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Amendment No.:



Two (2)

Request for Application (RFA):
RFA-617-13-000005

Title: 
USAID/Uganda Rights and Rule of Law Program 

Amendment Issuance Date:

August 1, 2013
Dear Applicants:

The purpose of this Amendment Number Two to the above referenced RFA is to (1) provide responses to questions received regarding the above Solicitation and (2) release a revised solicitation that addresses and incorporates below questions and updated deadlines. The revised RFA replaces in its entirety the previously released RFA. Additions and revisions have been highlighted in the RFA, in yellow, for ease of reference.
Note that any RFA page numbers mentioned in USAID responses, below, reference the page numbers of the revised RFA that accompanies these questions as Amendment 2 to the RFA.                                
Questions and Answers are as follows:

1. Under the Concept Paper instructions (p. 30 of the RFA), bidders are instructed to provide staff roles and responsibilities; a) should bidders identify proposed staff, or b) only include such with the full application?

Response: 
The RFA only requires “proposed staff roles and responsibilities.” So, no, you do not need to identify proposed staff. Please see page 31. b) If invited to submit a full application, invitees should follow the full application instructions starting at page 31 of the RFA on key personnel. So, yes, you only need to identify proposed staff in the full application.
2. One of the DO indicators identified in the RFA (p. 10) is "degree to which mechanisms actively and effectively promote rule of law and human rights." a) Does USAID already have a mechanism or plan in place by which it will track results against this indicator? b) Or can USAID specify which "mechanisms" it expects to be tracked?

Response: 
With regard to question (a), USAID expects to use both the DO2 and grantee’s performance management plan (PMP) to track and measure results. USAID will approve the PMP as indicated on page 24. With regard to part (b) of your question, applicants are free to suggest “the mechanism proposed to measure and monitor progress, achievement and sustainability,” (page 30).
3. One of the DO indicators identified in the RFA (p. 10) is "average number of days taken to process human rights complaints in selected areas." The length of time it takes to process human rights complaints is but one factor in determining whether rights are being protected; would USAID consider revising or deleting this indicator?

Response:
Applicants are free to propose their approach for addressing the indicator 


requirements of the RFA. USAID will consider submissions of the concept 


papers based on the evaluation criteria set out on page 40 of the RFA. If invited 


to submit full applications, USAID will consider submissions contained in the 


applications based on the evaluation criteria starting on page 41. 

4. One of the DO indicators identified in the RFA (p. 10) is "percent of people who believe that they will obtain a fair hearing on human rights matters." Other sections of the RFA also indicate that measuring public perception might be useful in tracking impact.  a) Should bidders include the cost of public polling in their proposals, b) or will USAID be tracking these issues independently?

Response:
Applicants are welcome to propose methods for measuring public perception. With regard to question (b), USAID expects to track all issues related to this RFA through the award(s) made pursuant to it. Also, please see the response to question 2a above.
5. One of the DO indicators identified in the RFA (p. 13) is "percent of total newspaper space and radio/TV time devoted to new [sic] analysis." a) Does USAID have in place a methodology for measuring this information, or is it aware of existing methodologies or organizations that are tracking this information, or b) should bidders include developing and implementing a methodology for reporting on this indicator in their applications and budgets?
Response: 
Applicants are free to propose a methodology for measuring all indicator information, and proposing organizations that track such methodologies. With regard to question (b),
Applicants are welcome to propose approaches for developing and implementing 
a methodology for reporting on this indicator and to include this in the cost application. 
6. Section III - Eligibility Information p. 28 states under III.3. "There shall be no cost sharing," and p. 42, section E. Cost Evaluation states "There shall be no cost sharing in this activity." although on p. 38 it states that the budget should include potential contributions of non-USAID or private commercial donors to this Cooperative Agreement, including the breakdown of the financial and in-kind contributions (cost sharing) and that applicants should include "Information that confirms and ensures that the proposed cost sharing will materialize."  Can USAID please clarify whether it expects applicants to include cost sharing in the cost proposal?

