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	Question
	HRB Response

	1
	Can HRB confirm the exact sequence of review stages for all programme types (peer,
public/patient, panel)?
	Peer and public review are carried out in parallel. Panel review comes after this.
In some schemes pre-applications are shortlisted by a panel, and only invited full applications go through to peer and public review and then panel.

	2
	Are all three review stages (peer, public, panel) mandatory for every funding call, or do
they vary by scheme?
	They vary by scheme

	3
	For peer review:
• How many reviewers are typically assigned per application?
• Are reviewers anonymous to applicants?
• Does HRB require reviewer-to-application assignment to be automated, manual, or both?
	We typically look for three peer reviewers per application. However, given the low success rate we contact between 8 - 10 in the first instance and in similar batches thereafter, so it is possible that we have more reviews for an application. 
Yes, reviewers are anonymous to applicants
We are happy to continue with manual assignment of panel members to applications (written reviewers are identified as experts in the field of each specific application, so the link is clear). However, if you can propose an automated decision aid for this task we would be are open to it.

	4
	Should the new GMS support multiple concurrent review routes for the same application (e.g., peer review + public review + scientific panel), with configurable dependencies such as “peer review must be complete before panel scoring”?
If required, should this logic be configurable at scheme or programme level?
	Peer and public review happen in parallel, so no dependencies. 
While the panel review comes after, it must be possible to override any potential dependencies in case we do not have the number of peer reviews we envisaged.
Should dependencies be configured in, they must be changeable at scheme level.


	5
	For public/patient review:
• What criteria define eligibility for public reviewers?
• Are public reviews scored or qualitative only?
	
See https://www.hrb.ie/funding/responsible-research-assessment/public-and-patient-involvement-in-research/ppi-information-for-the-public/ 
Public reviews have a rating on a 5 point Likert scale, different from the scale used for scientific review.

	6
	For panel review:
• Must the system support panel meetings (live scoring, on-screen comparisons)?
• Does HRB require ranking tools or automated scoring summaries?
	Yes, panel meeting support would be valuable.
Yes, ranking tools are required.

	7
	Does HRB require the GMS to support reviewer workload balancing and conflict-of-interest management (e.g., expertise tagging, historical involvement flags, conflict declarations, or automatic exclusion from allocations)? If so, should these rules be configurable at scheme level?
	Yes, particularly to workload balancing. Since the HRB mostly uses international panel members, COI is not as big an issue. Yes, configuration at scheme level would be appropriate – e.g. the size of application varies between different schemes, a maximum assignment under one scheme would not work for another.  

	8
	In relation to rebuttals/applicant response to reviews:
· Can HRB confirm whether rebuttals occur before the panel meeting for all schemes?
· What is the expected length/format of rebuttals (character limit, PDF upload, structured text box)?
· Are rebuttals visible to both public and panel reviewers?
· Should rebuttals be version-controlled?
Should rebuttals be editable until submission deadline?
	Yes, applicant response always takes place before the panel meeting.
The current format of the response is a maximum word count of 2000 words for the peer review response (including references) and 500 words for the public review response. Structured text boxes with word/character limits would be a suitable format. 
Yes, public reviewers see the response to their review and panel members see the response to both peer and public reviews. It would be desirable to include the option of making the response to peer review visible to the original reviewer.
There is only one option for a response ahead of the panel, so no need for versions.
Yes, responses should be editable until submission deadline, unless there is a specific ‘submit’ step completed earlier.


	9
	In relation to Host Institutions:
· Can HRB confirm mandatory Host Institution review/approval before HRB receives an application?
· Does HRB require multiple approval levels within each HI (e.g., supervisor, finance, research office)?
· Is the HI workflow identical across all funding schemes?
Can HRB confirm what actions a Host Institution must perform post-award (financial review, variation approval, payment verification)?
	Yes, all applications need to be approved by the relevant host institution.
There is currently only one sign off (Research Office), who coordinates with others as needed. Alternatives to include separate sign off e.g. from finance are not mandatory, but would be of interest.
Post award, the role of the HI is the financial management of the grant, approval of variations, reporting, and payment reconciliation with their finance software. This is the same across schemes in principle, but varies hugely in scale and detail. 

	10
	In relation to Host Institutions User Types:
· Does HRB require multiple role types for Host Institutions (administrator, reviewer, finance officer, approver)?
Are HI personnel authenticated via SSO (Azure AD) or email/password?
	Research office and finance roles are required. 

External users, including HI users, are not part of the HRB AD and will need a form of MFA to gain access.

