data Communications Network Services rates.

Please see the answer to question #132. 


	135. 
	Section 4.4.5.4
	Sections 4.4.5.4 and 4.4.5.5 provide terms related to delivery of equipment. The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services). No equipment will be provided or delivered. We respectfully propose that the State delete Sections 4.4.5.4. and 4.4.5.5.

Please see Sections 4.4.5.4 and 4.4.5.5.of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	136. 
	Section 5.1
	Exception: Respondent takes exception to the order of precedence of contracting documents and proposes the negotiated contract between the parties govern the order of priority of documents unless otherwise required or prohibited by applicable law.

The State does not accept this proposed modification.  Terms and conditions on publicly bid procurements must be consistent for all potential Vendor {Bidders}.  As such, all requests for changes to the Bid Solicitation requirements and terms and conditions must be raised during the Question and Answer (“Q&A”) period as described in Section 1.3.  After the Q&A period, the State will post the Questions and Answers, and, in the event that changes are made in response to Questions, a Revised Bid Solicitation and/or Price Sheet.  This process ensures a level playing field for all Vendor {Bidders}. 

Should the Vendor {Bidder} submit exceptions and/or additional terms with its Quote, the State will review same as described in Bid Solicitation Section 4.1.

There will be no negotiation of terms and conditions after the Question and Answer process is complete, after Notice of Intent to Award is issued or after a final award is made.   See Section 1.3 and Section 4.1.  Be aware that the submission of additional terms after any of these list points may result in a proposal being deemed non-responsive.


	137. 
	Section 5.2
	What will be considered the trigger for the start of the 7 year contract term? Will this term start at the completion of the full implementation?

The term of the Blanket P.O. will begin on the date specified in the Notice of Award.  


	138. 
	Section 5.2
	If the State is not allowing for up front non-recurring fees, will the State limit their ability to terminate for convenience until after the initial term of 7 years, or consider a termination fee if the State terminates for convenience during the initial 7 year term?

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  Please see response to Question #207.


	139. 
	Section 5.2
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.2 as set forth below:

This Blanket P.O. may be extended up to two (2) years with no single extension exceeding one (1) year, by the mutual written consent of the Vendor {Contractor} and the Director. (Requested change deletes remainder of paragraph which reads: “at the same terms, conditions, and pricing at the rates in effect in the last year of this Blanket P.O. or rates more favorable to the State.”) Reason for requested change: We understand that there should be consistency in the pricing terms. However, factors may influence pricing seven years after the effective date, and thus we would like the opportunity to discuss the need for any pricing changes.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.2 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021 and T3075 Revised Price Sheet dated 07/06/2021, which now requires Vendor {Bidder} to provide extension pricing.


	140. 
	Section 5.5
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.5 by adding language at the end of the paragraph as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “) 

The Vendor {Contractor} is responsible for the professional quality, technical accuracy and timely completion and submission of all deliverables, services or commodities required to be provided under this Blanket P.O. The Vendor {Contractor} shall, without additional compensation, correct or revise any errors, omissions, or other deficiencies in its deliverables and other services. The approval of deliverables furnished under this Blanket P.O. shall not in any way relieve the Vendor {Contractor} of responsibility for the technical adequacy of its work. The review, approval, acceptance or payment for any of the services shall not be construed as a waiver of any rights that the State may have arising out of the Vendor’s {Contractor’s} performance of this Blanket P.O.”; provided, however, State shall be deemed to accept the services upon using the services in a production environment.” 

Reason for requested change: The vendor understands the State’s need to review, test, and approve the system; however, once the State uses the system to provide life-saving telephone calls, the vendor would require the system to be accepted and entitled to invoice.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Acceptance by the State requires written sign off. See Acceptance Definition in Bid Solicitation Section 2.2.1.


	141. 
	Section 5.6
	SUBSTITUTION OF STAFF. "The language requires that in the event of a substitution of any “management, supervisory or key personnel”, a procedure must be followed that resumes submitted evidencing that the individuals proposed as substitutes have qualifications and experience “equal to or better than” the previous individual. The breadth of the language unreasonably interferes with every day business decisions of the contractor. Will the State accept the following revision: If it becomes necessary for the Vendor {Contractor} to substitute any key personnel, the Vendor {Contractor} shall identify the substitute personnel and the work to be performed? The Vendor {Contractor} must provide detailed justification documenting the necessity for the substitution. Resumes must be submitted evidencing that the individual(s) proposed as substitute(s) have qualifications and experience reasonably comparable to or better than the individual(s) originally proposed or currently assigned."

Please see Section 5.6 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	142. 
	Section 5.6
	Clarification: Respondent would like to negotiate the language in this section to get a clearer understanding of the parameters for the approving a substitution in vendor's staff. Respondent proposes the following alternate language for consideration: The State may request, and Vendor will consider in good faith, replacement of an account team member based on specific, reasonable and lawful objections or concerns as to the account team member's performance or performance failures. If the State is not satisfied that its account team meets the State's needs, the State must provide Vendor with written notice of the State's concerns, and Vendor will use commercially reasonable efforts to address the State's concerns within thirty (30) days of receipt of such notice.

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  Please see Section 5.6 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	143. 
	Section 5.8
	Can the State update this section to reflect that Contractor is providing a hosted service to the State and as such, Contractor maintains all right, title, and interest in the software, hardware, and services? The State will be granted a right to use the service during the Term of the Contract.

See Section 5.8 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	144. 
	Section 5.8
	OWNERSHIP of MATERIAL. The State is not seeking a solution that has been developed specifically for the State; rather they are seeking to purchase an established already-existing service. As a result, there should be no "work product" IP developed for this contract, and section 5.17.3 and 4.2 should be removed on the ground that they are potentially confusing.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  See Section 5.8 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.  The State’s insurance requirements will not be deleted.


	145. 
	Section 5.8 (A)
	The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services.) The Vendor will provide the subscription service as a contractual right to the State. In providing a subscription service, Software and Vendor Intellectual property will not be licensed to the State. We respectfully propose that the last sentence to Section 5.8(A) be deleted.

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  See Section 5.8 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	146. 
	Section 5.8
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.8.A. by removing the word “perpetual”? Reason for requested change: The vendor can agree to provide a license to its intellectual property, but only so long as the agreement is in effect. As a result, we cannot agree to a perpetual license.

See Section 5.8 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	147. 
	Section 5.8 (B) & (D)
	Respondent clarifies that Respondent will not be producing any work product for the State as part of the RFP.

This is not a question.    


	148. 
	Section 5.8 (C)
	The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services.) The Vendor will provide the subscription service as a contractual right to the State. The Vendor will not be providing any Custom Software to the State. We respectfully propose that Section 5.8(C) be deleted.

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  See Section 5.8 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	149. 
	Section 5.8 (D)
	The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services.) The Vendor will provide the subscription service as a contractual right to the State. The Vendor will not be providing any "Work Product" to the State. We respectfully propose that Section 5.8(D) be deleted

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Section 5.8(D) applies to services provided to the State, and to the Deliverables that may be the result of such services. See Section 2.2 and Section 5.8 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	150. 
	Section 5.8 (D)
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.8.D by adding language at the end of the paragraph as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “) 

Work Product; Services “ The State owns all Deliverables developed for the State in the course of providing Services under the Blanket P.O., including but not limited to, all data, technical information, materials gathered, originated, developed, prepared, used or obtained in the performance of the Blanket P.O., including but not limited to all reports, surveys, plans, charts, literature, brochures, mailings, recordings (video and/or audio), pictures, drawings, analyses, graphic representations, print-outs, notes and memoranda, written procedures and documents, regardless of the state of completion, which are prepared for or are a result of the Services required under the Blanket P.O; provided, however, Deliverables will not include Vendor’s NG9-1-1 solution.” 

