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Responses to Questions Received on GDO RFAs

TO:

All Potential Applicants for USAID/Nigeria RFAs listed below


RFA # 620-04-001 (Social Sector Services – SO13)


RFA # 620-04-002 (HIV/AIDS and Tuberculosis - USAID/Nigeria SO14)


RFA # 620-04-003 (Enabling Environment - SO13 and SO14)

FROM:
USAID/Nigeria Agreements Officer
DATE:

December 19, 2003
To the organizations that submitted their questions and suggestions to the above draft RFAs, thank you very much for your input.  We have taken into consideration all of your comments and are making modifications in the final RFAs that are being issued with this letter.  The deadline for submission of proposals that are included in the final RFAs is February 27, 2004.  
For organizations considering submitting a proposal for the above-referenced RFAs but which did not respond to the draft RFAs, we are posting our comments to the questions received for your information.  Because USAID issued draft RFAs for comment, we are not obligated to respond or share questions or answers with any organization. However, we believe all potential bidders will find the information below helpful in formulating their proposals.

The information below is not formally a part of the final RFAs and should be considered as background information only.  Applicants should consider only the information in the final RFAs as officially part of the procurement.
From now on, USAID will not respond to any further questions or suggestions submitted regarding the above-referenced RFAs.  The final RFAs include the standard regulations regarding submission of questions.  By issuing the draft RFAs, receiving your input, and issuing our comments below, USAID hopes to minimize delays in the final procurement process.

Thank you again for your interest. 
USAID RESPONSES

A.
Procurement, Management and Cost Issues
1. Start-Up Costs:  Several comments addressed the statement in the RFAs that the 
organizations selected should support up-front costs anticipated between the signing of the CA (estimated to be May 2004) and the allocation of funds from USAID, which may not occur until June 2004 (Section I,A,13).  We suggested that organizations could draw on their portion of amounts pledged as "cost-sharing" in their proposals.  It was suggested by potential bidders that this requirement would place an unfair burdens on their organizations.  

Clarification:  USAID appreciates the concerns raised and wants to explain more carefully what was meant.  The classic "start-up" scenario is for the selected bidder to wait until an agreement is signed with funds before beginning work.  But due to the possibility that we may not obligate funds to the CA until June 2004, for reasons beyond our control and internal to USAID, we are asking Recipients of the CAs to begin the start-up process earlier drawing on their own funds.  We do not expect a Recipient to enter into local contracts, hire personnel or sign leases on office space until the funds are available.  However, we believe much of the work that leads up to making these commitments can commence immediately after the award is made. For example, non-key personnel can be identified and interviewed (but not hired), local leases researched (but not signed), and bids for equipment and vehicles obtained.  Our experience has been that even if Recipients had immediate access to funds after award, they would not be able to spend them since it takes several months to go through this "start-up" process.  The effective date of commitments to be made by the Recipient could be the date funds are made available by USAID – not the date the CA was signed.  Our experience in similar circumstances is that these "pre-obligation" costs do not typically exceed $50,000.  Allowable start-up costs (in particular, travel to Nigeria by program managers) can be charged back to the CA when funds are made available.  

2. Office Location and Consolidation  

Questions were raised as to the location for the offices proposed by Applicants and a suggestion that USAID request that awardees of the three RFAs share office space.

Bidders may propose whatever office location fits their program needs.  In terms of having a single consolidated office, USAID prefers to let each CA determine the office arrangement that best suits their program needs, however, cost-efficiencies are highly encouraged.

3. Continuation of current staff for new CA
Applicants should refer to the wording contained in the RFAs (section I,B,3,h "Personnel Capability and Experience") for guidance on this issue.  
4. References Required for key personnel
USAID requires that names and contact numbers of up to three professional references be included on the CVs for the key personnel proposed.

5. Teaming Arrangements
Comment 1: The draft RFA greatly and we believe appropriately encourages Nigerian 
partnerships. However, given the competitive nature of this bid, such partnerships could become exclusive and not necessarily to the benefit of the overall goals of the RFA. Could the RFA stipulate that Nigerian partnerships not be exclusive?  The nature of these partnerships and roles of Nigerian organizations may differ with each consortium. However, the quality of bids will be enhanced if all competitors have access to local partners; this has been done successfully by other Missions.”

