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	Response

	#
	Clarification
	Response

	1.
	What is the deadline for tender submissions?
	17:00 hours on Tuesday, 14 July 2026

	2.
	This tenders EU Journal Contract Notice (TED 8403037) Section 2.1.5 Terms of procurement, under Terms of submission, states "The tenderer must submit tenders for all lots." 
This conflicts directly with the RFT, which throughout treats the two lots as separate single-vendor framework agreements, one per lot: Section 2.1 Type of Frameworks states "This competition relates to the establishment of two single-party Frameworks, each with one economic operator for one of the lots on offer (see 2.2 below). Tenderers may bid for more than one lot.”; Section 5.1 Lot 1-Specific Award Criteria and Section 5.2 Lot 2-Specific Award Criteria (pp.20, 22) set lot-specific award criteria evaluated and awarded per lot; and Section 3.1 Scope of Requirement under the Framework Agreements – Initial Contract (p.13) expressly contemplates "different tenders winning each lot."
Please confirm or clarify:
(a) that the EU Contract notice (TED 8403037) is invalid with regard to the rule that the tenderer must submit tenders for all lots
(b) that a tenderer may submit a tender for a single lot (e.g. Lot 1 or Lot 2 only), and that such a tender will not be rejected as non-compliant for covering only one lot; and
(c) that each lot is evaluated and awarded independently against its own published award criteria (Section 5.1, Section 5.2), and that a tender for a single lot is neither advantaged nor disadvantaged by whether the tenderer also submits for the other lot.
	The RFT is correct which means that a tenderer could apply for either or both Lots.

	3.
	This question is in reference to: RFT Section 4.3.B (p.18); Lot 1 TRD reference-contract form (Customer Name, Contact Name, Contact Number required for each of 3 contracts).

Section 4.3.B – Technical Capacity Requirements (Previous Contracts/Experience) states : "Tenderers must provide details of three (3) previous contracts demonstrating the satisfactory delivery of similar services at similar scales." For Lot 1 the contracts "must refer to the support, maintenance and development of similar national level critical .NET systems that generate substantial income for the owners. Tenderers should note that the MapRoad Roadworks Licensing System (MRL) in Lot 1 is a critical, income-generating system that is widely used by utility providers and accordingly the previous contracts cited for Lot 1 must refer to the support, maintenance and development of similar national level critical .NET systems that generate substantial income for the owners."

This section then states "the LGMA does not act as a referee for its own tender competitions." This could be read as preventing existing suppliers to LGMA from using any matching contracts that demonstrate all the capabilities that have been specifically requested?

Please confirm whether contracts delivered for the LGMA may be cited as reference contracts, and, if not, how relevant experience gained in delivering services to the LGMA should be evidenced under the selection criteria (for example, by the LGMA verifying such experience from its own records, or by accepting a certificate of satisfactory execution?).
	“This could be read as preventing existing suppliers to LGMA from using any matching contracts that demonstrate all the capabilities that have been specifically requested?”-  Not necessarily, the policy only prevents LGMA staff from acting as referees for LGMA tenders, so if they can find a referee from another organisation that used the contract then that's fine.

	4.
	Skills source for the Account Manager role

Reference: Appendix 2, first table (role “Account Manager”, 10 yrs, 1 resource) and second table (items A–N).

The Account Manager role is listed in the first table but does not appear in the “Roles” column of the second table, so no specific skills/technical expertise are defined for it. Please confirm how tenderers should evidence the requirements for the Account Manager role under the Personnel and Skills pass/fail criterion and award sub-criterion B.3 — e.g. is it assessed on years of relevant management experience and the Criterion C “Account Management” response, rather than against items A–N?
	The "Account Manager" is a non-technical role and so does not appear in the Skills table referred to. All that is required for the TRD is the Number of Account managers available to the tenderer (Column 1 = Number of Full time Equivalents available to the tenderer, Column 2 = Number of FTEs (Full time Equivalents) provided by 3rd Parties).

	5.
	Role label for item H (GIS, Lot 2)

Reference: Appendix 2, second table, item H (“GIS Specific Technical Development (LOT-2)”).

Item H's “Roles” column reads “Senior .NET Developer,” a title that does not appear in the first table. Please confirm that item H applies to the “GIS Developers (LOT-2)” role listed in the first table (together with item N, “Core GIS Technical Skills (LOT-2)”).
	