Reason for requested change: The vendor would like to clarify that, although it is developing an NG9-1-1 solution, it is not a Deliverable which will be exclusively owned by the State.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. See Section 2.2 and Section 5.8 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	151. 
	Section 5.9 (H)
	Under the confidentiality section, the parties agree to disclose to each other only information that is required for the performance of the obligations under this Blanket P.O. with certain exceptions. Vendor is a wholly owned subsidiary of another company and may be utilizing additional resources to bring additional value to the State. As a result, Vendor may be required to disclose confidential information to its parent company. We respectfully propose additional exceptions as follows: "(iii) to its Representatives, Outside Consultants, and Affiliate with a demonstrable need to know such confidential information and solely for purposes of performing Vendor's obligations under the Blanket P.O. 'Representatives' shall include the Parties, directors, officers, employees, Affiliates, attorneys and accountants. 'Affiliates' shall mean another entity that directly or indirectly controls, is controlled by, or is under common control with the party in question. 'Outside Consultants' shall include, but are not limited to, advisors, consultants, and engineers.

The State does not accept the proposed modification.   First, the prohibition on disclosure only applies to “State Confidential Information” which is defined in Section 2.1.  Secondly, the State desires to limit disclosure of State Confidential Information for security reasons.  To the extent the Vendor {Contractor} desires to use other entities (whether related or not) to perform part of the Scope of Work, the Vendor {Contractor} is obligated to identify those entities as Subcontractors and complete a Subcontractor Utilization Form pursuant to Section 4.4.1.3 or Section 5.7.  Under such circumstances, the Vendor {Contractor} would still be subject to the limitations on disclosure of State Confidential Information, and is responsible for the subcontractor’s compliance with all of the terms and conditions of the contract.    


	152. 
	Section 5.10 & 5.11
	NEWS RELEASES and ADVERTISING. "Will the State agree to make these two clauses mutual so that any press releases or advertising by either party require prior written consent, as follows: NEWS RELEASES Neither the Vendor {Contractor} nor the State is permitted to issue news releases pertaining to any aspect of the services being provided under this Blanket P.O. without the prior written consent of the other (the Director for the State, the Account Manager for the Vendor). ADVERTISING Neither the Vendor {Contractor} nor the State shall use the State’s name, logos, images, or any data or results arising from this Blanket P.O. as a part of any commercial advertising without first obtaining the prior written consent of the other (the Director for the State, the Account Manager for Vendor)."

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. The State, as a public entity, is subject to numerous disclosure and oversight requirements, and the State is obligated to be open about those entities it enters into Contracts with. Various State agencies or departments may wish to issue press releases regarding public Contracts, and such disclosures will not be subject to Vendor {Contractor} approval. The identity of the State’s contracting partners is a matter of public record.  


	153. 
	Section 5.13.2 and 5.13.3
	Clarification: Respondent can agree to such a provision provided the parties discuss the parameters for Respondent’s failure to provide the services on a significant scale. Respondent also wants the right to challenge the appropriateness of such relief.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  The State will not modify its contractual right to terminate the Contract, or to mitigate its damages in the event of Contractor’s breach.  See Section 5.13.3 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	154. 
	Section 5.13.3
	REMEDIES FOR FAILURE TO COMPLY WITH MATERIAL BLANKET P.O. REQUIREMENTS. "Vendor requests a 30-day right to cure, as follows: In the event that the Vendor {Contractor} fails to comply with any material Blanket P.O. requirements, and following written notice and a 30 day right and failure to cure the non-compliance, the Director may take steps to terminate this Blanket P.O. in accordance with the SSTC, authorize the delivery of Blanket P.O. items by any available means, with the difference between the price paid and the defaulting Vendor’s {Contractor’s} price either being deducted from any monies due the defaulting Vendor {Contractor} or being an obligation owed the State by the defaulting Vendor {Contractor}, as provided for in the State administrative code, or take any other action or seek any other remedies available at law or in equity."

See Section 5.13.3 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.  


	155. 
	Section 5.13.3
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.13.3 as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks ): In the event that the either party fails to comply with any material Blanket P.O. requirements ?(including, without limitation, the State’s failure to pay any undisputed amounts), the other party may, by providing thirty days written notice,? take steps to terminate this Blanket P.O. in accordance with the SSTC (provided, that, such material breach is not cured within the notice period), authorize the delivery of Blanket P.O. items by any available means, with the difference between the price paid and the defaulting Vendor’s {Contractor’s} price either being deducted from any monies due the defaulting Vendor {Contractor} or being an obligation owed the State by the defaulting Vendor {Contractor}, as provided for in the State administrative code, or take any other action or seek any other remedies available at law or in equity. 

Reason for requested change: While the vendor agrees that the State should be able to terminate for cause, we would like to clarify that such cause is related to material breaches and is subject to a cure period. The vendor would also require the right to terminate if the State materially breaches the terms, including, failure to pay undisputed amounts.

See Section 5.13.3 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	156. 
	Section 5.14
	Section 5.14 provides for liquidated damages because "it would be difficult to determine actual damages which the State of New Jersey will sustain as the result of the Vendor's {Contractor's} failure to meet the performance requirements." Under the applicable State of New Jersey law, liquidated damages are intended to be a stipulated sum for damages associated with a breach as an exclusive remedy for such breach, and not assessed as an unenforceable penalty. We respectfully propose that Section 5.14, 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence be deleted and replaced as follows: "Assessment of liquidated damages shall be the exclusive remedy for Vendor's failure to meet the performance requirements as provided above."

The State does not accept the proposed modification.   


	157. 
	Section 5.14
	Respondent takes exception to the liquidated damage clause as it generally does not agree to such liquidated damages for such services. Respondent would like to discuss this section along with SLAs and service credits.

The State does not accept this proposed modification.  Terms and conditions on publicly bid procurements must be consistent for all potential Vendor {Bidders}.  As such, all requests for changes to the Bid Solicitation requirements and terms and conditions must be raised during the Question and Answer (“Q&A”) period as described in Section 1.3.  After the Q&A period, the State will post the Questions and Answers, and, in the event that changes are made in response to Questions, a Revised Bid Solicitation and/or Price Sheet.  This process ensures a level playing field for all Vendor {Bidders}. 

Should the Vendor {Bidder} submit exceptions and/or additional terms with its Quote, the State will review same as described in Bid Solicitation Section 4.1.

There will be no negotiation of terms and conditions after the Question and Answer process is complete, after Notice of Intent to Award is issued or after a final award is made.   See Section 1.3 and Section 4.1.   