Response: In order to address this concern, the RFA has been revised to include the following language: 

“In order to allow each Applicant to enter into potential teaming arrangements with organizations of their choice, USAID recommends that Applicants NOT enter into exclusive agreements that would prevent such organizations from entering into partnership arrangements with other Applicants with respect to any of the three RFAs – Social Sector Services, HIV/AIDS & Tuberculosis, and Enabling Environment.”
Comment 2: Under this draft RFA, it was stated that “Every application must combine the efforts of different organizations in a significant manner in putting together a proposal under the RFA.  This means that every Cost/Business Application must contain information showing either (a) that the Applicant is some type of joint venture or (b) that the Applicant has arrangements with other organizations to perform a significant amount of the work anticipated.”
        Clarification: USAID has removed an explicit requirement that applicants enter into “binding and significant” agreements to receive an award. However, we have added language making it clear that an award will be made based on applicant’s proposed teaming arrangements. If subsequent to receiving an award, the applicant’s teaming arrangement changes, this will be grounds for re-negotiation or re-competition of the award as deemed appropriate by the Agreements Officer. 

6. Ratio of Indirect vs. Direct Costs
In Section II,C,2 (Evaluation Criteria), USAID includes the "ratio of indirect to direct costs" as a factor to be assessed.  The question was asked whether we intended to compare Applicants' NICRAs, or were we interested more in program vs. administrative costs.  To clarify this issue, USAID has added the following explanation (with an asterisk after the word "costs") to the final RFA:

"* Applicants' Cost Proposals should show the ratio between grant support in the Grant Component (that is, the funds actually designated for direct disbursement plus Applicants' support to grantee organizations) and the amount designated for the Applicant's administration of the Grants Component itself."
7. Budget Figures
A number of questions dealt with budgets and resource allocations.  We believe these questions will be answered in the final RFAs when the "plug" figures are entered, earmarks are indicated and percentages clarified.  Each CA will be directly funded by USAID; no Recipient will be dependent on another for funds.  Concerning cost information for equipment purchases, in instances where a bidder cannot determine a manufacturer or cost due to lack of budget specificity, the bidder should indicate "To be Determined."  

8. Bottom Line Figures
For the Executive Summary (Section I,B,2) to the Technical Proposal, USAID asks bidders to state their "bottom line funding request from USAID and the bottom line funding secured from other sources."   Since Applicants are being asked to include cost information in the Technical Proposal, a clarification was requested.  
USAID does want Applicants to include this information even though other costs are not to be referenced except in the cost proposal.  At a minimum, what is the contribution that the Applicant (consortium, partners, etc.) is bringing to the program?  We believe it is important for the technical review committee to know this information in evaluating proposals.  
9. Editorial / Formatting Issues
a. Maximum No. of Pages:  USAID agrees with the arguments made that 50 pages (with 5 devoted to the case study) are insufficient to develop a proposal for any of the three large and complex CAs.  In the final RFAs, we have increased the page maximum to 60 pages, with 5 being reserved for the Case Study.   The RFAs clearly spell out the sections that are included in the maximum.  The Management structure is included in the 60 page maximum.  Graphics (except for those that appear with text) and Work or Implementation Plans can be included in the Annexes.

b. Font:  The RFAs listed Courier 10 as the required font to be used for the proposals.  This has been modified in the final RFAs to read as follows:  

"Applicants' must use Times New Roman 12 pt font for text and Times New Roman 10 pt font for tables in their proposals.
c. Proposal Organization.  The proposals should be organized according to the Evaluation Criteria as specified in the RFA.

10. Annual Work Plan Year
Applicants must submit two Work Plans for the periods covered below:

· A "Phase-In" Work Plan covering the period from the date the CA is signed through September 30, 2004.

· A first full Annual Work Plan covering the 12-month period from October 1, 2004 to September 30, 2005, to coincide with USAID's fiscal year.  Subsequent years throughout the life of project will require work plans.  These work plans will be developed for each fiscal year for the five years.
11. Deadline for Submission
USAID intends to announce the final RFAs no later than December 20, 2003 with a submission deadline of February 27, 2004 at 2:00 p.m. Nigerian time.  