	11
	Several research funders use multi-tier Host Institution approval chains (e.g., PI → Department Head → Research Office → Finance).
Does the HRB require the GMS to support configurable multi-tiered institutional approval flows, and should these vary by scheme?
	Separate sign off by finance is not mandatory but of interest. Review by finance and by research office should be possible in parallel, with the RO as the final approver.
This does not have to vary by scheme

	12
	Can HRB confirm the exact number of records to be migrated (contacts, grants, projects,
reviews, documents)? Does HRB require linkage of historical reviews > applications > panel outcomes?
	Exact data volumes are not yet available as data cleansing has commenced. 

All linkages in the current system would need to be retained in the new system.

	13
	Does HRB require preservation of folder structure? Does HRB require migration of metadata for each file (upload date, uploader, tags)?
	All linkages would need to be retained. Assuming that “folder structure” refers to document storage, that will depend on how documents are stored/managed in the proposed system. The key point is that all linkages must remain intact.


	14
	In relation to Migrations Processes: 
· For the test extract and final extract, what is the expected timeline between them?
· Will HRB provide data dictionaries, ERDs, and mapping guidelines?
Will HRB allow iterative validation cycles during migration testing?
	
Test extract is imminent.
Final extract will be for cutover.

Yes, data dictionary and ERDs are provided by the current system provider. 

	15
	Can HRB provide detailed templates for annual scientific and annual financial reports? Are financial reports identical across all programmes?
	Templates will be uploaded to eTenders. The progress report template is the same across most but not all schemes. 

	16
	In relation to Financial Management:
· Does HRB require a budget management tool that supports multi-year allocations?
· For financial reconciliation, what format do HI financial offices currently use?
· Are payments automated or triggered manually by HRB staff?
Does the system need to generate payment readiness indicators?
	Yes, grant budgets typically have a duration of 3-5 years but some grants can be longer than this
Currently the HI Finance Offices submit financial reports via excel
Currently payments are triggered manually by HRB staff
Yes, The current system flags payments which are not ready for payment (blocks, checkpoints) due to outstanding documentation or other issues.


	17
	In relation to Unit 4 integration:
· Can HRB confirm whether the integration requires batch file transfers or real-time API communication?
· Can HRB share data exchange specifications for Unit4?
Will HRB provide a sandbox/test environment for Unit4 integration?
	
Please refer to section 5.2 of the RFT. In the case of API integration, batch file transfers would suffice.

Some information on Unit 4 Cloud APIs can be found here https://info.unit4.com/rs/400-HYB-295/images/Unit4-2023-br-unlock-the-Power-of-Unit4-APIs-BR231113INT.pdf?version=0

Yes, a sandbox Unit 4 environment will be made available.

	18
	Should the system enforce configurable segregation-of-duties rules for financial approvals (e.g., preparer ≠ approver ≠ finance confirmer), particularly for payments, budget changes, or contract variations? If required, should this vary by scheme or role group?”
	Yes, this should vary by role in terms of permissions. Workflows should ensure that individuals only see those approvals within their remit. However, for example during holidays a person in the same role or more senior can step in.

	19
	Can you provide further detail on the requirements around the system needing to handle refunds at the end of the grant? What would the process be and who would be involved? This would help us give a clearer response to those requirements.
	 At grant end date reminder sent to host institution to submit final financial report within 60 days.
 60 days after grant end date final financial report sent by HI to HRB detailing the difference between funds received from HRB and cost incurred by HI.
 If funds received > costs incurred, HI needs to refund the excess funds to HRB.
Once the report is submitted and reviewed, system records whether a refund is due on that grant.
 The grant payment schedule is amended so that no further funds are paid out by HRB, but that a refund receivable is flagged until marked as received by the grant accountant


	20
	Can HRB confirm if ALL data (primary + backup + DR) must remain inside the EEA? Does HRB require specific EU regions (Ireland, Frankfurt, Amsterdam), or any ISO
27001–certified EEA region?
	Yes, all data must remain in the EEA.
There is no specific EU region requirement.
ISO27001 or equivalent is mandatory.

	21
	Must all public-facing pages be fully WCAG 2.1 AA compliant at launch, or is an
accessibility roadmap acceptable?
Does HRB require an independent WCAG audit?
	All public facing pages must be compliant with the European Union (Accessibility Requirements of Products and Services) Regulations 2023 prior to launch - at the latest during User Acceptance Testing which will include accessibility testing.


	22
	Beyond meeting WCAG 2.1 AA, does the HRB require the solution to be tested with specific assistive technologies (e.g., JAWS, NVDA, VoiceOver) or for scripted demonstration scenarios to explicitly show screen-reader compatibility?

	No

	23
	Can HRB confirm the identity provider used for HRB staff (Azure AD / Entra ID)?
Must Host Institutions also authenticate through Azure AD?

	MS Entra ID for SSO for HRB staff only.