	158. 
	Section 5.14
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.14 paragraph 3 as below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): 

Assessment of liquidated damages “(including as a result of missing service levels)” shall be in addition to “the State’s termination rights and ability to recover direct damages.” Except and to the extent expressly provided herein, the Division shall be entitled to recover liquidated damages under each section applicable to any given incident; “provided, that, in the event there is a single incident giving rise to multiple liquidated damages, the State shall only be entitled to recover the highest liquidated damage available to it hereunder. Contractor shall not be responsible for issues that would otherwise cause liquidated damages: 1) that are not a result of Contractor’s acts or omissions; 2) that are a result of the use of out of support hardware or software; or 3) where an outage does not cause an impairment in the receipt of the Services. In no event will the cumulative amount owed in any given month for any and all liquidated damages exceed ten percent (10%) of the monthly recurring service costs across all Services. All liquidated damages shall be measured and applied on a monthly basis.” “In the event Contractor pays a liquidated damage in a given month, then meets or exceeds its service delivery requirements for a period of three consecutive months, then Contractor shall be deemed to earn back the liquidated damage.” 

Reason for requested change: We can agree to the liquidated damages (LD) concept but cannot agree to LD and service level penalties. We have concerns the language is overly broad and allows additional remedies outside the scope of LD, termination rights and recoverable direct damages. As to the LD, the vendor understands and agrees to the request, however, we require the amount of such penalties to be capped and to include certain exclusions.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. See Sections 5.22 Force Majeure and 5.14.5 Payment of Liquidated Damages of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021. 


	159. 
	Section 5.14
	Will the State add language to this section that states if delivery is delayed by anything outside of Contractor's span of control that liquidated damages will not apply?

See Section 5.22, Force Majeure of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	160. 
	Section 5.14 (A)
	Under applicable New Jersey law, liquidated damages are intended to quantify damages that are difficult in assessing or proving. Section 5.14(A) provides a specific, quantifiable measure of damages (i.e. trunk connection cost and backbone infrastructure cost), which appears to be unenforceable and contrary to New Jersey law. We respectfully propose that Section 5.14(A) be deleted.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. See Section 5.14 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	161. 
	Section 5.14 (A)
	To the extent that the State believes that Section 5.14(A) is enforceable, we respectfully propose that liquidated damages be provided as a credit to the State. A new sentence is added to the end of the paragraph as follows: "The liquidated damages assessed in this Section 5.14(A) shall be provided to the State as a credit to the State's obligation to pay monthly recurring charges to the Vendor for the subscription services.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. Please see Bid Solicitation Section 5.14.5 which addresses payment of liquidated damages.  


	162. 
	Section 5.14 (A)
	We will need to quantify the potential penalty for late delivery. Can the state provide the current costs for the backbone infrastructure and trunk connections charges that would be the basis any liquidated damages claim under this section?

Should the final implementation deadline go beyond the agreed to date, the State would be forced to keep the legacy network’s backbone infrastructure operational beyond the budgeted timeframe.  Assessed costs would be $737,012 per month for ALI DBase costs, and $93,187 per month for e911 SoNJ Core Network Components for a total of $830,199 per month, which the State would be responsible for paying to the current provider. Trunk connections are excluded from these Liquidated Damages.


	163. 
	Section 5.14 (B)
	Section 5.14(B) provides that "Outages greater than three (3) not resolved by the Corrective Action Plan may be cause for Blanket P.O. termination. In general, service level credits, including up to 100% of the monthly recurring charges are provided as a remedy for failure to meet certain service level agreements, in lieu of a breach of a contract. We respectfully propose that the foregoing language be deleted.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. See Section 5.14 (B) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	164. 
	Section 5.14 (B)
	For 'B. Service Outages', is the State willing to accept an annual cap on liquidated damages or a reduction in the percentages for the severity levels?

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  Based on the subject matter of the Contract and the expenses and risks involved, the State believes that the Liquidated Damages amounts and triggers are reasonable and appropriate. See Section 5.14 (B) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	165. 
	Section 5.14 (B)
	For 'B. Service Outages', SLA Remedy table there appears to be missing language. Does the State mean “outages greater than three (3) consecutive days”?

See Section 5.14 (B) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	166. 
	Section 5.14 (B)
	For 'B. Service Outages', SLA Remedy table, what is the time frame for the 'Site Outage Remedy'? Are these within a one-month period or some other time frame?

SLAs shall be measured and LDs assessed on a calendar month basis and assessed against the monthly recurring costs as described in Section 5.14.5.


	167. 
	Section 5.14 (B)
	Most vendors do not pay SLA remedies on Severity Level and Severity Level 4 service outages, although recurring issues at this level would be a basis for termination. Will the State delete the remedies for Severity Level 3 and 4 issues?

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  Based on the subject matter of the Contract and the expenses and risks involved, the State believes that the Liquidated Damages amounts and triggers are reasonable and appropriate. See Section 5.14 (B) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	168. 
	Section 5.14 (B)
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.14.B. as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): 

The heading of the table should be adjusted as follows: SLA Remedy “A percentage of the “applicable” final monthly recurring cost “tied to the service experiencing the service outage” as negotiated in section 1.0 of the NG9-1-1 i3 Implementation/Operation pricing sheet. 

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  This SLA is tied to Severity Level 1, 2, 3, and 4 events (which impact multiple sites) with the percentages of the i3 MRCs and is assessed monthly.  There would be no way to link the percentage of the i3 MRC to the specific service causing the state wide incident, which is why we have relied upon the overall i3 MRC.

The trigger for the second consecutive failure should be adjusted as follows: 2nd service outage within “2 consecutive months” for the same issue The trigger for the third consecutive failure should be adjusted as follows: 3rd service outage within 3 “consecutive months” for the same issue 

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  The likelihood that an incident would persist over subsequent months is unlikely and the SLAs are targeted to ensure consistent reliability and rapid incident response and remediation.

Reason for requested change: Any Service Level penalty should be tied to the associated monthly recurring charge, as applicable. In addition, the vendor is required to meet Service Levels as measured on a monthly basis. Otherwise, we could conceivably hit 99.999% uptime in a month, while still experiencing less than 99.999% service in any part of the month. Thus, this Section needs to be tied to the measurement interval.


	169. 
	Section 5.14.2
	Would the State be willing to adjust Section 5.14.2 as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): 

The continued assessment of liquidated damages “will” be terminated at the sole discretion of the Director, only if all of the following conditions are met: A. The Vendor {Contractor} corrects the condition(s) for which liquidated damages were imposed; B. The Vendor {Contractor} notifies the State Contract Manager in writing that the condition(s) has (have) been corrected; and C. The Director reviews and approves in writing the recommendation of State Contract Manager, “which shall occur in the same month the liquidated damages apply to.” 

Reason for requested change: Vendor would need some certainty that Service Levels will not continue to be assessed and that delays by the State will not result in additional penalties.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  Based on the subject of the Contract and the expenses and risks involved, the State believes that the Liquidated Damages amounts and triggers are reasonable and appropriate.  


	170. 
	Section 5.15
	RETAINAGE. Damages for late delivery are defined in Section 5.14, Liquidated Damages. Forfeit of the money held in retainage for late delivery is duplicate. Vendor requests that Section 5.15 be removed.

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  Please see Section 5.15 Retainage of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	171. 
	Section 5.15
	Can the State add language to allow release of the 10% retainage if certain PSAPs are causing delay in implementation of the service at their site, and such delay is out of Contractor’s control?