B. Technical Issues
12. Definition of Community
For SO13, the RFAs stated that USAID has established as a target that 60 percent of the resources be invested at the "local and community level."  This level includes LGAs, local NGOs, CBOs, local FBOs, communities and other locally-based associations and groupings.  Twenty percent of resources will be invested at the "state" level and 20 percent at the national level.
There are two CAs that fall under SO13:  Social Sector Services and Enabling Environment (which addresses national level policy and advocacy issues for both SO13 and SO14).  The Social Sector Services CA by definition works at the local and state level.  The approximate allocation within the Social Sector Services CA of resources is 75 percent attributed to work at the local level and 25 percent at the state level.  The Enabling Environment CA works 100 percent at the national level.  
For SO14, USAID anticipates that a majority of funding will be directed at the community level; however, the state, national, local and community focus must be determined by the Applicant in a manner that will reach PEPFAR targets for Nigeria based on the attached PEPFAR funding scenarios.
13. Coverage - Local Government Authorities (LGAs)
Issues regarding coverage will be clarified in the final RFAs concerning LGAs for the Social Sector Services RFA.  Before the end of current strategy in 2009, USAID will want to demonstrate that its investments in education and health have had a measurable and significant impact.  Whereas it may be possible to measure impact of a program over time on beneficiary institutions (primary schools, health clinics, etc.), unless the target population represents a significant percentage of a designated focus (LGA, cohort, etc.), USAID will not have contributed noticeably to Nigeria's social development.  Its impact will be limited to the direct beneficiaries of the proposed interventions; in other words, impact will be negligible in terms of the size and complexity of Nigeria's development needs, but perhaps measurable in terms of USAID's impact on a group of beneficiaries.  

The level of resources available under SO 13 is limited and will not allow for state-wide coverage in most instances as is the case for HIV/AIDS and TB Agreement.  Impact will depend on the Applicant’s strategic approach to resource allocation and selection of interventions to reinforce and sustain the conditions for increased use of health and education services.  In view of the above, Applicants should use population estimates in each of USAID’s targeted states as a guide.  Applicants should base their program designs on the optimal number of beneficiaries, beneficiary groups and LGAs they can work with, according to the types of interventions planned.  FP/RH, CS and BE activities would not necessarily be implemented equally across a set number of LGAs as technical needs and the capacities of local groups and systems differ considerably.  Therefore, Applicants may want to propose working with more or fewer beneficiaries and/or LGAs depending on allocation of resources to reach optimum impact in USAID's designated geographic areas.  Applicants should also consider benchmarks reached and lessons learned from USAID programs over the past few years.  For example, in Basic Education over the past 2 years, approximately 100,000 students, 85,000 community members, 4,500 teachers and head teachers have been impacted, in 328 schools (25% Islamic) in 9 LGAs in 3 states.  In Child Survival, one million four hundred thousand (1.4M) children under 5 years old, and another one million five hundred women (1.5M) of child bearing age have been reached with child survival interventions in twenty LGAS in Kano, Lagos and Abia states over the past four years.  In FP/RH, over the past two years, close to 200,000 new acceptors of contraceptives were served.

For HIV/AIDS, Applicants will be working in all LGAs in a designated state.  For the Enabling Environment CA, activities will take place at the national level.  

14. Clarification of "resources"
By "resources" USAID would expect Applicants to include TA, training, supervision, direct grants to local organizations, project satellite offices and staff if they are used to support the achievement of results at the level in question.

15. Roles and relationships among the Implementing Partners
Several questioned the exact role that the Enabling Environment IP would have in coordinating the work plan process.  In the Enabling Environment RFA (p.4) it states: "The Recipient of the Enabling Environment Cooperative Agreement will serve as the lead IP to manage and coordinate the workplan process in concert with USAID."