	24
	Does HRB require: a. Azure AD/Entra ID SSO for HRB staff only? b. Azure AD for Host
Institutions? c. Azure AD for applicants? Does HRB require any integration with: SharePoint? Teams? Microsoft Graph API? Or is this not in scope?
	a. Entra ID SSO for HRB staff only

Re integration with other MS Products, please refer to the RFT document “HRB Grant Management System Requirements.xlsx” and specifically the General Requirements worksheet therein.


	25
	HRB requests references from similar projects — can HRB clarify the required: number
of references, project size/value thresholds, sector relevance, and required contact
verification?
	As per the RFT document, page 12 “Tenderers must provide information clearly demonstrating successful delivery of three (3) comparable projects within the past five (5) years”.

The Template Response Document (TRD) also provides 3 tables to capture the information required re references. 

	26
	In the TRD document, references section on page 13, would you please be able to confirm if Period Value refers to the contract term, and if delivery date refers to the implementation time?
	Delivery date is the dates of the contract. Period value refers to the contract term.

	27
	In relation to service levels:
· Can HRB confirm expected incident response times (low/medium/high/severe)?
· Does HRB require a 24/7 outage response?
· Are weekly progress meetings mandatory during implementation?
Do SLAs start immediately at go-live or after a stabilization period?
	Tenderers are requested to provide information on the standard SLA – as detailed in the RFT Section 4 (Criterion D).

There are no specific response times stipulated. It is up to the tenderer to propose their service and SLA.

HRB may required 24/7 response for P1 incidents.

Weekly progress meeting will be mandatory during implementation. They may be on-site or online.

SLAs would be expected to start soon after go-live.

	28
	Does the Contracting Authority currently use a specific e-signature solution (e.g., DocuSign, Adobe Sign, Signaturit, etc.) or preferred format?
This will help us understand:
whether an integration is required, or
whether the GMS should only support uploading externally signed PDFs.
	Currently using Docusign.

	29
	For requirement GS22, can you confirm whether the date/time stamp must be visibly displayed on each journal entry?
Additionally: Could you describe the end-to-end process you expect for creating and viewing a journal entry?
Are you expecting: automatic system-generated timestamps only,
user-entered notes plus system timestamp, or an audit-style entry showing user name + timestamp + action?
	Yes, the date and time stamp should be visibly displayed as this provides a chronological communications/actions history.

Journal entries are chronological notes. Each entry should be date and timestamped by the system and should show who created the journal entry.

	30
	For requirement AP4, could you clarify what is meant by a “scheme” in the context of HRB’s grants?
Specifically: Is a scheme equivalent to a programme or call template?
What elements should be included when copying a scheme (e.g., form template, workflow, scoring rubric, budget rules, eligibility rules)?
Should copying a scheme include underlying configurations, or only top-level metadata?
	A scheme is a defined funding instrument with objectives, assessment criteria, format including maximum funding and duration etc. Schemes are advertised on https://www.hrb.ie/funding-category/research-funding/funding-opportunities/grant-schemes/
Existing forms can be used as a starting point to generate new ones. All elements of a scheme should be copied, with the exception of the deadline.

The underlying configurations should also be copied - assuming that the configuration relates to the rules that are associated with the scheme, the workflow/steps for processing etc.

	31
	For requirement AP4, when copying a scheme, should the system replicate all associated configurations (application form, workflow, scoring, deadlines, documentation requirements), or only selected elements? This will ensure correct implementation of the “copy and amend” functionality.
	All elements of a scheme should be copied, with the exception of the deadline.

	32
	In Demo Use Case 1, the requirement states “no use of generative AI.”
Could you clarify the expectation?
Specifically: Does this mean the vendor should not use AI to generate text within the demo? Or does it mean the GMS itself must not rely on generative AI to function?
Is the restriction limited to the demonstration session itself, or does it apply to system functionality in general?
	Demo script 1 asks for ‘Access for reviewers – managing conflict of interest, confirmation of confidentiality, no use of generative AI ‘

Reviewers are not allowed to use gen AI in the writing of their review. Their sign off to this condition needs to be captured alongside not having a conflict of interest, and confirmation that they will keep the content confidential.

	33
	Could you provide further detail or examples regarding the differences in workflow when HRB is:
a) Lead funder, and
b) Non-lead / co-funder,
to support requirement 1.8 in the Demo Script?
Specifically: 
What additional data elements are required?
How should total grant budget be captured?
What parts of the workflow differ in each scenario (application, review, contracting, reporting, finance)?
	Where the HRB is not the lead funder, applications are submitted elsewhere but need to be uploaded into the GMS. The same applies to relevant documents such as the contract, contract changes, reporting etc.
By definition, the full budget is not the same as the HRB contribution. Payment can be coded as either HRB or from the co-funder, with the HRB ones controlled and approved in GMS. Co-funder payment should not be flagged for payment. Upcoming HRB requests for invoices from lead funded should be flagged.