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  Please see Section 5.22 Force Majeure T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	172. 
	Section 5.17.1
	Because a number of laws provide certain protections to 911 service providers, will the State agree to revise the indemnification for third party claims provision to be subject to and consistent with the statutory protections available to 9-1-1 service providers under N.J. Rev. Stat. § 52:17C-10?

See Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021. 


	173. 
	Section 5.17.1
	INDEMNIFICATION. "Traditionally, providers of 9-1-1 service receive a qualified immunity in the provision of such services, based on the public interest in the provision of 9-1-1 services. Typically, the qualified immunity protects a 9-1-1 provider from third party claims unless they arise from the gross negligence or willful misconduct of the provider. Will the State revise 5.17.1.a.i to take this into account, either providing that the indemnification called for in this section will be construed consistently with the qualified immunity provided the providers of 9-1-1 service, or as follows: For or on account of the loss of life, property or injury or damage to the person, body or property of any person or persons whatsoever, proximately caused by the gross negligence or willful misconduct of Vendor or its employee, agent, or subcontractor, which shall arise from or result directly or indirectly from the work and/or products supplied under this Blanket P.O. or the order"

See Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021.


	174. 
	Section 5.17.1
	Exception: Respondent would like to discuss the language in this section and proposes a reasonable indemnity and limitation of liability that is consistent with industry standards for the services proposed. Respondent proposes the following as a substitute for discussion: 

"Vendor shall be fully liable for the actions of its agents, employees, officers, partners, and subcontractors, and shall fully indemnify, defend, and save harmless the State from all third party claims, losses, suits, actions, damages, and costs arising out of Vendor’s performance of this Contract caused by any intentional act or negligence of Vendor, its agents, employees, officers, partners, or subcontractors; provided, however, that Vendor shall not indemnify for that portion of any claim, loss, or damage arising hereunder to the extent caused by the State. The parties agree that if there are any limitations of the Vendor's liability, including a limitation of liability clause for anyone for whom the Vendor is responsible, such limitations of liability will not apply to injuries to persons, including death, or to damages to personal, tangible, or real property."

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  Indemnification coverage which Vendor {Bidder} is seeking is covered by the common law. See Ramos v. BFI, 103 N.J. 177 (1985).


	175. 
	Section 5.17.1
	For a.(i), would the State be willing to limit the third party claims provision to matters to the extent directly arising from the work and/or materials supplied under this contract?

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  Please see Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	176. 
	Section 5.17.1
	A number of laws, including N.J. Rev. Stat. § 52:17C-10, provide certain protections to 911 service providers. Will the State respectfully add a provision in the contract expressly noting that nothing in it is to be deemed as affecting or negating the protections from liability set forth in any applicable law providing immunity, limiting the liability of or otherwise protecting any party providing or assisting in providing any 9-1-1 related products or services?

See Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021. 


	177. 
	Section 5.17.1
	Would the State be willing to adjust subsection 4.1.1 of Section 5.17.1 as set forth below: 

The Vendor {Contractor}’s liability to the State for actual, direct damages resulting from the Vendor {Contractor}’s performance or non-performance of, or in any manner related to, this Blanket P.O. for any and all claims, shall be limited in the aggregate to “12 months “of the fees paid to Vendor {Contractor} for the products or Services giving rise to such damages, except that such limitation of liability shall not apply to the following: i. The Vendor {Contractor}'s indemnification obligations as described in the SSTC Section 4.1?(ii)”; and ii. The Vendor {Contractor}’s breach of its obligations of confidentiality described in Bid Solicitation Section 5.9.1; and B. The Vendor {Contractor} shall not be liable for “indirect,” consequential, or incidental damages. Reason for requested change: Vendor’s liability should be limited to 12 months of fees paid. However, for extraneous claims, the vendor can agree to uncapped liability provided above in A.i and A.ii. The exculpatory clause should also include indirect contractual liability as well.

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  See Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021.


	178. 
	Section 5.17.1 (4.1.1)
	We believe some form of overall limitation of liability details, including a mutual disclaimer of indirect/consequential damages, that caps potential liability would be industry standard. Because the State effectively only will be committing funds appropriated in an annual fiscal period, would the State be amenable to agreeing to a limitation of liability provision that caps potential liability at total amounts paid under the resulting contract in the 12-month period prior to when a claim arises? Or what form of an overall limitation of liability provision is the State willing to agree to?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	179. 
	Section 5.17.1 (4.1.1)
	Exception: Respondent would like to negotiate the language in this section and proposes the following substitute limitation of liability clause as follows:

"Neither party will be liable for any damages for lost profits, lost revenues, loss of goodwill, loss of anticipated savings, loss of data or cost of purchasing replacement services, or any indirect, incidental, special, consequential, exemplary or punitive damages arising out of the performance or failure to perform under this Agreement or Service Attachment. UNLESS OTHERWISE SET FORTH IN A SERVICE ATTACHMENT. THE STATE?S EXCLUSIVE REMEDIES FOR CLAIMs WILL BE LIMITED TO THE TOTAL MONTHLY RECURRING CHARGES (MRCS) OR USAGE CHARGES PAID BY THE STATE TO VENDOR FOR THE AFFECTED SERVICE IN THE ONE MONTH IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THE OCCURRENCE OF THE EVENT GIVING RISE TO THE CLAIM. VENDOR?S LIABILITY FOR ANY LOSS OR DAMAGE ARISING FROM ERRORS, INTERRUPTIONS, DEFECTS, FAILURES, OR MALFUNCTIONS OF ANY SERVICE OR ANY PART THEREOF CAUSED BY THE NEGLIGENCE OF VENDOR WILL NOT EXCEED THE GREATER OF $50.00 OR AN AMOUNT EQUIVALENT TO THE PRO RATA CHARGES FOR THE SERVICE AFFECTED DURING THE TIME THE SERVICE WAS FULLY OR PARTIALLY INOPERATIVE. FURTHER VENDOR, ITS AFFILIATES, AGENTS AND CONTRACTORS PROVIDING SERVICES ASSOCIATED WITH ACCESS TO 911 EMERGENCY SERVICE WILL NOT HAVE ANY LIABILITY WHATSOEVER FOR ANY PERSONAL INJURY TO OR DEATH OF ANY PERSON, FOR ANY LOSS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION OF ANY PROPERTY RELATING TO THE USE, LACK OF ACCESS TO OR PROVISION OF, 911 EMERGENCY SERVICE. IN ADDITION, CENTURYLINK WILL NOT BE LIABLE FOR ANY DAMAGE THAT RESULTS FROM INFORMATION PROVIDED TO CUSTOMER BY ANY OTHER DATA PROVIDER(S)."

"Respondent would also like to discuss and add to any contract between the parties the supplemental damages/limitation of liability clauses that are set forth in the attached Respondent Services Schedules for the respective services."

