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This addendum modifies the Request for Proposal only as noted: 
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION – Answers to submitted questions 
Q1 Under scope of work item 7.1, would it be correct to say the intent of 7.1 which says to 

prepare a detailed design  for the Citywide Fibre Optic Plant or Network design 
illustrating core components like the fibre backbones, ring topology, distribution nodes, 
POP and last yard connectivity, that this design would be of sufficient detail to illustrate 
the options examined and of an accuracy to price the supply and installation of the core 
components  of the recommended solution city wide, but not complete detailed 
engineering design drawings.  The detailed technical/engineering drawings would be a 
separate assignment if the City elected to implement and go forward with the business 
model with details of the future technical/engineering scope of work to be defined under 
scope of work item 7.4. 

A1 That is correct. 
 
Q2 Under scope of work item 7.8 and deliverable 8.2 it says to prepare and present a report 

to the Intelligent City Advisory Committee and Council. Is there an expectation that the 
report presented will need modification based on feedback from the Committee and 
Council and if so, is there an expectation that Proponents should allow for the initial 
report and presentation followed by a follow-up report and presentation with a final 
report issued. 

A2 Yes. 
 
Q3 Under deliverables item 8.1 (a), along the same lines as request for clarification for scope 

of work item 7.1,  would it be correct to assume the detailed fibre optic design would 
illustrate the fibre optic network plant layout of the core components in all 
neighbourhoods, but not at a level where all the technical and engineering details have 
been resolved but accurate enough to show where and how many of drop points, POP and 
distribution nodes, backbone and rings fibre layout, areas where aerial recommended and 
areas where underground conduit or direct inlay type construction are proposed. 

A3 That is correct. 
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Q4 Does the City want to position itself as a CLEC (Competitive Local Exchange Carrier) or 

as a Non-dominant Carrier? 
A4 Probably as a Non-dominant Carrier. 
 
Q5 Does the scope of work include the NOC (Network Operation Centre), customer billing 

and customer service operations? 
A5 No. 
 
Q6 What type of service (Internet, Television, Voice over ip, etc.) does the city want to offer 

on its fibre network? 
A6 Could be all of those, but the City does not want to be an ISP necessarily. Third parties 

could provide all these services directly to their customers. 
 
 
Please acknowledge this addendum in your Proposal. 
 
END OF ADDENDUM #2 
 
Yours truly, 
 

 
Heather M. Rossi 
Intermediate Buyer 
email: hrossi@newwestcity.ca  
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