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	Question
	HRB Response

	1.
	In relation to the Call-Off Contract, Part 5 – Remedies, the contract indemnifies the Client for “all and any losses”, including indirect and consequential losses, with no cap - would you be open to including a limitation of liability clause?
	The HRB is willing to agree to a cap on liability which will be agreed at contract stage.

	2.
	We note the absence of a defined liability cap within the Framework Agreement, are you able to provide further definition on the cap please?
	The HRB is willing to agree to a cap on liability which will be agreed at contract stage.

	3.
	Upon review of the contractual documents we note you have issued a bespoke framework agreement (‘Framework Agreement’) and an OGP service contract (‘Call Off Contract’) . When contracting on an OGP service contract we would expect same to be executed under the terms of a standard OGP framework agreement. Can you please explain why you have issued a bespoke framework agreement here and confirm whether you would consider re-issuing the framework agreement under the standard OGP framework agreement terms.
	The OGP do not issue a standardised Framework Agreement and instead instruct Contracting Authorities to develop their own. 
The Call-Off Contract used is the standard OGP Services Contract.

	4.
	Upon review of the call off contract we note it does not refer, in its recitals, to the framework agreement under which it would be executed. Further, the order of priority of the contractual documents (page 2 of the call off contract) does not refer to the framework agreement. Can you please explain why this is the case.
	We will ensure the framework agreement and the call off contract aligns at the time of contracting.

	5.
	Referring to Definitions in the call off contract, you’ve included a definition of ‘Call Off Contract’ and ‘Contract’. Can you please explain why a definition of ‘Contract is required’. Based on our understanding of how the framework agreement operates you would only award call off contracts under its terms, saving the need for a separate definition of ‘Contract’.
	We will ensure the framework agreement and the call off contract aligns at the time of contracting.

	6.
	It states that multiple payment profile templates can be applied in the system at call level, e.g. distributed evenly across lifetime of award, distributed over lifetime with a gap year etc. Are these different?
	Yes, these are different. An example would be a 3-year contract for €300k. Payment could be:
Y1: €100k, Y2: €100k, Y3: €100k OR
Y1: €100k, Y2: €0k, 3: €100k, Y4: €100k OR
varying amounts each year, with and without gap year, as determined e.g. by the application budget


	7.
	What is the expected number of monthly active external users (PIs, Reviewers, Host Institutions) that HRB anticipates will log in to the system? Are there specific peak periods during the year when user activity is expected to be higher, such as during grant application deadlines or reporting periods?
	The number of external users will fluctuate significantly, particularly where annual reports, application deadlines and review processes of high-volume schemes overlap. This is not always the same time of year. 

We would expect a maximum of around 1,500 external users in a month, with numbers lower for most of the year.

	8.
	What are your retention policies (e.g. keep application data for 7 years, then purge)? And should the system auto-delete or just flag data for deletion upon approval? Clarifying this will help us to configure archiving/cleanup rules.
	Our retention schedule for grants is end of grant plus 20 years. Retention of unsuccessful applications is 1 year after Board decision.

We are in the process of determining retention periods for contacts who are not associated with a grant (e.g. invited reviewers who did not provide a review).

The system should flag data for deletion, with approval required.

	9.
	In relation to offline portal functionality for areas with limited connectivity, can you please elaborate on the offline scenarios, i.e. who would use it (researchers in the field, reviewers on flights, etc)?
	Primarily researchers and reviewers during travel, or in areas with poor connectivity.

	10.
	Do you have particular limits in mind for file sizes, e.g. no single file greater than 20MB, only PDF/docx allowed for certain uploads etc? We will configure acceptance rules. Also, approximately how many attachments do you expect per application or report? If very large or many, we might need to ensure performance (possibly storing in SharePoint as mentioned).
	Currently, each uploaded document has a size limit of 2MB, which we would like to increase. The highest number of uploaded documents for one application has been 63. 

The biggest single application received has been 124MB, including 63 uploaded documents. The second biggest was 30MB, and typical sizes are 5MB or below.

We would typically like to allow only .DOC .DOCX .XLS .XLSX and .PDF.
It would be helpful if acceptance rules could be changed in rare cases.

	11.
	Do you have a shortlisting stage before full review? AP79 lists outcomes like “invited (after shortlisting)”. If yes, who shortlists and how is the shortlisting recorded?
	Some calls include a shortlisting stage. This can be done either by a panel or based on peer reviewer score. 
It is currently recorded by a change of outcome. We are open to your suggestions on how best to manage this workflow.

	12.
	For the purposes of providing an accurate and compliant response, we would be grateful if you could clarify a detail within requirement GS1 of the HRB_Grant Management System Requirements.xlsx file. The requirement lists several standard import/export formats (.XLSX, .CSV, .XML, etc.) but also includes the non-standard .DAT file extension. To ensure we fully understand this requirement and can price our solution accurately, could you please clarify the following:

- What specific functionality or purpose does the .DAT file serve in the context of the Grant Management System, e.g. is it for integration with a specific third-party system?

- Could you provide information on the expected structure of the .DAT file, i.e. is it a delimited text file, a fixed-width file, or a proprietary binary format?

- Is support for the .DAT format a mandatory, "must-have" requirement, or could an alternative modern format like XML or a direct API integration be considered to fulfill the underlying business need?
	The list provided is a sample/suggested list. There is no specific requirement for .dat files, they do not relate to any specific integrations and it is not a mandatory requirement to be able to import/export .dat files.

The most likely requirements for imports would be .csv files. For exports, depending on the data being exported, we would anticipate .csv and .pdf to be the key formats required.   

We would anticipate that integrations will be achieved via API integration.

	13.
	 If a grant management system has been developed previously but would need customisation for the Health Research Board, would this be considered to fulfil the minimum requirements outlined in the Request for Tender?
	If you have a system that has pre-configured grant management functionality that you own the Intellectual Property Rights for or are Licensed to Resell, then you meet the minimum requirement. 

	14.
	Can the supplier include their Standard SLA Template as an appendix to Criterion D or separate document and therefore is it not counted towards the 15 page limit?
	The SLA can be included as an appendix and is not counted towards the 15 page limit.