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.   The damage limitation of one month of fees or $50 is insufficient and not acceptable.   The reference to external documents, which are not provided with the Question, and are not shared with all other Vendors {Bidders} and would appear to be proprietary to one Vendor {Bidder} is not acceptable.  Also, there will be no discussion or negotiation of the Limitation of Liability outside of the Question and Answer process, as one-on-one negotiations of material terms are not allowed under the established public bidding laws in New Jersey. Please see Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	180. 
	Section 5.17.1 (4.1.1, A & B)
	The limitation liability provided by the State is more applicable to a capital expenditure business model, where the State would purchase, own, and operate a system. The benchmark of liability limitation is based on the purchase price because the State would have paid for an entire system. For hosted services, the benchmark of liability limitation is typically based on a multiple of monthly recurring charges (MRC) because the State is only paying on a monthly basis for the service to be delivered (e.g. monthly wireless services). Once the service output is delivered, the service is consumed by the State (as paid monthly by the State).

To equitably allocate limitation of liability based on a subscription service model, we respectfully propose the following: Section 4.1.1(A) shall be deleted and replaced with 

"The Vendor {Contractor}’s collective, total liability to the State for actual, direct damages resulting from the Vendor {Contractor}?s performance or non-performance of, or in any manner related to, this Blanket P.O. for any and all claims for the subscription services provided, shall be limited in the aggregate to six (6) months of the State's monthly recurring charges during the period in which the damage occurs, except that such limitation of liability shall not apply to the following:

The State does not accept the proposed modifications.  The limits set forth are insufficient, given the subject matter of the Contract and the purpose and intent of the system.  Please see revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021, Section 5.17.1.

Section 4.1.1(B) should exclude other indirect damages that may be relevant. We respectfully propose that that subsection (B) be deleted and replaced with

"The Vendor {Contractor} shall not be liable for consequential, incidental, or special damages, any punitive or exemplary damages or for any delay or failure to perform under this Blanket P.O. due to causes beyond Vendor's reasonable control.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. See Section 5.22 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	181. 
	Section 5.17.1 (C)
	Section 5.17.1 requires that Vendor indemnifies the State for certain third party claims involving Third Party Intellectual Property rights. Subsection (c) provides carve outs from Vendor's obligation to indemnify. 

We respectfully propose two additional standard carve outs and a limitation on royalties payable on a per use basis as follows: A new sentence shall be added to the last sentence of subsection (c) as follows: "(5) the use of ancillary equipment or software not furnished by Vendor and that is attached to or used in connection with the Vendor Product; and (6) use of the Vendor Product in a manner for which the Vendor Product was not designed or that is inconsistent with the terms of the Blanket P.O. In no event will Vendor's liability resulting from its indemnity obligation to the State extend in any way to royalties payable on a per use basis or the State's revenues, or any royalty basis other than a reasonable royalty based upon revenue derived by Vendor from the State from sales or license of the infringing Vendor Product.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 
 

	182. 
	Section 5.17.3 (D)
	Exception: Respondent would like to strike "and in such policy forms as shall be approved by the State" from section D.

See Section 5.17.3 (D) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021.


	183. 
	Section 5.17.3 (D)
Cyber Breach Insurance
	Exception: Respondent would like to negotiate the language in this section and proposes the following substitute limitation of liability clause as follows: 

"Neither party will be liable for any damages for lost profits, lost revenues, loss of goodwill, loss of anticipated savings, loss of data or cost of purchasing replacement services, or any indirect, incidental, special, consequential, exemplary or punitive damages arising out of the performance or failure to perform under this Agreement or Service Attachment. UNLESS OTHERWISE SET FORTH IN A SERVICE ATTACHMENT. THE STATE?S EXCLUSIVE REMEDIES FOR CLAIMs WILL BE LIMITED TO THE TOTAL MONTHLY RECURRING CHARGES (MRCS) OR USAGE CHARGES PAID BY THE STATE TO VENDOR FOR THE AFFECTED SERVICE IN THE ONE MONTH IMMEDIATELY PRECEDING THE OCCURRENCE OF THE EVENT GIVING RISE TO THE CLAIM. VENDOR?S LIABILITY FOR ANY LOSS OR DAMAGE ARISING FROM ERRORS, INTERRUPTIONS, DEFECTS, FAILURES, OR MALFUNCTIONS OF ANY SERVICE OR ANY PART THEREOF CAUSED BY THE NEGLIGENCE OF VENDOR WILL NOT EXCEED THE GREATER OF $50.00 OR AN AMOUNT EQUIVALENT TO THE PRO RATA CHARGES FOR THE SERVICE AFFECTED DURING THE TIME THE SERVICE WAS FULLY OR PARTIALLY INOPERATIVE. FURTHER VENDOR, ITS AFFILIATES, AGENTS AND CONTRACTORS PROVIDING SERVICES ASSOCIATED WITH ACCESS TO 911 EMERGENCY SERVICE WILL NOT HAVE ANY LIABILITY WHATSOEVER FOR ANY PERSONAL INJURY TO OR DEATH OF ANY PERSON, FOR ANY LOSS, DAMAGE OR DESTRUCTION OF ANY PROPERTY RELATING TO THE USE, LACK OF ACCESS TO OR PROVISION OF, 911 EMERGENCY SERVICE. IN ADDITION, VENDOR WILL NOT BE LIABLE FOR ANY DAMAGE THAT RESULTS FROM INFORMATION PROVIDED TO CUSTOMER BY ANY OTHER DATA PROVIDER(S)."

The State does not approve the proposed modifications.  Please see Section 5.17.1 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021. 


	184. 
	Section 5.17.4
	The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services.) The Vendor will provide the subscription service as a contractual right to the State. The Vendor will not be providing any COTS or Customized Software to the State. We respectfully propose that Sections 5.11(1), (2), (4) be deleted.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. However, see Section 5.17.4 Vendor {Contractor} Performance Warranty of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	185. 
	Section 5.17.4
	Exception/Clarification. Respondent would like to negotiate the language in these sections. Respondent can agree to general warranties, including it will provide the Services in a professional and workmanlike manner with the same skill, care and diligence to be expected of a telecommunications provider rendering the same or similar services, and (ii) it has all rights necessary for its execution and delivery of the Contract and its performance of its obligations under the Contract. Generally, Respondent does not provide essential purposes warranties. In addition to any supplemental disclaimers of warranties that may apply directly to a service as set forth in Respondent's attached Service Schedules, Respondent proposes to add the following language to any contract between the parties: 

"Disclaimer of Warranties. VENDOR MAKES NO WARRANTIES OR REPRESENTATIONS, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, EITHER IN FACT OR BY OPERATION OF LAW, STATUTORY OR OTHERWISE, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO WARRANTIES OF MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR NON-INFRINGEMENT, EXCEPT THOSE EXPRESSLY SET FORTH IN THIS AGREEMENT OR ANY APPLICABLE SERVICE ATTACHMENT, THE STATE ASSUMES TOTAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR USE OF THE SERVICE. IF VENDOR INTEGRATES ANY RECORDS PROVIDED TO VENDOR BY ANY OTHER DATA PROVIDER, FOR INCLUSION IN THE STATE’S 9-1-1 DATA, VENDOR MAKES NO REPRESENTATION OR WARRANTY AND ASSUMES NO LIABILITY REGARDING THE ACCURACY OF THE DATA PROVIDED BY ANY OTHER DATA PROVIDER. IN ADDITION TO ANY OTHER DISCLAIMERS OF WARRANTY STATED IN THE AGREEMENT, VENDOR MAKES NO WARRANTY, GUARANTEE, OR REPRESENTATION, EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, THAT ALL SECURITY THREATS AND VULNERABILITIES WILL BE DETECTED OR THAT THE PERFORMANCE OF THE SERVICES WILL RENDER THE STATE?S SYSTEMS INVULNERABLE TO SECURITY BREACHES, OR THAT THE SERVICES WILL BE PROVIDED ERROR-FREE."