	34
	Given the large external user population (PIs, Co-Applicants, Host Institutions, Reviewers), does the HRB require automated or semi-automated duplicate detection and identity-resolution tools?
Should ORCID be considered an authoritative identifier for users where available?
	There is no specific requirement at this stage but the system will need to carry out some form of duplicate detection based on a unique identifier or a set of identifiers. What those identifiers are will be agreed at the design stage with the successful tenderer.
While we integrate with ORCiD, we do not currently mandate it.

	35
	Aside from the confirmed ORCID integration, does the HRB envisage future integrations (e.g., DOI registries, research output repositories, national identity systems such as EduGain/Shibboleth, or institutional CRIS systems) that the new GMS should accommodate in its API strategy?
	While there are no other integration requirements at this point. The system should provide a suite of APIs to allow for future requirements. 

	36
	Where shortlisting is required, should the GMS support configurable decision rules (e.g., score thresholds, ranking-based selection, compulsory criteria), and should panels be able to override system logic with documented justification?
	Decision rules here are not necessary

	37
	For payment profiles (including gap-year patterns), does HRB require rule-based validation (e.g., preventing gaps beyond X years, enforcing minimum percentages per year, matching budget structure to payment templates), or are these validation rules defined per scheme?
	Validation rules are defined in the main at scheme level, but we need the flexibility to define at grant level if required for alternative rules associated with different funding sources. 


	38
	Does HRB require role-specific dashboard governance (e.g., internal vs. Host Institution vs. PI), with granular control of which datasets and metrics each type of user can access? Should dashboards be scheme-specific or global?
	Yes, dashboards should relate to the role of a user, and internal and external views need to be different. 
Ideally, individual HRB users can configure their own dashboard

	39
	Does HRB want automated duplicate detection for applicants and reviewers (e.g., ORCID ID match, email hash matching, approximate name matching), and should the system propose merges, or only flag potential duplicates for HRB review?
	There is no specific requirement at this stage and it is anticipated that unique identifiers for account creation/login will be agreed at the design stage with the successful tenderer.

	40
	During data migration, does HRB expect the new GMS to apply any specific data-quality rules (e.g., mandatory ORCID validation, normalisation of institution names, reviewer status checks)? Or will these be handled outside migration?
	Any validation that exists in the system should be applied to imported data.

	41
	Do any HRB schemes require anonymous or partially blinded peer review (i.e., reviewer cannot see PI name, or panel cannot see reviewer identity), and should the GMS support configurable levels of anonymisation?
	Not currently 

	42
	For grants that are mid-cycle at the time of transition (e.g., open reviews, pending change requests, ongoing annual reporting), does the HRB expect these workflows to be re-established within the new GMS, or completed in GrantTracker before migration?
Where re-establishment is required, should workflow states be migrated at a granular level (e.g., review allocations, partially completed forms, pending validations), or at a higher summary level?
	Grant Tracker will not be available after the end date in Dec 2026. All mid-cycle grants will therefore have to be re-established in the new system. 

The successful tenderer will be expected to work with the HRB to create a data migration strategy that facilitates the simplest migration while also supporting full and proper management of the grant to the end of the lifecycle.

	43
	Does the HRB anticipate, permit, or require any period of parallel running where GrantTracker and the new GMS operate concurrently for different scheme cycles?
If so, are there constraints regarding data synchronisation, duplication prevention, or rules around locking certain processes during the cutover?
	The successful tenderer will be expected to work with the HRB to create a data migration strategy that facilitates the simplest migration while also supporting full and proper management of the grant to the end of the lifecycle.

	44
	To ensure accurate preparation and alignment with HRB’s expectations, would the Contracting Authority consider granting a short clarification period (e.g., 2–3 business days) after issuing the final demo scripts?
This would allow vendors to confirm interpretation of process steps before the demonstration sessions.
	Final demo scripts were uploaded to CFT documents on eTenders on 14/11/2025. The clarification period closes on 21/11/2025.

	45
	In relation to demonstration requirements in January 2026:
· Can HRB provide a more detailed running order for the scripted demonstration?
· Will vendors be required to demonstrate both Phase 1 and Phase 2?
Can HRB confirm whether prototypes/mockups are acceptable for Phase 2?
	Final demo scripts with the running order were uploaded to CFT documents on eTenders on 14/11/2025.

Script running order is as per the document issued on eTenders “HRB Grant Management System Demo Script Updated”.

The HRB has not pre-determined any phasing of the implementation. Tenderers are required to propose an implementation strategy.

The HRB accepts that while there is a requirement to have out-of-the-box grant management functionality, that some elements of the system will need to be configured/developed and in such instances, prototypes/mock-ups are acceptable.