Response: 
See page 31, “There shall be no cost share required under this RFA.” The 


contradicting bullet on Page 38 has been removed.
7. Please provide any specific guidance on the format and/or page breakdown required or recommended for submission of the two-page budget to accompany the Concept Paper.

Response: 
As per page 31, (3) Budget Summary, the two pages should include (1) a budget summary and (2) budget notes/narrative explaining the basis for proposed costs and their relationship to the technical approach. 
8. Please indicate whether any Key Personnel are requested to be identified in the Concept Paper.  
Response: 
The RFA only requires “proposed staff roles and responsibilities.” It does not require that key personnel be identified at the concept paper stage. If invited to submit a full application, invitees should follow the full 
application instructions starting at page 31 of the RFA on key personnel.

9. On page 33, the RFA indicates that any proposed change to the titles for Key Personnel must be accompanied by a strong justification for the changes at issue.  a) Although this provision in the RFA appears to refer predominantly to title changes among the existing five Key Personnel  positions (with possible accompanying changes in job responsibilities and qualifications), can the Mission confirm that it will entertain a change in job responsibilities and attendant job qualifications for at least one Key Personnel position if accompanied by a compelling justification informed by the objective demands of the project, the offeror's vision for its technical approach, and the most effective use of resources? b) Does the Mission want any such proposed change and accompanying justification to be discussed in the Concept Paper, or should an offeror wait to discuss the same at the Full Application stage, if relevant? 
Response: 
As per page 30, the concept paper project management section should include the proposed project management structure and proposed staff roles and responsibilities. If you decide to propose an alternate key personnel configuration, you will need to address it in this section, within the concept paper, so that your proposed staff structure is well justified and is easily understood by the team evaluating the concept paper.
10. To help amplify or clarify aspects of an offeror's management plan, may an offeror include an organizational chart as an Annex to the Concept Paper? 

Response: 
No annexes are permitted with submission of the concept paper. Please see page 30 of the RFA, the technical narrative maximum is 5 pages and the budget summary maximum is 2 pages. You may choose to fit a chart or graphic within the page limits. But, anything in excess of the page limit will not be considered/evaluated.
11. On page 8, in Section I.3.3 Geographic Focus, to address the basis for expansion of district level work to 15 districts, will the Mission entertain persuasive alternative or additional criteria to those stated as a basis for district selection?  For example, the Mission has emphasized the importance of building or exploiting synergies between this project and other USAID projects like the GAPP Project.  Is this an example of other criteria that can help inform district selection for this project?  

Response: 
Yes, it is an example of criteria that could inform district selection. District selection for this activity should be informed by the need to leverage other DO2 district level activities. The section on Geographic Focus in the RFA has been revised accordingly. However, Applicants are at liberty to propose sub-criteria for geographic focus within the broad criterion set out on pages 8 and 9 of the RFA.
12. Please confirm that the Mission is receptive to the inclusion of additional indicators for some or all of the three Components described in the RFA?

Response: 
The Mission is receptive to the inclusion of additional indicators. Applicants are free to propose additional indicators based on their program approach, which address the three result areas and components of the RFA. Please see the result areas and components starting at page 9 of the RFA.
13. On page 14, in Section I.3.5 Grants Component, please clarify whether the reference to 70% grants disbursement by Year 3 1/2 refers to an aggregate dollar total of the $1.6M reserved for the grants program, or some other metric.

Response: 
On page 14, it states, “70% of all grants shall be awarded within the first 3.5 years of the activity. It does not state 70% of the grants will be disbursed, as you state in your question, by that date. The reference to the 70% of grants awarded is a reference to the total dollar value of the grant program. So, at the conclusion of 3.5 years, not more than 30% of the dollar value of the grant fund should be remaining to award to sub grantees. In addition, as stated on page 14 of the RFA, no new grants should be awarded in the last nine months of implementation.
14. On page 14, in Section I.3.5, Grants Component, please clarify what are the "three capacity building interventions" referred to in the middle of the second paragraph in this Sub-section of the RFA.  Does this refer to organizational, technical, and financial management capacity building?