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.17.4 Vendor {Contractor} Performance Warranty of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	186. 
	Section 5.17.4.3 (A)
	For '3. IT Services (a)', if the State observes a deficiency in the Services, shouldn’t the State be required to notify Vendor of such deficiency immediately?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. From a warranty perspective, a warranty issue may not be readily apparent (hardware installation issue, configuration issue etc). From a service operations perspective, it will be immediately apparent and that type of defect is addressed from the liquidated damages/SLA perspective.  


	187. 
	Section 5.17.4 .3 (B)
	For '3. IT Services (b)', if the State has to end the Services, will the State change the language here to reflect a pro-rated amount of fees to be returned in accordance with the period of time that the Services were actually deficient and not able to be provided?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. The current language in 5.11.3(b) adequately addresses the concern raised by this question.  


	188. 
	Section 5.19
	Will the State delete the category Total dollars paid to Subcontractors?? 

Our NG911 ESInet service is a national service and not broken out in a way that would be reasonably reported. Further, any information regarding dollars paid to subcontractors would be highly sensitive, competitive pricing information that would impede competition in the NG911 ESInet service market.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. Vendor {Contractor} may designate portions of the report as confidential, subject to OPRA and the common law right to know.  


	189. 
	Section 5.19
	BLANKET P.O. ACTIVITY REPORT. It is also not clear that the P.O. Activity Report reflects the way in which service will be ordered. Will the State consider deleting 5.19 altogether?

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  


	190. 
	Section 5.19
	Resubmittal of question 115 with corrections. BLANKET P.O. ACTIVITY REPORT. Will the State delete the category "Total dollars paid to Subcontractors"? Our NG911 ESInet service is a national service and not broken out in a way that would be reasonably reported. Further, any information regarding dollars paid to subcontractors would be highly sensitive, competitive pricing information that would impede competition in the NG911 ESInet service market.

See Response to Question #188.


	191. 
	Section 5.20 Electronic Payments
	Can the State provide the link for the form and instructions again? The provided link does not work.

Please see Section 5.20 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	192. 
	Section 5.22
	New section requested. Can the State please add a new section as follows: 

Section 5.22 Force Majeure Except for State's payment obligations, neither party will be liable to the other for any delay or inability to perform its obligations if such delay or inability arises from any act of God, fire, natural disaster, act of government, act of war (declared or undeclared), act of terrorism (domestic or international), riot, civil disturbance, manufacturer's shortages or constraints of parts, products, labor, pandemic or other public health crisis (whether existing as of the effective date or arising during the term), or any other cause beyond the reasonable control of such party, whether or not foreseeable. In the event of such a delay or inability to perform, the time for performance will be extended until a mutually agreeable date sufficient to allow Contractor to re-perform. 

The consideration scope and other essential elements (including, without limitation, dependencies, technical requirements, and State obligations) of this Agreement have been defined taking into account the ”as is” status of COVID-19 in the place(s) where the delivery will take place at the time of the signature (?Current Status?). In the event of any change to the Current Status, Contractor shall have the right to submit a change request for a coherent revision of the Agreement and the Parties shall enter into good faith negotiations in order to implement such change. 

Reason for requested change: Given the current state of the pandemic, the vendor would ask for this force majeure clause. The vendor is in full agreement to deliver the Services as they are contemplated today, but if COVID manages to get significantly worse such that it impairs our ability to provide the Services, we would ask to sit down and discuss this with the State.

See Section 5.22 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	193. 
	Section 6.7.2
	Is section 1.2 (Negotiated Extension(s) Annual Recurring Costs) of the State Supplied Price Sheet included in the evaluation criteria?

The details of the price evaluation model are confidential until Notice of Intent to Award is issued.


	194. 
	Section 7.1.1
	The link to access the TWO-YEAR CHAPTER 51/EXECUTIVE ORDER 117 VENDOR CERTIFICATION AND DISCLOSURE OF POLITICAL CONTRIBUTIONS (Bid Solicitation §7.1.1) form does not include the form and its instructions. Please supply the proper form and its instructions.

The link to the Two-Year Chapter 51/Executive Order 117 Vendor Certification and Disclosure of Political Contributions is functional and contains the form and relevant instructions.


	195. 
	SSTC Section 9.0
	Will the State allow Vendors to take exception to any of the Standard Terms and Conditions?

As stated in Bid Solicitation Section 1.3.1.1, Exceptions to the NJ Standard Terms and Conditions (SSTC): “Questions regarding the SSTC proposed exceptions to mandatory requirements, including the Special and Standard Terms and Conditions in Sections 5 and 9 of this Bid Solicitation must be posed during this Electronic Question and Answer period and shall contain the Vendor’s {Bidder’s} suggested changes and the reason(s) for the suggested changes.” 

Additionally, as stated in Section 4.1, General: “Quotes including Vendor {Bidder} proposed terms and conditions may be accepted, but Vendor {Bidder} proposed terms or conditions that conflict with those contained in the Bid Solicitation, as defined in Section 2.0 of this Bid Solicitation, or that diminish the State’s rights under any Blanket P.O. resulting from the Bid Solicitation, may render a Quote non-responsive.”


	196. 
	SSTC Section 9.1 (D)
	D. Cyber Breach Insurance: The Vendor {Contractor} shall carry Cyber Breach Insurance in sufficient to protect the Vendor {Contractor} from any liability arising out of its performance pursuant to the requirements of this Blanket P.O. The insurance shall be in an amount of not less than $2,000,000 and in such policy forms as shall be approved by the State. {Respondent edit: we would like to strike "and in such policy forms as shall be approved by the State" from the preceding sentence} The insurance shall at a minimum cover the following: Data loss, ransomware and similar breaches to computers, servers and software; Protection against third-party claims; cost of notifying affected parties; cost of providing credit monitoring to affected parties; forensics; cost of public relations consultants; regulatory compliance costs; costs to pursue indemnity rights; costs to Data Breach and Credit Monitoring Services analyze the insured's legal response obligations; costs of defending lawsuits; judgments and settlements; regulatory response costs; costs of responding to regulatory investigations; and costs of settling regulatory claims.

See Section 5.17.3 (D) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021. 


	197. 
	SSTC Section 9.2.10
	Explanation: The respondent has insurance that comes in various forms and from various vendors as detailed on our Memorandum of Insurance (MOI). We are not in the position to allow the State's review and approval.

See Section 5.17.3 (D) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation, dated 07/06/2021. 
 

	198. 
	SSTC Section 9.3.7
	Can the State provide a definition for 'manufactured items'?

The State cannot provide legal advice or statutory interpretation. Vendors {Bidders} should consult their own legal counsel.  


	199. 
	SSTC Section 9.4
	Exception: Please see Respondent's response to RFP Paragraph 5.17.1 above regarding indemnification.

This is not a question.  


	200. 
	SSTC Section 9.4.1 (A)
	Would the State be willing to adjust subsection 4.1.A by removing the following language: from the work and/or materials supplied under this contract, including liability of any nature or kind?? 