	46
	While reviewing the “Checklist for Submission of Tenders” in the RFP, we noticed a required document titled “Completed Tenderer’s Statement.” However, we could not find any document with this name in the shared files.
Could you please clarify which document we are expected to submit for this requirement?
	The Tenderer’s statement is included as part of the TRD document. It is not a separate document. 

	47
	In relation to planning and decision making:
· What are your goals with this system/project? 


· How will you measure the success of the project? 





· What criteria are driving your selection of a tool/vendor? 

· Who is involved in this decision? 


· Who are the primary stakeholders / supporters of this project?

· Do you have a Project Manager identified to drive the implementation of this system? 


· Do you have a System Administrator identified to support the long-term system? 

· Do you have an established change management approach for the introduction of new processes/tools across the organization?

· Are you able to share any documentation around the business processes that you’d like to build within the system?


	

To replace Grant Tracker before it is decommissioned and in doing so, take advantage of technological advances.

Success will be having a replacement for Grant Tracker in place before it is decommissioned with all data migrated correctly and the ability to manage existing and new grants while taking advantage of technological advances that add value.

As per the selection and award criteria in the RFT.

An evaluation team has been established within the HRB.


The HRB; the Department of Health.


The HRB has a project manager for the procurement phase of the project and will appoint an appropriately experienced PM for the implementation project.

Yes. 



In progress.





All documentation relevant to the RFT has been shared on eTenders, including process maps and detailed requirements.




	48
	Is the desired timeline for December 2026 for all listed requirements or for the must haves? Are there compelling events driving important project milestones?
	The December 2026 timeline is not desired, it is mandatory as Grant Tracker will be decommissioned with no further access to data or functionality.
Tenderers are requested to propose an implementation strategy with that deadline in mind. 

Your attention is also drawn to section 5.1 of the RFT.


	49
	Is The HRBopen to a phased approach? Does HRB have a set of countries / offices that would be prioritized for an initial system pilot?
	Please see section 5.1 of the RFT. 

	50
	Can you please indicate the total dollar value of the programs/projects that will be measured on the system? One of the solutions we may explore is priced based on the total project portfolio size that it will be used to measure (to the closest 5-10m is adequate).
	Please see page 20 of the RFT which specifies funds managed annually.

	51
	What systems/tools are you currently using besides GrantTracker and Office 365 tools? 2.	Why are you looking to transition off these systems?
	Grant Tracker is being decommissioned

The HRB is not looking to transition off Office 365. 

We are also using Docusign and ResearchFish. Future use depends on the functionality of the GMS.

	52
	Are your grantees required to define a logic model or outcomes/outputs along with key indicators used to measure the performance of those outcomes? If yes,
· Can you please provide details or access to HRB’s theory of change / logframe or overarching Global Results Framework? 
· Do you have a standard set of indicators for all of your projects?
· Are indicators standard across PIs?
· At which levels do you disaggregate data? 
· Who is responsible for tracking the impact of your projects?
· What kind of data is collected from the grantees during reporting?
· Do they need to provide targets and results for indicators?
· Do you require narrative reporting as part of your projects? How is that handled?
· Do you have any example dashboards, reports, or data visualizations that you would like to be able to replicate in the new system?
· How often does [HRB report on its indicators and overarching Theory of Change? 

	RSF Programme Managers develop logic models and corresponding evaluation frameworks for individual schemes. Grantees feed into the indicator development process and agree final indicators with RSF.  
We don’t have a published ToC/log frame for HRB at an organisational level. Every scheme and portfolio has one specific to them.  
We don’t have a standard set of indicators for all grants, however, there is some amount of commonality as all our frameworks are linked to the Buxton and Hanney payback framework. 
Indicators are not standard across PIs, it depends on the grant and scheme but there is some amount of commonality. 
We disaggregate data by gender when reporting on applicant’s success rates across schemes and career stages.
Further, we want to be able to report data at grant level, scheme level, portfolio level and Directorate level, aggregating up and drilling down as needed.
We also want to drill into data on HRB funded personnel based on role/position filled. 
Tracking the impact of projects is distributed responsibility. PIs are required to report on outcomes and impact of HRB funding. Scheme Programme Managers review this data closely for schemes they manage. The RSF evaluation team manage the central evaluation process.
Scientific progress data aligned to their original application is collected via annual reports and outcomes and impact data collected via Researchfish. Annual reports also allow us to collect additional data on indicators developed for a specific scheme. 
In some cases targets and results for indicators are required. Not all indicators have targets and baselines. 
Yes, narrative reporting is required. Again, this is split between annual reporting and Researchfish. However, narrative reporting has been minimised to ensure reports are focused. Annual reports include a scientific reporting template that provides some room for narrative when deliverables are delayed/off target. Researchfish provides room for a narrative on impact of the project. 
We do not have any example dashboards, reports, or data visualizations, we want to see what is available on the system. 
We don’t report on indicators and overarching Theory of Change currently. However, we expect to be reporting on high-level organizational KPIs to the Board on an annual basis 2026 onwards. 