Response: 
Yes, it does refer to organizational, technical, and financial management. Please 


see section 1.3.6 on page 15 of the RFA.
15. On Page 14, in Section I.3.5, Grants Component, the first paragraph states that the "grants program shall award no less than 20% of total project Value" ($8 million project ceiling x 20%=$1.6 million in grants). Attachment H, the Budget Template on the Prime Detail Worksheet, has wording on the small grants line referring to a "minimum of 25% of total".  Please confirm that the correct figure is 20%.

Response: 
The correct figure for the grants component is a minimum of 20% of the overall project value. Please see the response to question 14 above.  The Budget Format, included as Attachment H to the RFA, is solely a generic format/template and should be modified as necessary to conform to the RFP requirements and your application. Examples of appropriate modifications to the budget template include: the deleting or leaving blank the cost share columns, including the names and titles of identified staff, deleting the G&A row if you don’t have G&A. 
16. Can the Mission suggest any guidance or rough plug figures for costs associated with the mid-term and final evaluations referenced in Section I.7 (page 19), particularly based on recent precedent?

Response: 
No. The Mission will not suggest plug figures for mid-term and final evaluations. Applicants are free to propose budget costs for activity evaluations in line with their proposed program approach.
17. On page 19, in Section I.8, Collaborating, Learning and Adapting, the RFA references the incorporation of an advisory committee.  Does USAID have a notional idea in mind of the rough size of/range of numbers of persons comprising the advisory committee?

Response: 
The committee will have approximately 6 members including: the Agreement Officer’s Representative and at least one representative from the DGF, judiciary, civil society, media and the recipient. The section on “Collaborating, Learning and Adapting” of the RFA has been revised accordingly. 
18. Can the Mission suggest any guidance or rough plug figure for costs associated with meetings of the advisory committee as described at the top of page 20, particularly if the committee includes members from outside Kampala?

Response: 
No, the Mission will not provide plug figures for costs associated with meeting of the advisory committee. Applicants are encouraged to use their best judgment in determining costs based on the location of the event and per diem rates. Per diem rates must not exceed USG per diem rates found on the U.S. State Department Website (http://aoprals.state.gov/). 
19. On page 30, in Section IV.4, Concept Paper Instructions, references the inclusion of partner organizations.  a) Can the Mission please clarify that the percentage of work to be performed by any partner organization may/should be calculated as a percentage of total dollars allocated to direct costs for labor and other direct costs? b) If not, can the Mission specify what calculation/metric is requested?

Response:  
USAID is not requesting or requiring any calculation or metric. You may propose any configuration of entities to perform the activities described in the program description within the RFA. In the Concept Paper, you must clarify, as noted on page 30, “a short description of the consortium model and a justification for the model proposed.” Likewise, if invited to submit a full application, you should address the bullet points noted on page 34 of the RFA that request information on the roles and responsibilities of the consortium members. You’ll note the Budget Format in Attachment H, for full application submission, includes detailed budgets for sub awardees. The costs included in the sub awardee budget must clearly support the activities and role of the sub awardee as described in the management section. 
20. On Page 30, in Section IV.4, Concept Paper Instructions, references the layout of the cover page.  Does the fifth bullet – “name(s) of partner organizations” - refer just to "core partner organizations" or any partners who will be used on the project?  

Response: 
The fifth bullet permits the applicant to include both core and other partners (if 



any).
21. On page 32, in Section IV.4.4.a), Activity Description, the last paragraph contains the statement that applicants are requested to develop a brief 3-page capacity development strategy."  Can the Mission please confirm that this is a required component of the overall Technical Approach and included in the 25 page limit?  Alternatively, can this 3-page document be included as an Annex?

