

[image: ]

Amendment #:  One (1) to Solicitation Number 492-12-000027 “Mangrove Rehabilitation for Sustainably-Managed, Healthy Forests” (MARSH)

Amendment Issuance Date:  June 18, 2012  

The RFA closing date of July 10th remains the same.

All questions and points of clarification received by the due date and time were considered for inclusion in this amendment.  If the exact wording of your question(s) cannot be located it is because it is addressed in another similar question or request for clarification.  Again, all points were considered but not necessarily adopted. 

Applicants should consider the following as supplemental information to the RFA:

GENERAL QUESTIONS/REVISIONS:

1Q. Section III.A of the RFA (page 30) states that applications should be submitted in Microsoft Word 2010. In order to minimize file size and promote submission of the complete technical application in a single file, would USAID accept technical applications in PDF format? 

1A. No, the application need not be submitted in one single file.  Electronic e-mails must be labeled Applicant’s name technical application 1 of X, Applicant’s name technical application 2 of X… and Applicant’s name cost proposal 1 of X, Applicant’s name cost proposal 2 of X…  No single e-mail shall exceed 5MB.  All attachments must be unzipped.

2Q. Our signature authority is located outside of Manila. Do you accept electronic signature on hard copies?

2A. Yes

3Q. May we submit hard copies on size A-4 paper to accommodate the standard in Asia? 

3A. Yes

TECHNICAL QUESTIONS:

1Q. As part of the Technical Application Preparation Guidelines, the paragraph under the header “Executive Summary” (page 32) refers to “(1) – (5) below … ”  However, what follows this paragraph are item numbers 1 – 4, with no 5th item.  Can you please clarify?

1A. This should read “(1) – (4)”

2Q. With regard to Section III.B(ii)(2) of the RFA (page 33), please clarify whether letters of commitment are required for proposed long-term personnel who are not considered key personnel. 

2A. No

3Q. Section III.B(ii)(4) of the RFA (page 35) states that applicants shall submit a list of “up to 5 current grants/cooperative agreements and/or sub-awards awarded within the last three years that are similar in size, scope, and complexity to the program described in this RFA.” Please confirm that Applicants may include contracts and/or subcontracts in their past performance list. 

3A. Yes, confirmed.  However, see question 6Q below for correction re: “up to “ language.

4Q. In reference to page 50 of the RFA, can offerors also provide either or both (1) current agreements awarded more than three years ago and (2) relevant agreements that have ended within the previous year? 

4A. Correct three years to five years.

5Q. With regard to Section III.B(ii)(4) of the RFA (page 35), please confirm that Applicants may submit up to five past performance references for the prime and up to five additional references for each proposed sub-awardee. 

5A. Correct this to delete the words “up to”.   Applicants must provide five past performance references for the prime and each proposed sub-awardee whose subaward exceeds 5% of the total budget.

6Q.  Regarding USAID Forward, (pages 11-12), USAID states “The Recipient shall identify at least three local organizations that it shall recommend as eligible to receive direct USAID funding …” Further in the same section it is stated, “Note that an organization cannot be counted toward the target of five eligible organizations by year 3 if …” Could USAID please confirm the number of local organizations that the Recipient is required to recommend for direct USAID funding? 

6A. Correct the “five” to read as “three”.

7Q. The Results Framework included as Annex VII is updated per Attachment 1, which is provided separately to this amendment.

8Q. Could USAID please confirm that the PMP table can be included as an annex to the technical application?

8A. Yes

9Q. What is the minimum resource leveraging requirement (currently listed as “TBD based” on page 23)?

9A. Applicants are to propose the maximum leveraging it believes it can obtain.

10Q. Page 9, section 3.3 of the RFA discusses the need to leverage funding, and states, “Leveraging will be required as a term of any GDA/PPP agreement executed.”  Is USAID’s expectation that the applicant will enter into a GDA to complement MARSH?  Is this a statement of possibility, or a requirement that applicants should discuss in their MARSH applications? 

10A. USAID is not requiring applicants enter into a GDA/PPP to complement MARSH.  However, presence of a GDA/PPP and amount of leveraged funds will be considered in the technical evaluation of proposals.

11Q. Does a sub-awardee need to have LOPAS (local organisational pre-award survey) before inclusion in the proposal?

11A. No

12Q. Page 33 states, “In order to meet the objectives and aspirations of the USAID FORWARD, the applicant shall propose at minimum of three (3) local partners e.g. local NGOs, private sector actors and/or community based institutions to implement components or specific activities of the MARSH project.”  Are provincial PNG government entities eligible for this role? 

12A.  No

13Q. Section 3.1.1- Addressing degradation through mangrove restoration is strongly emphasized in the text. However, because of the extremely large carbon stores likely to occur in the sediment of PNG mangroves (these stores may be up to 10 times the carbon stores in upland forests of the region), conservation (i.e. avoided deforestation) of mangrove systems will likely have the highest climate change mitigation value of any activities possible in mangrove systems.  Will mangrove conservation (avoided deforestation) activities be eligible under MARSH?