	53
	Are you using any existing tools to visualise and analyse data? What do you want to see on your overall reporting dashboards? Would external users need access to these dashboards and reports? 
	HRB currently uses Power BI. Dashboards are to be defined.
We want to see:
1.  an overview of the status of grants in relation to their scientific objectives i.e how many grants are on track, how many delayed etc. Ideally, we would be able to filter this based on variables such as start date of grant, Host Institution, broad research area etc. 
1. an overview of personnel supported by HRB across various schemes and types of roles/positions supported 
1. If output and outcome data is tracked on the platform, an overview of outcomes reported, aggregated at scheme and portfolio level, with the ability to drill down as needed. Ideally, we would be able to filter this based on variables such as start date of grant, Host Institution, broad research area etc.

The option of a portfolio overview feed into the HRB website would be welcome.


	54
	What are the approximate data volumes stored on any existing systems (broken down by type of data, e.g. accounts, contacts, projects etc) that would need to be migrated to a new system? Could HRB  provide examples of data exports via a CSV? (Assuming data migration is required.) Does HRB have the staff capacity and resources to clean these data before migrating onto the new system, or is it preferred for the vendor to perform all data cleaning?
	Data cleansing is currently in progress and so the HRB does not yet have accurate migration volumes. 

Tenderers are required to propose their Data migration strategy which may include assistance with data cleansing. 

	55
	Do you have a sense of the total volume of documents you’d intend to store in the system? (if any). Would documents need to be shared with any external 3rd party tools? I.e Google Suite/Drive, Sharepoint etc.

	There are approximately 400,000 documents in Grant Tracker but cleansing is in progress.

There is no specific requirement re sharing but the proposed solution may dictate that it is required or preferred.


	56
	What are the systems/tools being integrated besides Office 365 and ORCID?  What kicks off data sync? What is the frequency of the data sync? What are the estimated data volumes? How likely/frequently would the integration be changed? I.e. new fields, or changed rules etc. Monthly? Quarterly? Yearly? Almost never? Does HRB have technical capacity to support with the integrations? Would the system require direct integration with a financial management system to manage payment transfers?
	There are no other integrations at present. 

HRB does not have technical capacity to support integrations. 

No API integration is required specifically with the Finance system (Unit 4 ERP) – replication of the current integration as per section 5.2 of the RFT would suffice. Tenderers may propose alternative methods should they choose.

	57
	What is the expected functionality of the integration into 0utlook 365?
	Primarily for communications related to grants. There must be a full comms history available within the Grant/Contact record.


	58
	Can you provide more documentation, expectations and requirements for GDPR?
	The proposed system must be compliant with, and provide support for, all aspects of GDPR.
Data must reside in the EEA and must not be transferred outside  the EEA by the supplier or any subprocessors.

	59
	Related to requirement ‘Provides Import and Export Capabilities for all data in multiple formats (.XLSX, .CSV, .DAT, .HTML, .XML, .PDF, .XLS, .TXT, etc.)’ - which of the mentioned formats are a must have?
	.csv .pdf .xlsx
Required formats will be somewhat dependent on technical solution proposed by the tenderer.

Also need to be able to import/attach image files.
 

	60
	Related to requirement ‘Is device independent and fully responsive (mobile, desktop, laptop, tablet).’ - how critical is mobile responsiveness and what kind of access is required for mobile users.
	Many users (particularly external) would access the system from mobile devices. It is imperative that the front end system is fully responsive. 

	61
	Do you need to manage any other currencies in the system besides Euros? Would you expect the system to manage exchange rates automatically? If yes, where would the exchange rates come from?
	No

	62
	Would HRB consider extending the due date of the submission so vendors can evaluate responses to questions and include them in their submission.
	The closing date for submissions remains Monday 08th December at 10:00 GMT. 

	63
	Regarding the small and medium enterprise participation, is this a mandatory requirement? If so, what is the mandatory participation percentage and what agency do companies need to be registered as small- or medium-sized enterprises?
	This is not a mandatory requirement. This information is collected as required by Irish Public Procurement guidelines.

	64
	Regarding legal personality requirement, can HRB explain why this is a requirement for joint ventures and would HRB reconsider this requirement?
	Further clarification to follow.

	65
	Regarding Tax Clearance, US based companies are tax compliant through the IRS. Would US based companies be expected to register through Irish Tax and Customs?
	Yes, the successful tenderer must be registered with Irish Revenue and obtain a Tax Clearance Certificate.

