
 
 

Study Contract for GOSS and IMCC Requirements

17 contractors submitted bids.
Phileo chosen on basis of evaluation to mske the study.

Kaiser Selected by Corps of Engineers to:

Design IMCC Building
Design requirements based on study contract.

Building design now complete end initial building
contracts heave been awerded.

Contract for remainder of building to be ewerded in February.

TEM Selected as WICC Contractor

TBM selected es contractor on basis of source evaluation

from 11 proposals.

Prepropossl Review of Companies Desiring to Bid

To be discussed in more detail.

IMCC and GOSS Study Results Availeble to All Bidders.

Latest Phileo study documents given ell bidders.

70 percent building design also made availeble.

Question-Answer Conference Held with All Prospective Bidders

After RFP Initiated.

 



 
 

Initiel letter from NASA to 103 companies of NAGA's intent

to have IMCC designed and implemented.

Letter listed five major requirements:

1. Participated as mejor contractor in design end
implementation of a large trecking end date

systems network.

2. Had prime responsibility for integration of activities

of a substantial mumbernumber of contractors involved in the

3. Been responsible for design and implementation of «
control center facility in support of « research or
defense project.

h, Remneete steely a8 experience in the design
and implementetion of high-speed deta transmission
ani computing system.

5. Been responsible for the design of en extensive communi-
eeations network involving voice, TTY, ani digital date.

As & result of this procedure, 19 contrecters submitted materiel
to WASAMASA to qualify them es bidders on the IMC contract.

 



  

not submit.

Bendix end Hughes considered to be margins and notified

Also, @ great muamber of subcontractors were sent condensed RFP
for information purposes.
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VERY GOOD UNDERSTANDING OF PROBLEM

Good sppreciation of overall tesk lacked
Steal ahashay segs

MAJOR TECHNICAL RESERVATIONS

Exeessive number of tasks assigned to the
commmications processor. Eliminated the
capability to seperate systems to
feeilitate check out ani modification.

Major elements of the IMCC dependent on early
operation of the commmicetions processor.

Bxisting concept would require significant
redirection of the RICC contractor.

VERY GOOD MANAGEMENT

Strong organization group to be located in
Houston.

Subcontract structure very good.

Procurement policies and procedures were good.

Previous customer reported poor
performance (Big Relly II

INADEQUATE MANPOWER

Menpower proposed for mification and integration
considerably underestimted.

Only one shift of M and 0 personnel provided.

Previous customer interviewed reported it
Senstbeny tp dhnank 208 to guoviae eabyntsampeser (6@E)-  
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COOD APPRECIATION OF OPERATIONAL PROBLEMS

Well outlined formation of tasks.

Perticuler attention to GOSS unification.

LACK OF DEFINITIVE SYSTEMS

Number of systems solutions presented.

fredeoffe established but final system not developed.

lecks unified IMEC concept.

Assumed all commmicetions processing and display
driving to be RICC function.

Contrary to RFP but not justified.

Assumed rented terminal and intercom equipment.

Rot desirable due to management control problems.

Unique system of pert-time program management at
Houston and New Jersey.

Proposal cost reflected unwerranted essumptions.

Costed system not the recommended system in the proposal.

Required system substantially bigher in cost.

MAJOR REDIRECTION  
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:
Technical depth of proposal extremely limited.

No major problem srees identified.

See cone© Oe SReee ee
unification tasks

Proposed subsystem checkout was good.

Relationship of MOCR end SSR incorrect.
Resulted in improper design of commmicetions
end displey system.

low cost

Leck of design detail and of overall  


