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1.  In response to Question 4 (Amendment 1), FNS has said that proposed MDDs will become 
a contractual requirement and that certain deliverables are subject to price reductions if 
MDDs are not met.  This appears to be an extremely onerous requirement given the many 
unknowns involved, as well as the fact that this is a fixed price contract which already shifts 
considerable risk to the contractor.  In order for contractors to assess the risks and make a 
informed decisions about participation in the study, can FNS please specify (a) exactly which 
deliverables would be affected by a failure to meet MDDs and (b) how specifically the 
amount of the any price reduction would be calculated? 
 
See answer to Q. 2, below 
 
2. In response to Question 4 (Amendment 1), FNS raises the possibility of remedial actions.  
Could FNS elaborate on 1) when such actions could reasonably be implemented given the 
very short data collection period 2) whether contractors are expected to include pricing of 
such actions in their proposals, and 3) whether this price is included in the contract ceiling?  
We would like to point out that most of the typical mitigation techniques are not available 
given the time constraints of this data collection. 
 
The last sentence of the response to Q4/Amendment 1 was intended to ensure that the 
requirement was not extremely onerous.  The fact that clarification is still needed has led FNS 
to reassess what is needed for the project and what is fair to both the successful offeror and 
the government. 
 
As background to the amendment to the RFP, below: 

 

 FNS has had situations in the past where contractors have told us that a sample size of, 
say, 3000 cases is needed; assured us that they will obtain a response rate of, say, 80%; 
and then delivered a 50% response rate and an insufficient sample despite advice from 
FNS that there were large risks to the approach they were using.  That situation is 
unacceptable.  FNS desires a contractual mechanism to minimize the risk of such an 
occurrence, including substantial, clearly defined and easily assessed incentives and/or 
penalties.  FNS is open to recommendations for a different approach than set forth 
below.  The ultimate goal is to deliver a rigorous evaluation to Congress and have 
reasonable confidence that the goal will be achieved, not to penalize the successful 
offeror. 
 

 FNS recognizes that there are limits to remedial actions that can be taken and that there 
are many unknowns that affect both success and cost.  The demonstrations in summer 
2011 are proof-of-concept ones to establish feasibility and the most rigorous findings 
are expected to result from the demonstrations in summer 2012.  The RFP may not have 
adequately communicated that the summer 2011 demonstrations are also intended to 
be a “dry run” for the evaluation methodology (this is part of the reason why the 
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treatment sample sizes are 2,500 in 2011 and 5,000 in 2012).  The 2011 experience 
should inform the successful offeror and FNS as to different approaches or levels of 
effort that may be needed to ensure that the 2012 results are rigorous. 
 

 The MDD commitment applies to both the final evaluation report of the summer 2011 
and summer 2012 demonstrations.  The level of the MDD does not have to be the same 
in both years.  FNS is looking to offerors to propose remedial actions that are useful and 
feasible within the time windows.  The proposed remedial actions do not need to be the 
same in 2011 and 2012.  Some of them may require very close monitoring of data 
collection and/or a large amount of intense effort.  More importantly, some of the 
components of calculating MDDs (for example the true variance in the sample) will be 
estimates based on imperfect information. 

 Given the unknowns, remedial actions belong in a separate IDIQ type task although the 
overall ceiling of $24,500,000 cannot change. 

 

The RFP is amended to add CLIN 005 on an IDIQ basis. 
 

 

 

CLIN # 

 

 

 

DESCRIPTION 

IDIQ FIXED 

PRICE 

 

 

005.01 

Monitoring data collection response rates, sample 

variance, and other factors to determine if remedial action 

is needed to achieve the MDD in 2011 

Estimated Quantity: Up to 300 hours of labor 

Unit Price: 

$ 

 

005.02 

Monitoring data collection response rates, sample 

variance, and other factors to determine if remedial action 

is needed to achieve the MDD in 2012 

Estimated Quantity: Up to 300 hours of labor 

Unit Price: 
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005.03 

Remedial action type 1 (to be proposed by offeror) 

Estimated Quantity:  

Unit Price: 

 

 

005.04 

Remedial action type 2 (to be proposed by offeror) 

Estimated Quantity:  

Unit Price: 

 

 

005.05 

Remedial action type 3 (to be proposed by offeror) 

Estimated Quantity:  

Unit Price: 

 

TBD Offerors are encouraged to propose additional types of 

remedial action and, if they do, to add corresponding sub 

task numbers. 

 

 
To ensure equitable comparisons among offerors, for purposes of bidding, offerors should bid 
all of CLIN 005 at a total price of $500,000.  This amount is included within the $24,500,000 
ceiling for the contract. 
 
3. Please confirm that the contract ceiling of $24.5 million covers CLINs 1 through 3, plus 
reimbursable travel associated with these CLINs, but not the CLIN 4 IDIQ activities.  Given the 
potential number of sites under CLIN 4, including this CLIN in the contract ceiling would 
substantially affect the MDDs that are feasible under both CLIN 3 and CLIN 4. Could FNS 
elaborate on its expectations for CLIN 4? 
 
 

That is correct; CLIN 004 is not included in the $24.5 million ceiling.  FNS intends to award the 

number of demonstrations specified in the base contract and intends to complete the 

evaluation with the summer 2012 results.  The CLIN is there because (1) demonstrations may 

continue in 2013 and FNS may wish some level of evaluation activity to continue, (2) it is 

possible that a situation could arise requiring FNS to award more demonstrations than planned 

in either 2011 or 2012.  If that situation were to occur, FNS would not necessarily need to 

include them in the evaluation but the CLIN is intended to allow FNS the flexibility to do so.  

More demonstrations would affect the MDDs that are feasible and would expand the types of 

subgroup analyses that could be done.  Offerors should not rely on this possibility but should 

propose in the base contract everything needed to deliver a robust and rigorous evaluation of 

the 2011 and 2012 results. 
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4. We are interested in pursuing the above-mentioned evaluation but have not yet completed 

discussions with a potential subcontractor. We did not intend to submit a capability 

statement as it was not clear that one was required. Can you confirm that the capability 

statement is not required in order to bid to submit a proposal on the 26th of October? 

Page 61, para L.1, of the RFP clearly states when the Capability proposals were due which 

constitutes a requirement.  Also, page 77, para M.1 states in part that, “Each offeror must 

submit a written proposal in strict accordance with instructions.  When evaluating proposals, 

the Government will consider how well the offeror complied with both the letter and spirit of 

these instructions.” 

That being said, it’s your business decision whether to participate at this point in the process.  

The final proposal’s due date remains at 26th October 2010.   

 

 