	66
	Regarding Full Service Desk support, is HRB anticipating a help desk or would a ticketing system suffice? If anticipating a help desk, is the support for internal, external, or both?
	Full Service Desk support must be provided at a minimum 09:00-17:30 Irish Standard Time, not just ability to raise tickets. Support must be available to the HRB during their working hours.
Please also refer to Criterion D of the RFT for further details on solution support.

1st line external user support is not an anticipated requirement.


	67
	For requirement GS27, could you elaborate on “Supports compliance with Open Data Directive and SI 376/2021 by allowing downloading of data in various open formats”?
	Please see https://data.gov.ie/about_page


	68
	If documents can be saved within the system and internal messaging features within the system, is SharePoint and Teams interface necessary?
	Potentially not, if the system has fully traceable messaging to internal and external contacts and all related artefacts can be stored in a readily accessible, secure location that is compliant with all relevant data protection laws.


	69
	Does support team need to be Europe based or would a US based support team available during Irish business hours suffice?
	The HRB requires that some of the implementation team is based in Europe for ease of collaboration, attendance on site as required, etc. It is acceptable for some of the implementation and support teams to be located in Europe with the technical delivery from offshore.  Key project team members must be available to the project during HRB working hours.

	70
	Are vendors allowed to redline any of the Single Party Framework Terms and Conditions?
	No, with the exception of the cap on liability which will be agreed at contracting stage.

	71
	HRB previously indicated willingness to consider a liability cap, does that include a limitation as to the types of claims subject to indemnification obligations in addition to a damages cap?
	The HRB liability cap will be agreed at contracting stage.

	72
	Will HRB consider accepting the Contractor's Data Processing Addendum in the place of or in addition to Section 25 of the sample Call off Contract - Data Protection and Security?
	The HRB will review and finalise with the Contractor the Data Processing Addendum at the time of contracting. 

	73
	Can the HRB confirm whether there are any implicit or undocumented business processes within the current Grant Tracker system that are expected to be replicated in the new solution? If so, can these be shared to support accurate scoping and planning? Could HRB provide further detail on the scope, volume, and format of data to be migrated from the Grant Tracker system to the new platform, including any unstructured data, legacy attachments, or audit histories?
	All documentation relevant to the RFT has been shared on eTenders, including process maps and detailed requirements.

Data cleansing is currently in progress and so the HRB does not yet have accurate migration volumes. 



	74
	Is HRB open to a phased go-live approach by function or grant type, or is a single cutover for all programs required by the December 2026 deadline?
	Please see section 5.1 of the RFT.

	75
	Beyond the Finance/ERP system, are there any additional required or planned integrations (e.g., with identity management, document storage, CRM, or national research databases) that vendors should account for?
	ORCID – as per 5.2 of the RFT.

Integration with document storage and with secure e-signatures will be dependent on the technical solution proposed. 

While there are no other integration requirements at this point. The system should provide a suite of APIs to allow for future requirements, for example with research publication sites/tools. 


	76
	Can HRB provide an estimate of anticipated user volumes (internal and external), number of concurrent users, and average annual grant volumes to inform system scalability planning?
	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.

We would expect about 30 internal people to be daily users.

	77
	Will the successful vendor be expected to provide access to legacy data or reporting capabilities from Grant Tracker post-migration?
	No

	78
	Will evidence of insurance be required at submission stage, or only prior to contract award? Is a letter of intent or certificate from an insurer sufficient at this stage?

	The successful tenderer must provide evidence of insurance before contract award. 

	79
	Do you have a targeted start date and/or go-live date in mind? Is there a compelling event that is driving this date?
	The existing Grant Tracker will be decommissioned in December 2026 with no further access to data or functionality.


	80
	Could you share with us any details around the budget range based on procurement and/or government parameters?
	Please refer to 2.5 of the RFT.

	81
	Is there a dedicated internal Project Manager on staff, or will you outsource that role to a third party? How many people do you anticipate participating in the “core team” to ensure the joint success of the project?
	The HRB has a project manager for the procurement phase of the project and will appoint an appropriately experienced PM for the implementation project.

The exact composition of team will be determined when the system to be implemented and the required effort is known.

There will be senior HRB participation in the core group


	82
	Are you open to a joint (two-company) bid, or should all bids have one prime vendor or a prime vendor with a subcontractor?
	Please see section 1.5 and 3.2 of the RFT and Section A of the Tender Response Document (TRD).

	83
	How many unique programs are open annually? What are the estimated averages around the number of applications you receive per year?
	The HRB has many schemes that do not run on an annual basis, e.g. every second or fifth year. There is a lot of fluctuation between years. In 2023, there were 12 panel meetings, in 2024, there were 22. 
The number of applications in 2024 was approximately 500.