Response: 
The 3-page capacity development strategy can be attached as an Annex. The RFA has been revise to include it as one of the authorized Annexes.
22. On page 36, in Section IV.4.5, Annexes, can the Mission please clarify what is meant in the instructions for Annex II by the phrase that the "work plan should incorporate the Mobilization Plan," given that the latter has its own Annex I? 
Response: 
The Summary Work Plan, Annex II, should incorporate the information presented in the Mobilization Plan, Annex I. In other words, the two Annexes should not contain contradicting information. The Summary Work Plan presents information for the entire first year, including the first 90 day start up period. The Mobilization Plan, Annex I, also includes information about the 90 day start up period. However, the Mobilization Plan should include more detailed information and explanation about start up activities. 
  

23. On page 36, in Section IV.4.5, Annexes, the Relevant Past Performance Information (Annex IV) requires specific information normally provided in a Past Performance Reference (PPR).  However, the Annex is limited to 2 pages maximum.  Can the Mission please clarify whether the two page limit is for the entire annex or a limit for each individual PPR?
Response: 
Please refer to page 36, information regarding Annex IV has been revised and clarified. USAID is not requesting PPRs. We only want to receive the information requested in this section.
24. On p. 38, in the middle of the page, does the Mission have any guidance as to how, if at all, the details of sub-award arrangements and the management structure in the Cost Proposal submission should differ from that presented in the Technical Proposal? 
Response: 
The information requested on page 38 of the RFA will be utilized, in the event the applicant submits a successful application and USAID intends to award, to determine if prior sub award approval will be granted by the Agreement Officer. If the recipient is awarded a cooperative agreement, but there was insufficient or unclear information in this section then the Agreement Officer may choose to require the recipient to request sub award approval after award. This section should clearly explain how sub awards will be structured.
25. For purposes of the RFA generally, can the Mission please provide a definition of "core partner organization?"  
Response: 
Core partners are partners deemed key to the success of the activity. The core partners take on significant parts of the implementation. Generally, a sub grant recipient would not be considered a core partner.   
26. Could the Mission please provide an updated copy of the latest Local Compensation Plan (LCP) and indicate what annual percentage increases have been approved?
Response: 
The latest Local Compensation Plan is attached as part of Amendment 2 to the RFA modification.  The annual percentage increases allowable are between 3% - 5%.
27. On page 14 under section 1.3.5, you indicate that recipients should help to advance both technical and the three capacity building interventions, the Rights and Rule of law shall host regular skills-sharing and networking workshops with the idea of the sub-Recipient learning from shared experiences.  - Can you please clarify what the three capacity building interventions you are referring to or where in the RFA they are described?

Response: 
They are described on page 14, in the previous sentence, just prior to where ‘three capacity building interventions’ is mentioned in the RFA. The three capacity building interventions are, “sub-Recipient and/or local core partner organizational, technical and financial management capacity.”  Page 14 of the RFA has been revised to include “local core partner”.
28. On page 14 under section 1.3.5, you encourage recipients to consider working with the European DGF on joint calls for proposals. Can you please elaborate on this point what you envision would take place to support this element?
Response: 
Applicants are welcome to propose how they would implement the grants 


component of the RFA including how they would work with existing donor 


programs supporting human rights and rule of law.
29. On page 22 under the Advocacy Specialist description you indicate that the person will be responsible for the technical direction and provide assistance in support of improved technical, financial and human resource capacity. - Can you please clarify or expand how this position can meet both the technical requirements of component 2 and 3 while also being good at building the capacity for financial and human resources? It was unclear how under this position that level of responsibility would be given. The same requirement is not included under the Media Specialist position.
Response: 
No, USAID/Uganda will not clarify the position description provided in the RFA for the Advocacy Specialist. If you are uncomfortable with the position description as written in the RFA, you may choose to propose an alternate management/key personnel structure with differing roles and responsibilities. Clearly label it as an alternate proposal and ensure it is well justified and in line with your technical approach. 
30. a) Who is the lead on the Stakeholder’s that can be consulted during the preparations of the concept papers?  b) A number of GOU’s Agencies are referred to in the RFA.  Who is the lead actor?
Response: 
USAID Uganda will not respond to this question. You are encouraged to research the various stakeholders and make your own determination as to who you will contact and when you will contact them.  
31. a) Can USAID provide a list of potential offerors that can be contacted for network purposes?  This is important for those in interested in sub-grants. b) Can the attendance sheet of those who attended the Bidder’s Conference be circulated?