Reason for requested change: The vendor can agree to indemnify for intellectual property infringement, but it cannot agree to indemnify for the services provided.

The State does not accept the modification.  Section 4.1 of the State Standard Terms and Conditions is deleted and replaced in its entirety by the language set forth in Section 5.17.1.  


	201. 
	SSTC Section 9.4.2
	This section states: a. This $1,000,000 amount may have been raised by the RFP when deemed necessary by the Director; and Question: Under what circumstances would the amount be raised by the director?

If the required amount of Worker’s Comp. insurance was increased for this procurement, such a change would have been set forth in Section 5.17, but there is no such increase for this procurement.  


	202. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.4
	The State has the option, in its sole discretion, to reduce the scope of work call for under the contract and if there are any changes in the law, provides that the Director is the final arbiter of any adjusted contract price. To equitably and properly account for State's unilateral action to reduce scope or changes in law, we respectfully propose the last sentence in Sections 5.4(A), 5.4(B), 5.5(A) and 5.5(B) be deleted.
   
The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 9.5.5 and Section 5.17.7 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.


	203. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.4
	If parties are unable to reach agreement such as for an adjusted contracted price (5.4-State's Options to Reduce Scope of Work) or application portions of work already completed, would the State be amenable to a third party arbitrator? This would be applicable to any provision that currently states the Director has the final determination. 

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. The State does not agree to mandatory binding arbitration in place of standard legal remedies. Please see Section 9.5.5 and Section 5.17.7of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.	


	204. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7
	TERMINATION OF CONTRACT. "Vendors will be expending significant funds in establishing ESInet service which will be amortized over the term of the contract. It is not reasonable to expect a Vendor to agree to termination for convenience without the opportunity to recover amortized costs. Will the State agree to the following revision of Section D: 

In the event of termination under this section, the contractor shall be compensated for work performed in accordance with the contract, up to the date of termination. Such compensation may be subject to adjustments. In the event of termination for convenience, contractor shall be entitled to recover any amortized costs associated with the services, less amounts paid under the contract."

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  Please see Section 5.17.5 revising SSTC Section 5.7(D) of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.
 

	205. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (A)
	Question: Is Contractor permitted to recover incurred costs associated with termination liability, third party and special construction costs up to termination of the contract for convenience?

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  See response to Question #207.


	206. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (B)
	For 'B. For Cause (6)', Is there a defined cure period for Contractor to respond?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.17.5 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.   


	207. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (B)
	Question: Is contractor permitted to a 60 day time period to cure failure to comply for cause?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.17.5 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	208. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (B)
TERMINATION OF CONTRACT-B. FOR CAUSE
	Would the State be willing to adjust subsection 5.7.B as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): 6. Where a contractor fails to perform or comply with “the contract or a portion thereof such that it constitutes a material breach that remains uncured during the notice period,” and/or fails to comply with the complaints procedure in N.J.A.C. 17:12-4.2 et seq., the Director may terminate the contract, in whole or in part, upon “thirty (30)” days’ notice to the contractor with an opportunity to respond; and 7. “Where contractor” continues to perform a contract poorly as demonstrated by e.g., formal complaints, late delivery, poor performance of service, short-shipping, so that the Director is required to use the complaints procedure in N.J.A.C. 17:12-4.2 et seq. “such that Contractor is materially breaching the Contract”, and there has been a failure on the part of the contractor to make progress towards ameliorating the issue(s) or problem(s) set forth in the complaint, the Director may terminate the contract, in whole or in part, upon “thirty (30)” days’ notice to the contractor with an opportunity to respond. 

Reason for requested change: While vendor agrees that the State should be able to terminate for cause, we would like to clarify that such cause is related to material breaches and is subject to a cure period.

Please see Section 5.17.5 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation 07/06/2021.


	209. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (D)
	The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services.) The Vendor will invest significantly to stand up and provision the subscription service to the State. The State is not providing any nonrecurring charges to offset such investment. To equitably allocate the risk and costs of investment, we propose the following language. Section 5.7(D) shall be deleted and replaced as follows: "In the event of termination under this section, the contractor shall be compensated for actual costs incurred and subscription services delivered and/or rendered, as applicable.

See response to Question #207.  


	210. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (D)
	For 'D.', will the State add language to cover goods and services purchased for the State up to the date of termination?

See response to Question #207.   


	211. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.7 (D)
	Would the State be willing to adjust subsection 5.7.D as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): In the event of termination under this section, the contractor shall be compensated for work performed in accordance with the contract, up to the date of termination. Such compensation may be subject to adjustments. “In addition, Contractor shall be entitled to payment of termination fees. In the event the Contractor and State cannot agree on termination fees, the Contractor shall be entitled to recover: i) The Contract price for deliverables or services accepted or retained by the State and not previously paid for, adjusted for any savings on freight and other charges; and (ii) The total of: A) The reasonable costs incurred in the performance of the work terminated, including initial costs and preparatory expenses allocable thereto, but excluding any cost attributable to deliverables or services paid or to be paid; B) The reasonable cost of settling and paying termination settlement proposals under terminated subcontracts that are properly chargeable to the terminated portion of the Contract; and C) Reasonable storage, transportation, demobilization, unamortized overhead and capital costs, and other costs reasonably incurred by the Contractor in winding down and terminating its work.” 

Reason for requested change: While vendor can agree that the State can terminate the contract, we will have investments tied into building out a solution. Thus, we would ask that the two parties agree on termination fees upon termination. If the parties cannot agree, the parties would agree that A) B) and C) will be utilized to come up with the termination fee settlement.

The State does not accept the proposed modification. See response to Question #207.


	212. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.8 (B)
	Exception: Respondent would like the right to freely assign without the customer's consent to its affiliates and/or in the case of a merger or sale of substantially all of its assets. As such, Respondent would like to replace the language in this section of the RFP as follows:  

Neither party may assign its rights or obligations under this Agreement or any Service Attachment without the prior written consent of the other party, which will not be unreasonably withheld. However, either party may assign its rights and obligations under this Agreement or any order without the consent of the other party: (1) to any subsidiary, parent, or affiliate that controls, is controlled by, or is under common control with that party; (2) pursuant to the sale or transfer of substantially all of the business or relevant assets of that party; or (3) pursuant to any financing, merger, or reorganization of that party."

The State does not accept the proposed modification.  The State reserves the right to refuse consent to a Contract assignment.  The State must be able to exercise control over the firms that it has contractual relationships with prior to assignment or to refuse assignment if the potential assignee cannot fulfil all contractual terms including those in Section 2 of the State Terms and Conditions.  


	213. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.11 and 9.5.12
	Sections 5.11 and 5.12 pertains to the provision of equipment to the State. The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services). No equipment will be provided or delivered. We respectfully propose that the State delete Section 5.11.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. Please see Section 5.11 as revised by Section 5.17.5 of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021. 


	214. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.12
	For 'D'., is the State willing to change the requirement of paying the difference in price for a new contractor, to a wind-down provision in which the Contractor is required to assist in the transition of Services to the new provider?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. The State will not waive its right to cover, which is a standard form of damages for breach of contract.  


	215. 
	SSTC Section 9.5.15
	Clarification: Respondent proposes that any audit requested be conducted at Respondent’s place of business and during normal business hours.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. See N.J.A.C. 17:44-2.2.