Yes

	6.
	“Possess all” rule vs. expertise bundled across multiple roles / seniorities

Reference: RFT p50 (“the following table identifies the specific skills and competencies required by each role”); TRD Personnel and Skills (“an individual must possess all of the skills, technical abilities and expertise described for a specific role”); Appendix 2 second table, items A, B, C, F, L (and D, E, I, K, N).

Several items list one combined “Specific Expertise Required” set against multiple distinct roles and/or both seniority levels — e.g. item A covers Business Analyst, Product Owner and Scrum Master/PM; item B covers Software Architect and Senior/Junior Software Developer. Please confirm whether:

(a) every individual proposed for any role named against an item must possess all of the expertise listed in that item; or
(b) the listed expertise is a pooled competency set for the roles named, from which each individual is expected to demonstrate the subset relevant to their specific role and seniority.
The distinction is material to the pass/fail assessment (e.g. whether a Scrum Master must evidence Business Analysis systems-analysis skills, or a Junior Developer the full architect-level language/framework breadth).
	










Option B applies

	7.
	Counting one individual against multiple roles' minimum numbers

Reference: RFT Required Resources (“a single individual may fulfil multiple roles…”); Appendix 2 first table, “Minimum Number of Resources” column.

Please confirm how multi-role individuals interact with the “Minimum Number of Resources” requirement — specifically, whether one individual who fulfils multiple roles counts toward the minimum number of resources for each of those roles simultaneously, or whether the minimum number for each role must be met by distinct individuals.
	



Yes, one individual who fulfils multiple roles counts toward the minimum number of resources for each of those roles simultaneously.

	8.
	This question is in regard to the Product Liability Insurance requirement stated in the RFT on Page 18, Section 4.3 A and the Lot 1 and Lot 2 TRD's, Financial Section, Page 7

The Product Liability Directive (PLD), that extends the definition of ‘product’ to include software, comes into force as of 9th December 2026. According to the PLD, for software to incur product liability, it must have been placed/made available in the market. This condition clearly does not apply to the bespoke software being developed for the LGMA under the scope of this RfT.

The PLD further qualifies this condition through the idea that, if it is the first instance of some software is put into service in advance of being placed on the market, then it also incurs product liability. This would in principle apply to the bespoke software being developed for the LGMA under the scope of this RfT, as the contractor could, in principle, place this software on the market in the future with the intention to offer it to agencies in other jurisdictions.

However, in the RfT (Page 13, penultimate paragraph) it states:- All intellectual property rights, including, but not limited to, software artefacts, source code, documentation, and related deliverables developed under this contract shall vest exclusively in LGMA upon creation.

This requirement of the RfT, completely removes any possibility of the contractor being able to place the software on the market in the future, after the first instance is put into service for the benefit of the LGMA. Accordingly, the PLD would not apply to the bespoke software being developed for the LGMA under this RfT. We therefore ask that the requirement for Product Liability Insurance be removed from the RfT.
	Product liability is a standard insurance requirement for tenders, the fact that it is required does not suggest it is required to cover the support & maintenance service (that's to be covered under professional indemnity). 

In this instance, Product Liability would cover what are probably fairly remote contingencies, such as the provision of a server or some other hardware by the provider under the terms of the contract.

	9.
	The EU tender notice on TED (https://ted.europa.eu/en/) states on Page 1 that both LOT-0001 and LOT-0002 have an estimated value excluding VAT of 9 800 000,00 EUR

Are we correct to assume that this figure for each lot is an error and the combined value for both lots is 9 800 000,00 EUR (not 2 x 9 800 000,00 EUR)?
	The correct figure for both Lot's combined is 9,800,000 EUR

	10.
	The RfT indicates that the contractor shall bill for support quarterly in arrears for administrative and audit reasons (pages 9 and 14).

Please confirm that when you refer to "maintenance and support" in this instance you are referring to 2nd Level (Tier 2?) Support for all the systems listed as well as any others that are currently in progress or could be commissioned under the Framework? Or are you including all development activities or is intended only for activities related to a current, live release and excludes any significant changes or developed enhancements?