Response:  
The list of attendees for the Bidder’s Conference will not be publicly posted.  However, for those interested in soliciting sub grants, the successful applicant(s) will be published on grants.gov. 
32. Will it be advantageous to include Key Personnel from the Region or the preference is for International?
Response:  
The Applicant should take into consideration USAID’s and the GoU’s desire to have Ugandans and regional nationals incorporated into leadership and technical positions, a key feature for the successful operation, relevancy and sustainability of Rights and Law Activity initiatives. USAID will entertain a maximum of two expatriates (e.g. people that are not Ugandan citizens) under this activity (Page 33 of the RFA).
33. Will there be amendments to the timelines?

Response: 
Modification 1, posted on Grants.gov on X date modified the time line as follows: 
· Closing Date for Concept Paper Submission:
 August 23, 2013

· Closing Date for Application Submission:
October 22, 2013
· The RFA has also been revised. Additions and revisions have been highlighted in yellow. These Q&A responses also note where text has been revised or deleted.
34. Should the Concept Paper Budget be separately sealed?

Response: 
Yes.  The Concept Paper Budget shall be separately sealed.
35. The Concept Paper Budget Summary is required to be only 2 pages yet there is need for Budget Notes and Narrative.  Isn’t 2 pages limiting for the requirement? 
Response:  
See response to question 7. You are encouraged to be concise and direct in your narrative and notes.
36. A lot is required to demonstrate Capability during the Concept Paper stage.  Isn’t that asking for too much?  How can it be nailed down without losing content?

Response: 
You are encouraged to write concise, direct and clear explanations and descriptions that respond to the concept paper requirements described on page 30 of the RFA. 

37. Are there guidelines on the cost proposals apart from what has been availed?

Response: 
See response to question 15. The Office of Management and Budget (OMB Circular A-122) provides helpful information on cost principles. It provides definitions of indirect and direct costs (Attachment A of the Circular). Attachment B details different types of costs and whether they are allowable. The link to OMB Circular A-122 is as follows: http://www.whitehouse.gov/omb/circulars_a122_2004
38. At evaluation, will value for money be the driving factor?  Can an application below the $8m budget be considered?

Response:
RFA page 42 states, “While cost may be a determining factor in the final award(s) decision, especially between closely ranked applicants, the technical merit of applications is substantially more important.”  This means that if an applicant submits a low cost, it does not make the applicant more competitive. In order to be competitive, the applicant must have a technical application that successfully addresses all of the requirements of the RFA and a cost application that is successfully evaluated, as noted on page 42, “for cost reasonableness, allocability, allowability, cost effectiveness, and realism.” 
39. How are applicants supposed to demonstrate Partnerships? Does USAID expect applicants to submit Letters of Commitment from potential partners at Concept stage?

Response:  
Letters of Commitment are not required at the concept stage. At the concept stage, Applicants can demonstrate partnerships by describing them and explaining the roles and responsibilities of proposed partners.
40. Are sub-awardees required to have a DUNS number or the requirement is for the Prime Contractor?
Response:  
The federal government requires organizations to provide a DUNS number as part of their grant applications as a way to keep track of how federal grant money is awarded and dispersed. Sub-awardees need not have to have a DUNS number; though it would be an important number to maintain in hope of dealing with the Federal Government in the future as a Prime Contractor.
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