RESPOND RFA No. M/OAA/GH/POP-08-712
QUESTION & ANSWERS
QUESTION #1:   Section B3 on page 8 requires that the application “…be organized in the order of the evaluation criteria found in Section VI.”  We believe that the reference to Section IV is a typographical error, and that the reference should be to Section II.  Please confirm whether this assumption is correct; or if instead Section VI is missing from the RFA.

ANSWER: Yes, this is a typographical error. The referenced section should be 
Section II.

 

QUESTION #2:  Can the preliminary PMP (page 11) and the first year work plan (page 25) be included in an annex? Or do they need to be in the body of the technical application? 

ANSWER:  The first year workplan is to be included in the body of the technical application.  The PMP can be included in the annex.
 
 

QUESTION #3:  Section C3 on page 25 (1st bullet) indicates that applicants should address in the Management and Institutional Capacity section “…a realistic plan for monitoring the technical and financial activities and the reporting on results.”  Section C4 (on page 25) indicates that applicants should present in the Monitoring, Evaluation and Research section “…a comprehensive Performance Management Plan that clearly outlines its approach to monitoring and evaluation….”  These requirements appear somewhat redundant.  Please clarify which aspects of technical monitoring and reporting on results should be presented in each section.  

ANSWER:  C3 refers to overall program management from the global team. Information on the management plan for the institution’s management team should be included under C3; C4 relates to the performance management plan to monitor and evaluate activities planned in response to the program description.  

 

QUESTION #4:  On page 41, the sentence that immediately precedes 3.1 reads as follows: “The proposal should establish ambitious yet achievable targets for increasing the number of family planning and particularly users.”  Is there one or more words missing in the sentence cited? 

ANSWER:  The sentence should read as follows – “ The proposal should establish ambitious yet achievable targets for increasing the number of family planning users, particularly LAPM users.
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QUESTION #5:  In the table on pages 36-37 in Section G, there appears to be some overlap between Result 1 and Result 2, particularly with respect to sub-result 1.2.  That sub-result includes “knowledge sharing.”  Result 2 addresses “Knowledge generated, organized, and disseminated….”  Further, the first paragraph under Result 1 on page 37 says: “RESPOND will share findings from global and country-specific analyses to advance understanding, commitment and programming for LAPM.”  This seems very similar to the articulation of Result 2 in the table on page 36: “Knowledge generated, organized and disseminated to strengthen commitment, support and programming for LAPM.” Please clarify the difference between Results 1 and 2 with respect to the phrases cited. 

 
ANSWER:  The difference in Result 1 and Result 2 is as follows:

Result 1 is to ADVANCE GLOBAL LEARNING by using knowledge that ALREADY EXISTS AND HAS ALREADY BEEN GENERATED FROM VARIED SOURCES so that critical lessons learned to date can be used in future LAPM programs that will be implemented via RESPOND or other global or country programs.  RESPOND will develop strategies, processes and materials for sharing critical lessons learned about tools, approaches and models, so that these lessons can be used in future LAPM programs.  An example would be the use of evidence-based tools developed by another organization in its future planned LAPM programs. 
 
Result 2 refers to the generation, organization and dissemination of NEW KNOWLEDGE.  As noted in Result 2, RESPOND will identify key topics for global analysis, determine essential programmatic research needed, and strengthen monitoring and evaluation for LAPM activities.  An example would be the identification of new knowledge needed for LAPM activities based on a global analysis of LAPM activities.

 

QUESTION #6:  Section B3.B on page 10 requires applicants to “…provide the names of the key individuals responsible for preparing the technical application, the specific sections of the proposal to which each contributed, and the approximate percentage of the final document that each individual contributed.”  We assume that applicants are to provide this information in an annex.  Please confirm that this is correct.

ANSWER:  Please include this information in the annex.
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QUESTION #7:  On page 12, the RFA states: 

 

“Applicants must include a detailed five-year budget with accompanying budget narratives for the Leader Award only, which provides in detail the total costs for implementation of the program your organization is proposing.  For the purposes of developing an illustrative budget, it should be assumed that the award will be funded at an estimated $5 million in core funds and an estimated $15 million in field support for the first year.”  
 
Following this directive yields an estimated budget where 25% will be funded through core funds and 75% will be from field support.

 

On page 51, the RFA states:

 

“USAID funding for the RESPOND cooperative agreement will have a $240,000,000 ceiling over the five-year implementation period.  An estimated twenty percent (20%) of the project will be funded through core funds, with eighty percent (80%) of funding provided through field support.”

