Questions and Answer for RFP-11-23

Q1)  The funding for this RFP is from a Preserve American grant awarded by the U.S. Department of the Interior that specified the identity of the P.I. and some of the other researchers.  If bids from individuals who were not specified in the original Preserve America grant are selected in preference to those who were specified, could that possibly cause the Department of the Interior to not accept the project products, and therefore create a situation where successful bidders might not be reimbursed by the State of Indiana?
A1)  No, this would not create a situation where successful bidders might not be reimbursed by the State.  The Preserve America grant application materials of the National Park Service (NPS) requested information about “project partners.”  However, the application materials did not make clear that procurement was required, even for these same “project partners.”  Nevertheless, the formal grant award letter from NPS does make explicitly clear that procurement is in fact required.  Unfortunately, this potentially sets up a scenario where contractors other than (or in addition to) the originally identified “project partners” may end up working on this project.

Following contractor selection by the State, the DHPA must get approval of contractor selections by NPS.  It is not anticipated that NPS wants to assess, judge, or question the relative qualifications of each bidder, but simply to confirm that the grant recipient (in this case the State) followed fair procurement guidelines in its selections before contracts are signed.
DHPA staff surmises that NPS requests identification of “project partners” in the application in order to assess the likely quality of work that would result if the project is awarded federal grant funds.  In short, NPS wants some assurance that the project is likely to proceed with the assistance of otherwise knowledgeable and qualified people outside the applicant organization, if the project requires such outside help.
Q2)  To what extent will successful bidders be able to determine the scope of effort required for making entries into the digital database (e.g. number of database fields and their contents)?  Or can the bidder specify an amount of work that will be devoted to this portion of the project, given that the database design is unknown because it will be designed after the contracts are awarded?
A2)  Part of the work of the successful bidders will be to assist the DHPA with developing the list of needed data fields to be included in the database; therefore, it is difficult to assess what will be the work effort (time) required for making entries into the database.  Because this database ultimately needs to be compatible with the State Historic Architecture and Archaeological Research Database (SHAARD), it is anticipated that the DHPA and the hired researchers will begin with the list of data fields in SHAARD and narrow them down to those most pertinent to this project.  A list of anticipated and likely database fields may include, but is not limited to:  county, civil township, quad, section/township/range/quarters, site number, feature type, cultural affiliation, environmental information, site dimensions, how identified, investigator/date, reported by/date, ownership, references cited, bibliography, and recommendations.
Noting that every site record is different (some being very brief and others being very complex), it has been the experience of DHPA staff that it takes an average of 15-20 minutes just to transcribe the text information from an existing paper site form into SHAARD to create a new electronic record.  Given that the mounds and earthworks database is expected to encompass fewer data fields than SHAARD, the DHPA estimates that the relative work effort (time) required for making database entries will be less than what is required to create records in SHAARD.

It is the DHPA’s anticipation that each feature will have its own discrete record in the database.  However, the DHPA will confer with the hired researchers to finalize this decision or to determine that, for research purposes, the database will function satisfactorily with records that encompass earthwork complexes.  Nevertheless, it is anticipated that the relative work effort (time) required for creating one record encompassing ten features in a complex will be comparable to the effort required to create ten individual records in the database for those same features.
Q3)  Hello, we have a question regarding "supporting documentation" in Technical Proposal portion of our response to the RFP 11-23 for archaeological research services. In documenting past experience with mounds and earthworks, we will be referencing past reports of investigations authored or PI'd by our key individual. Is a formal bibliography sufficient? The RFP, however, requests that the "referenced document be included as an appendix." Our key individual has authored many reports, many of which are several hundred pages in length. For example, our 2010 summary of two years of investigations at the Kramer Enclosure is 337 pages long and is only one volume of a 2-volume report. Almost every report that we plan to reference is already on file with the DHPA--providing all referenced documents as an appendix will result in an extremely unwieldy, very thick proposal...

 

Hopefully I have misunderstood the supporting documentation requirement for the technical proposal, as described on page 19 in the RFP 11-23.
A3)  Technical Proposal responses to points 2.4.2, 2.4.3, and 2.4.4 should be handled as bibliographic lists included as appendices.  It would be helpful to separate the bibliographic lists into two clearly labeled categories (as may be applicable):  those reports or documents currently on-file with the DHPA; and those reports or documents that are not currently on-file with the DHPA, with a reference to where each report or document in the latter category can be found.
Q4)  Specifically, we would like to know if it is allowable to use unrecovered indirect costs (IDC) as a portion of the cost match.   The Preserve America grant that is providing the funding for this project limits IDC to 25%, and our intention is to include IDC at a rate of 15%, less than the maximum allowed.  We would like to use the difference (10%) as part of the match, but I cannot find any documentation in the RFP or the INDR grants website to indicate whether this would be an allowable match.

A4)  It is the DHPA’s very strong preference that proposals cover only direct project costs.  However, because the use of limited indirect costs is allowed by the federal program and had not previously been indicated as unallowable by the DHPA, the DHPA will consider proposals that do include indirect costs at or below the federal limit, as part of the grant share, the matching share, or both.  However, it is understood by the DHPA that allowing indirect costs has the effect of paying more grant funds for the same amount of work, thereby running through the limited grant funds at a faster rate and ultimately accomplishing less work than might otherwise have been afforded.  This is precisely why the DHPA does not allow indirect costs on its federal HPF matching grant program.  For this reason, the DHPA intends to give stronger preference to proposals that contain no indirect costs in their budgets.