13A. The primary focus of the MARSH program will be mangrove rehabilitation.  The successful applicant can, and where appropriate should, also work with communities to conserve intact mangrove forests in conjunction with a mangrove rehabilitation program; however, the primary objective of MARSH will be mangrove rehabilitation.

14Q. Section 3.1.2 - In this section there seems to be some overlap between community resilience (an adaptation related term), adaptation and REDD/mitigation. Is it possible clarify or draw clear distinctions between community resilience/adaptation and capacity for REDD+.   

14A. The MARSH program will initially be funded with Climate Change/Sustainable Landscapes funds.  These funds are dedicated to mitigating the effects of climate change by decreasing greenhouse gas production resulting from deforestation and forest degradation.  An essential component of Sustainable Landscapes funded projects is monitoring, reporting and verification of the quantity of greenhouse gas emissions avoided or sequestered.  Thus mitigation is a direct benefit of the MARSH program.

Please see anticipated funding split between sustainable landscapes and adaptation in Section 3.1.4 of the program description on pg. 8 of the RFA.

15Q. Is there an MRV standard USAID is expecting compatibility with? 
15A. USAID does not require climate change programs to be compatible with any international MRV standards.  However, all USAID climate change programs are required to report progress against those standard indicators included in Section 3.1 of the RFA’s program description. 
USAID supported the production of an online, carbon calculator to facilitate reporting on carbon mitigation, available at: http://www.cifor.org/fctoolbox/download/topic-4-section-d.pdf

16Q. How is the 245,520 mt of CO2e estimated – what is the corresponding area of mangrove restoration and/or avoided deforestation that this estimate is based on? What sources of conversion/degradation have been assumed in this calculation?

16A. This figure is an illustrative target based on a conservative estimate of the number of hectares of mangrove forests to be rehabilitated multiplied by a published value for the quantity of CO2 sequestered in mangrove forests in the Asian region.  The successful applicant will be expected to validate all targets.

17Q. This will be one of the first carbon projects in coastal soil-carbon dominated systems.  This type of ground breaking work is critical, but could come with several unforeseen costs, which will have bearing on the number of sites. What constitutes an independent site? Given the challenges and limitations of (1)  the need to assess the coast for viable sites that have both mitigation and adaptation potential (2) implementing one of the first carbon projects in a coastal soil-carbon dominated system,  it will be difficult to a priori determine the optimal number of viable sites given the budget. Would USAID consider a proposal which outlines these issues, and proposed work in fewer sites?

[bookmark: _GoBack]17A. USAID expects MARSH to operate in at least five sites or areas within Papua New Guinea. A definition has not been established to define what constitutes an “independent” site.  USAID has not established a minimum distance required between sites, and separate sites may support one another.  While the number of mangrove rehabilitation projects in the region is limited, there are current mangrove rehabilitation programs ongoing in Papua New Guinea and the Solomon Islands funded by USAID and other donors.  There are also a number of reports and assessments of mangrove rehabilitation projects available online to aid in establishing budgets.  Applicants should prepare their applications in accordance with the guidance of the RFA and any revisions included herein.

COST QUESTIONS:

1.Though applicants are not bound to the LCP for Papua New Guinea it is attached (see Attachment 2 which is provided separately to this amendment) for the purpose of proposing reasonable salaries. 

2Q.  Page 8 references a "year 3 evaluation". Will that be the mid-term evaluation and will it be conducted by USAID (page 10) or by the recipient? Should applicants budget for this evaluation?

2A.  The applicant should budget for the mid-year evaluation.

3Q. Page 22, section A.7 states that the “provisional or predetermined rates and the appropriate bases are ‘TBD’”.  Section A.8 states, “The Prime recipient shall not receive indirect costs that exceed rates two percentage points or 10% of the individual indirect cost rates above.”  Can USAID please clarify the TBD rate so that applicants may ensure we are within the allowable “two percentage points or 10%” realm?

3A. The TBD rate is your NICRA rate.

4Q. Please confirm that sections A.7 and A.8 apply only to applicants and/or subawardees who do not have a set NICRA – while those who have an official NICRA use it as stipulated in OMB Circular A-122.  Please also confirm that once the local organizations become eligible for direct USAID funding and establish a NICRA, it will supersede the provisional/predetermined rates.

4A.  We are not anticipating that local awards will establish a NICRA.  It is our experience that local auditors to not have a clear grasp of this concept and therefore there is inconsistency in determining initial rates and auditing their appropriate use.

END OF QUESTIONS/CLARIFICATIONS FOR AMENDMENT 1

Attachments provided separately:

Attachment 1: Revised Results Framework
Attachment 2: PNG LCP


4

image1.png
USAID | PACIFIC ISLANDS

FROM THE AMERICAN PEOPLE