In order to ensure full integration of three major new programs within GDO, a single Implementing Partner will take the lead in gathering information from the other IPs that will be needed to produce a coordinated, coherent GDO Annual Work Plan.  The Enabling Environment IP is asked to facilitate and coordinate this process, not to manage the tasks of the other IPs.  
16. Enabling Environment addressed in all RFAs
Applicants interested only in the Enabling Environment RFA should carefully read the relevant sections of the Social Sector Services ((III,B,1,b) and HIV/AIDS & TB (III,B,1,d) RFAs to understand the "enabling environment" components that will be implemented at the state and local levels and to design appropriate management systems to ensure complementarity among the IPs.  
17. Allocation of M&E responsibilities 
Questions were raised about the relationship between the Mission-wide M&E contract that is alluded to in the RFAs and the M&E responsibilities accorded to each IP.  New wording  appears in the RFAs to clarify this issue.  
18. Relationship between Social Sector Services CA and Promoting Sexual and Reproductive Health and HIV/AIDS Reduction (PSRHH)/Social Marketing CA
Some activities, such as BCC and malaria, will be in Work Plans for both the Social Sector Services and the PSRHH CAs.  USAID expects the two organizations implementing these activities to collaborate closely wherever their interventions dovetail.  The Social Sector Services CA focuses on local and state-level activities and will work closely with PSRHH to ensure coordination of messages and strategies at those levels.  
19. Education
For questions not addressed below, Applicants are advised to consult the Basic Education Assessment completed in July 2003 and other documents that provide further information on USAID's education activities and strategies in Nigeria.  
A question was raised whether "non-formal education (NFE)" is included as an approach to improve literacy and numeracy in the Social Sector Services RFA.  To the extent that NFE targets the Basic Education age cohort, for example in Islamyia or community schools, then NFE could be included.   To the extent that the direct recipients are adults, NFE would not be included.

Regarding the existence of instruction in local languages in Nigeria and USAID's decision to focus only on English, USAID points out that English is the language of instruction at the basic education level above primary 3.  
To some extent, the allocation of resources between pre-service and in-service training, and between the national, state and local levels, will be clarified in the final RFAs.  Further clarification is up to the bidders.
20. Target Population and Cohorts
USAID included a complex chart in the RFAs illustrating the mix of activities according to their target populations knowing the Applicants might be confused by the overlapping programs (earmarks, funding sources with "tags" describing allowable activities, etc.).  Although the chart cannot contain every possible target, nor define the cohorts with precision according to activity, USAID believes it provides useful information.  Several corrections have been made to the chart in the final RFAs.
21. Public-Private Partnerships and Cost-Sharing
Although the opportunities for identifying non-U.S. Government funding may differ among the three RFAs depending on sector and activity, USAID believes that significant, unexplored sources for cost-sharing exist either through the GDA network or other channels.  
22. Immunization
 

A question came up regarding programming of activities for national activities such as immunization under the Social Sector Services RFA.  While the Enabling Environment RFA will address national advocacy and policy, and possibly capacity building for the national program, Social Sector Services RFA will support social mobilization for immunization at the state and local levels.
23. Expanding access to treatment and care 
The draft RFA states under expanding access to treatment, care and support, that “the PMTCT initiative will provide the platform from which to provide new mothers, their partners, and their infected children with ARVs.”

Clarification:  This paragraph describes the target groups under the PMTCT initiative.  But also asks applicants to devise an "equitable Nigeria-specific strategy" for OI and ARV treatment outside PMTCT.  The "target population" section under Technical Parameters (p. 5) suggests target groups for treatment, care and support, but Applicants are free to add more definition to these groups, or add others, in their proposed OI and ARV treatment strategy.    

 

24. Commodities
Social Sector Services RFA:  Clarification was requested for procurement of commodities.  Contraceptives will be channeled through PSRHH; UNICEF will provide vaccines; Applicant is requested to procure drugs and clinic consumables (swabs, gloves, needles, syringes, etc.) and should make provisions under its budget.

 

HIV/AIDS & TB RFA:  ARVs will be procured outside the RFA.  Activities under the RFA should include management of commodities.  TB drugs are available through the National Program's Global Drug Facility.  Applicants should make provisions for STI drugs and reagents.
25. New Program Components
Any Applicant may propose additional program components, as stated in the following sentence from the Social Sector Services RFAs:  "While key components are outlined, Applicants are invited to propose any other program components they feel will lead to the achievement of the Intermediate Results and Strategic Objective."  This sentence was inadvertently omitted from the Enabling Environment and HIV/AIDS and TB RFAs but will be included in the final RFAs.
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