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This solicitation amendment 006 is issued to: 

1. Answer questions from the bidders 

 

The following questions have been submitted. They are listed in the order in which they were 
received and are a continuation from Amendment 005. The responses are provided as 
indicated. 
 

Q6. Although the technical requirements have only a few minor changes compared with the 
prior solicitation, the mandatories evaluation table has undergone significant change. We 
think that mandatories M2-M4 are overly restrictive for a solicitation of this nature. Why are 
these new mandatory requirements so specific?  

R6. Mandatory technical evaluation criteria M2, M3 and M4 represent the minimum acceptable 
standard for a requirement of this nature. 

 

Q7. M4 is encompassed within mandatory M2. M2 is encompassed by M3. As they are 
redundant, and could be easily incorporated into one requirement, why have they been 
repeated as 3 of the 8 mandatory requirements?  

R7. Mandatory technical evaluation criteria M2, M3 and M4 are not identical and should be 
responded to accordingly. 

 

Q8. M2 through M4, and M3 in particular, disqualify competent vendors who possess sufficient 
experience and capability, but have not built an extremely specific configuration of an 
offshore marine crane. For a typical vendor who has produced a crane compliant with the 
application and SWL, the inclusion of extra particular options, features, components or 
attachments could easily result the crane exceeding the maximum dimensions, and being 
non-compliant with M3. This would render the entire bid non-compliant, due to the 
restrictive nature of these mandatories. We ask, will you replace the current mandatory 
criteria M2, M3, and M4, with the prior solicitation’s Annex J mandatory Item #2?  

R8.  This solicitation is independent of any previous solicitation and it should be viewed as such. 
Also see response to Question 6. 

 

Q9. An equivalent to the prior solicitation’s Annex J mandatory Item #4 is missing from the 
current requirements. We recommend that a requirement for vendors to certify their offered 
crane meets the SOW be included. Can this be implemented? 

R9. This solicitation is independent of any previous solicitation and it should be viewed as such. 
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Q10. Mandatory  Evaluation Criterion M1 (“M1 Criterion”). Prior to the cancellation and 
retendering of this solicitation, the M1 criterion required that a proponent “must demonstrate 
that they have 10 years’ experience in designing, manufacturing and commissioning class 
society approved offshore electro-hydraulic crane systems”. The M1 Criterion now states 
that a proponent “must demonstrate that they have designed and built three (3) different 
offshore electro-hydraulic crane systems  in the past 10 years”.  We ask if the criteria can 
be returned to the original “10-years experience” in order to ensure that only an established 
manufacturer would be chosen to supply cranes for this stringent Naval application.  

R10. This solicitation is independent of any previous solicitation and it should be viewed as 
such. 

 

Q11. Mandatory Evaluation Criterion M2 (“M2 Criterion”). Prior to the cancellation and 
retendering of this solicitation, the M2 criterion required that a proponent “must 
demonstrate that they have at least three (3) years of  experience designing, 
manufacturing, and commissioning cranes of similar complexity of no less than 75% of the 
lifting capacity required by the SOW”. The M2 Criterion now states that a proponent “must 
demonstrate that they have experience designing, building and commissioning at least 
one (1) Class society certified, personnel lifting, offshore electro-hydraulic knuckle boom 
crane of no less than 75% of the safe working load of 7030 kg at a radius of 5 meters or 
greater in the past 10 years”.  We ask if the criteria can be returned to the original in order 
to ensure that only an established and experienced manufacturer would be chosen to 
supply cranes for this stringent Naval application.  

R11. This solicitation is independent of any previous solicitation and it should be viewed as 
such. 

 

Q12. Point Rated Evaluation Criterion R3 (“R3 Criterion”). We ask if the R3 Criterion for 
compliant crane project management experience is correct, as the maximum R3 Criterion 
applicable to proponents is 9-10 cranes per year, or less than one crane per month.  We 
ask if the criteria can be increased significantly in order to ensure that the technical points 
awarded would reflect an established Marine Crane manufacturer with sufficient capacity 
to complete this contract in the timescale required.  

R12. Point Rated Technical Evaluation Criteria R3 shall remain as written. 

 

All other Terms and Conditions remain the same.                                                        
      