	84
	For each of the program applications, are these application forms minimally or materially different? Are there different approval workflows for each program and/or application type? How do they materially differ?
	Forms are materially different, ranging from short summer student placements over projects and programmes to careers awards and infrastructure. Length, specific questions, required supporting documents etc differ. 
Approval on the side of the applicants is the same –the host institution research office or authorised function submits. 
Approval of a grant is typically via eligibility check, followed by a panel recommendation and Board approval recorded in the GMS.

	85
	Do you administer your grant payments in advance or via claim reimbursement?
	Both, depending on scheme

	86
	Is there desired visibility and interaction for external reviewers/panels to offer expert opinions and/or validation on the application pool?
	Yes, see AP80 – 126

	87
	Do you desire to track sub-awards and/or re-grants?
	Yes, AP73

	88
	Roughly how many types of automated email communications are sent to applicants/grantees? Roughly how many documents/templates will need to be generated in the system (e.g., grant agreement, payment letter, etc.)?
	For applicants/grantees, approx. 6-10.
There are other automated emails for peer reviewers and panel members.

The number of documents depends on how some functionality might be delivered by a new system, e.g. rather than sharing information via a document, it could be made available via a portal. Also, the ability for external users (HIs) to provide signoff on deliverables might be done via system rather than a document which would greatly reduce the number of documents and templates required. 
Some document templates will definitely remain, including contracts (3 templates) and all variations of contracts (6 templates). 


	89
	Do you have any standard reports that need to be created on a regular basis (e.g., Grant Approval List, List of Approved Grants, List of Payments, etc.)?
	Yes, there will be a suite of standard reports

	90
	How many budgetary or accounting levels are needed to capture expenses for grantee financial reporting?
	We are assuming you refer to the level of detail grantees are required to complete their financial reporting for example Total expenditure to date vs cumulative budget to date.
HRB require the grantee to report by the contracted budget categories, Salaries, Stipend, Running costs, Equipment etc. Expenditure to date vs cumulative budget by each category heading and sometimes in further detail.
For example, the salary budget may need to be broken down by role, Gross, ER PRSI and ER Pension


	91
	What is the expected annual expenditure of this program(s)?
	Please see RFT, page 20.

	92
	Do you currently use any advanced reporting/analytics software (such as Tableau, PowerBI, Qlik, etc.)? If yes, do you plan to continue to use this type of software going forward? If not, is there an interest in pursuing this option?
	We are currently using Power BI. Yes, we would like to continue using this or a similar tool.

	93
	Can you please estimate roughly how many grant records would need to be migrated from the previous systems? Organizations? People? Reports? Documents?
	Data cleansing is currently in progress and so the HRB does not yet have accurate migration volumes.

There are currently ~400,000 documents in Grant Tracker.


	94
	What is your Single Sign-On solution and is it SAML 2.0 compatible? If so, is it currently used for both internal users and external grantees?
	MS Entra ID is used for SSO so yes, it is SAML 2.0 compatible.

It is only used for internal users.

	95
	Which systems must be integrated with our platform at launch? Do they have APIs available for integration? Ideally, in the consolidation of systems, which platforms do you envision continuing to use versus those where you want to consolidate/deprecate/End of Life?
	Please see section 5.2 of the RFT.

	96
	To better understand compliance for this specific agreement, what levels do you require regarding State and Federal data security and accessibility for cloud-based SaaS offerings?
	As the HRB is within the EU, GDPR applies and all data must reside within the EEA. Please see RFT section 3.4

	97
	Is your organization or govt looking for the best SaaS practices under AWS, cloud-based, multi-tenant structures, etc.?
	Please see RFT for requirements.

	98
	Are you considering bringing on multiple NOFOs under multiple programs and departments?
	Please see RFT for requirements.

	99
	Does your agency manage more than 5 grant programs across different teams?
	Please see RFT for requirements.

	100
	Is your final goal to have one platform or system to run all of your programs?
	Please see RFT for requirements.

	101
	Would you prefer an ala carte subscription per program that can go up and down, or prefer to pay an annual base subscription for all of your programs?
	As the number of actively managed grants reasonably stable, an annual subscription may be more appropriate but that is up to the tenderer to propose what they believe to be the most appropriate model given the requirements that have been documented.


	102
	Will this RFP process include a Best and Final Offer or a similar step in case price is a factor in selecting the preferred vendor?
	No – this is a single step Open Procedure procurement. There will be no opportunity for BAFO.

	103
	Do you need to segregate data such that users in certain groups (programs, departments, teams) cannot see grants data for another segment within the organization or even pull that data into reports that they can generate? Or can users across the organization see all grants data in at least a read-only capacity but only edit or take action on records that their role and profile give them permission to do so?
	Please see HRB Grant Management System Requirements spreadsheet which details the role-based security requirements.