	216. 
	 SSTC Section 9.6.1
	PRICE FLUCTUATION DURING CONTRACT. "Clarification is needed to recognize that applicable fees and surcharges will change during the contract term, even though all other changes are fixed. Will the State agree to the following revision: 

Unless otherwise agreed to in writing by the State, all prices quoted shall be firm through issuance of contract or purchase order and shall not be subject to increase during the period of the contract, with the exception of taxes, fees and surcharges, which may change during the period."

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Please see Section 5.17.6, Price Fluctuation During Contract of the T3075 Revised Bid Solicitation dated 07/06/2021.  


	217. 
	SSTC Section 9.6.5
	Would the State be willing to adjust subsection 6.5 as set forth below (changes designated by quote marks “ “): The New Jersey Prompt Payment Act, N.J.S.A. 52:32-32 et seq., requires state agencies to pay for goods and services within 60 days of the agency's receipt of a properly executed State Payment Voucher or within 60 days of receipt and acceptance of goods and services, whichever is later”, or in the alternative, 60 days from the date specified in the contract. Accordingly, Contractor may invoice the State monthly and in advance of the date the services will be provided.” Properly executed performance security, when required, must be received by the State prior to processing any payments for goods and services accepted by state agencies. Interest will be paid on delinquent accounts at a rate established by the State Treasurer. Interest shall not be paid until it exceeds $5.00 per properly executed invoice. 

Reason for requested change: Vendor agrees to the 60 day payment terms, but pursuant to the referenced statute, we would ask to include language so that the vendor may bill in advance, as any increase in payment terms beyond 30 days may result in a higher price to the State.

The State does not accept the proposed modifications. The Prompt Payment Act is a statutory requirement that applies to every State contract. 
 

	218. 
	SSTC Section 9.6.6
	The State is soliciting quotes from vendors for all-inclusive integrated network services (i.e. subscription services.) The Vendor will invest significantly to stand up and provision the subscription service to the State. The State is not providing any nonrecurring charges to offset such investment. To equitably allocate the risk and costs of investment, we propose that Section 6.6 shall be deleted and replaced as follows: "The State’s obligation to make payment under this contract is contingent upon the availability of appropriated funds and receipt of revenues from which payment for contract purposes can be made. No legal liability on the part of the State for payment of any money shall arise unless and until funds are appropriated each fiscal year to the using agency by the State Legislature and made available through receipt of revenue. In the event of termination under this section, the contractor shall be compensated for actual costs incurred and subscription services delivered and/or rendered, as applicable."	

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Every State contract is subject to the appropriation and availability of funds to pay for contracted services.
   

	219. 
	SSTC Section 9.6.6
	Will the State pay Contractor for Services already performed and goods/products already ordered for the State?

No. Every State contract is subject to the State appropriation and availability of funds to pay for contracted services.   


	220. 
	SSTC Section 9.6.6
	Question: Does State for each Fiscal Year agree to: a) include in its budget request appropriations sufficient to cover contractor's obligations under the PO; 2) use all reasonable and lawful means to secure such appropriations; and 3) not use non-appropriations as a means of terminating the PO in order to acquire functionally equivalent services from a third party?

The State does not accept the proposed modification. Every State contract is subject to the appropriation and availability of funds to pay for contracted services.   


	221. 
	SSTC Section 9.7
	TERMS RELATING TO ALL CONTRACTS FUNDED, IN WHOLE OR IN PART, BY FEDERAL FUNDS. Compliance, and monitoring compliance, with federal laws and regulations is an added cost of service. Can the State advise whether in fact the State intends to fund the contract in whole or in part with federal funds and delete Section 7 if it has no application to the contract?

The provisions set forth in Section 7 of the Standard Terms and Conditions apply to all state contracts funded, in whole or in part, by Federal funds as required by 2 CFR 200.317. The Vendor {Bidder} is put on notice that these may apply.  Any questions regarding the applicability of this section of Federal law should be directed the United States Department of Labor. 


	222. 
	SSTC Section 9.0 Exhibit B
	Can the state please provide a copy or example of the requested Monthly Progress Workforce Report, so we can provide it if awarded the bid?

Please contact the New Jersey Department of Labor and Workforce Development for an example of such a report.  


	223. 
	Price Sheet
	Please explain the required Call Handling positions for the PSAP locations showing an * in the 2.43 # of Call Taker Positions column. Does this * mean that the Call Taker Positions are included in the Call Taker Positions for the main Collocated Entry for the respective PSAP?

Yes, in the case of collocated Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) the number of total positions is listed in the address line and the collocated PSAPs are represented with an “*” since all PSAP trunks can be answered from all positions.  In the case of the State Police PSAPs they are designed with several geographical zones and each call taker can answer calls for each of the collocated PSAPs.


	224. 
	Price Sheet
	Per the Borough of Oakland, NJ website, the Oakland Police Department is located at 295 Ramapo Valley Rd, Oakland, NJ 07436 and maintains an active uniformed patrol, investigative services and dispatching facilities for all police, fire and emergency calls. Should the address for the PSAP change from 292 Route 202 Oakland, NJ to 295 Ramapo Valley Rd, Oakland, NJ?

Route 202 and Ramapo Valley Road are the same highway and the number is 295, not 292. The Price Sheet has been revised. Please refer to T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021. 


	225. 
	Price Sheet
	The Joint Base McGuire Dix Lakehurst Fire Station according to the Joint Base McGuire Dix Lakehurst website is located at the intersection of Rounds Road and McCord Road. 1708 Fire Lane is not recognized as an address in the US Postal Service data base. Can you provide an address other than 1708 Fire Lane?

Joint Base MDL moved to a new facility with the consolidation, they are no longer located in the Firehouse. The new address is 2301 Vandenberg Ave, Wrightstown, New Jersey. 

The Price Sheet has been revised. Please refer to the T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.



	226. 
	Price Sheet
	Would the State accept alternate, non-milestone based billing proposal(s) that would be more financially advantageous to the State?

The State does accept the proposed modification. 


	227. 
	Price Sheet
	"p. Tab: i23 Functional Element Pricing, Cell A3, Section -- T3075 - State Supplied Price Sheet 040920 -- This cell says ""All inclusive statewide NG9-1-1 solution based in NENA i3 standards incorporating the functional elements and requirements as specified in Section 3 and all subsections of the RFP. All inclusive price shall include design, installation operation, carrier integration"" Question: Is this statement complete? It didn't include an "and" or a period, so we want to make sure all the items necessary are listed in these instructions. "

Price Sheet, p. Tab: i3- Functional Element Pricing, Cell A3 has been revised as follows:

“All inclusive statewide NG9-1-1 solution based in NENA i3 standards incorporating the functional elements and requirements as specified in Section 3 and all subsections of the Solicitation.  All-inclusive price shall include design, installation operation and carrier integration.” 

Please refer to T3075 Revised Price Sheet 07/06/2021.


	228. 
	Price Sheet
	Can the State please confirm PSAP counts and information provided per PSAP?    The Price Sheet includes 248 PSAPs broken out but the charts provided in the RFP page 11 mentions 281 PSAPs and 231 PSAPs. 

Please see answer to Question #21.   	
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