 

Given these two directives: 

a)      What assumptions should the Applicant make about budgeting years 2 – 5? 

      ANSWER:  The applicant should assume that 20% of the project activities for years 2 – 5 will be funded through core funds with 80% of funding provided through field support.
b)      What core/field support ratio should the Applicant follow? 

      ANSWER:  The applicant should follow the stated ratio of an estimated twenty percent (20%) of the project being funded through core funds, with eighty percent (80%) of funding provided through field support; a ratio of 20% core/80% field.
c)  Should the Applicant budget up to the $240,000,000 ceiling? 

        ANSWER:  The applicant should present a budget proposal that indicates the 
        anticipated growth and close-out of activities over the live of the project with a 
        budget ceiling of $240,000,000.
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QUESTION #8:  Page 7 of the RFA, describing the eligibility criteria, and page 12, section C “Cost/Business Application” - 3rd paragraph, state that the organizations must propose to contribute from their own, private or local sources no less than 20 percent of the amount of funds obligated by USAID for the implementation of this program over the course of the agreement.

 

The Standard Provision incorporated in the proposal entitled “Cost Sharing (Matching) (July 2002)” states that “If at the end of any funding period an amount of non-federal funds less than the agreed upon amount or percentage of the total expenditures, the Agreement Officer may apply…”

 

Whereas the standard provision uses the total expenditures as the basis to determine the required cost share, the RFA refers to the amount obligated as the basis for the cost share determination.  Please clarify which definition will apply to the RESPOND project.

 

ANSWER:
If the applicant does not expend all federally obligated amount, then cost share will be calculated on the total expended amount based on the agreed percentage. 

QUESTION #9:  Which geographic code applies to the procurement of goods and services  

ANSWER:  The geographic code is 000.  Please refer to ADS 303 that outlines procurements of goods and services. 
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QUESTION #10:  Page 3 of the RFA indicates: “Receipt of this RFA through grants.gov must be confirmed by written notification to the contact person noted below.” 

 

a)      Please clarify whether the name of person to whom receipt must be acknowledged is “Eduardo Elia, Agreement Officer, M/OAA/GH/POP”. If it is not Mr. Elia, please provide the name and title of the contact person.  

b)      Please provide the email address of the contact person to whom confirmation should be addressed. 

c)      Please confirm if the written notification of receipt of the RFA can be sent via email. If written notification can not be sent via email, please provide guidance on how, to where and to whom confirmation should be sent. 

 

ANSWER:  The Acknowledgement should be sent to Alisa Dunn, Agreement Specialist, via email at adunn@usaid.gov. 

QUESTION #11:  Page14 of RFA, Section entitled “ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS”: Please confirm whether the additional documents listed in sub-sections a. through e. (and each bullet in sub-section e.) are required only of the organization acting as the Prime applicant, or if these additional documents must also be submitted for each sub-recipient (partner organization) on the proposal.
ANSWER:  The additional documents are required for the prime applicant as well as each sub-recipient listed in the proposal.
QUESTION #12:  Page 11 of the RFA indicates: “In an annex to the technical proposal, Applicants should demonstrate that their past performance meets or exceeds the Eligibility Criteria provided in the RFA.” Please clarify if there is a specific required (or suggested) number of past performance references that must the Applicant provide. 

 ANSWER:  A MINIMUM of five past performance references should be provided.   

 

  
QUESTION #13:  In reference to RFA M/OAA/GH/POP-08-712, “Responding to the Need for Family Planning through Expanded Contraceptive Choices and Program Services (RESPOND),” seeks clarification on the following item:

 

What is USAID’s rational for shortening the closing date of the subject RFA. Please provide USAID’s response before the question deadline of April 8, 2008.  
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With reference to the subject amendment to the RESPOND funding opportunity, which advanced the closing date for applications by nearly two weeks, we respectfully request that USAID reconsider the revised closing date of April 25, 2008 for applications.

 The reason to request maintaining the original closing date of May 8th is that shortening the application period by nearly two weeks may create the appearance that the incumbent organization holding the predecessor award will have an unfair advantage in preparing its application because of its extensive familiarity with the subject matter.  As such, it could be viewed or interpreted by other interested parties as grounds for future protest.

 

Maintaining the original closing date of May 8th will better ensure a level playing field and reduce the perception that the incumbent is favored.  

 ANSWER:  An error was made in the date that was originally posted.