Page 1 – Scope of Frameworks (cover section)


This states "Payment for support and maintenance will be quarterly in arrears on foot of approved timesheets. Invoices will be submitted quarterly, with one consolidated invoice per quarter, detailing effort per system."

This suggests that there is no payment on any system until a full quarter has passed and that all systems must be invoiced at once in a master invoice containing all granular details of any time spent, with a substantial risk of delays to sign off/payment as thousands of line items are checked.

Page 9 – Section 2.2A / Lot 1 description, Page 14 AND Section 3.1, Lot 1 AND Page 14 – Section 3.1, Lot 2

These sections all refer to payment for the service will "be by means of separate quarterly invoices in arrears for each system" but do not specify consolidation. This is contradictory to the consolidated request in the Scope of Frameworks on page 1.

Which of these approaches is the one that must be followed?

Draw Down of Days

Four systems in Lot 1 (Appendix 1) have explicit draw-down day estimates for support:

Page 40 – A1.1.3 LGReturns System / Support and Maintenance Service Requirements

"Technical support of the LGReturns System will be required in the form of approximately 40 draw down days per year."

Page 41 – A1.1.4 Central Broker System / Support and Maintenance

"Technical support of the Central Broker System will be required in the form of approximately 15 draw down days per year."

Page 42 – A1.1.5 Protect Our Water System and Household Charge Systems / Support and Maintenance Service Requirements

"Technical support of the Protect Our Water System and Household Charge Systems will be required in the form of approximately 40 draw down days per year."

Page 47 – A1.2.1 MapRoad Asset Management System / Capacity Requirements

Not expressed as draw-down days per say but gives the most detailed estimate: circa 500 person days for maintenance and application support services."

Notable omissions: MRL (A1.1.1) and NEMIS (A1.1.2) — the two systems described as accounting for circa 80 percent of the Lot 1 budget — have no specific draw-down day estimates for support, only a combined development/support range of 200–400 person days annually for MRL.

The draw down day support agreements for the systems named are clear. If they are contracted, then the vendor knows the days and resources they must commit to and plan for and they are funded. But these systems support requirements are not specified as "quarterly in arrears" as per the others.

Is it correct that these Lot 1 systems are to be supported on a draw-down of days and SLA basis? And the MRL and NEMIS platforms with far larger support/development requirements (suggested to be 80 percent) are to be "quarterly in arrears”?

Please also confirm that any support would be expected to have an SLA with all the commitment regards staff and response times that this would imply? The sample call out contract, nor the sample framework agreement give any indication of the service levels you expect to be covered.

The practical consequences the larger systems (MRL and NEMIS) being consolidated and quarterly in arrears is significant for a contractor.

Once the first billing quarter has passed, time and materials timesheets have been collated and reviewed internally, submitted, reviewed by the LGMA (allowing time for queries to be resolved, approvals to be issued - especially if third parties are involved), the invoices submitted and paid - it can exceed 5 months before the contractor receives any payment. The amount of support provided is significant for the systems described.

This is unfairly onerous on the contractor(s) - possibly a consortium of SME’s and not a large corporate entity - to be asked to carry this level of effort and cost before being remunerated for their delivered work.

We request that the support billing terms be changed from quarterly in arrears to monthly in arrears.
	This is correct we are referring to 2nd Level Support., Lot 1 systems are to be supported on a draw-down of days and SLA basis.
 
Development projects will be on foot of individual call-off contracts; payments schedule can be agreed individually for these contracts.

LGMA supports the engagement of SMEs in this type of public procurement and open to discussions with regards to payment scheduling once the tender exercise is completed. 

Invoices are subject to “prompt payment of Accounts Act 1997" 

	11.
	The RFT has two sections referring to Warranty requirements:

Page 8 – Section 2.2A (Scope of the Framework Agreements): "Both frameworks will entail the provision of ongoing support and maintenance of existing, bespoke software systems, and individual development and/or ICT consultancy services for projects relating to those systems, via call-off contracts with a minimum warranty period provided by the vendor of 90 days."

Page 13 – Section 3.1 (Scope of Requirement under the Framework Agreements – Initial Contract): "Provide a 90-day warranty period on all live releases."

The first states that a minimum warranty period is to be provided by the vendor of 90 days. "Minimum " suggests that a warranty that may exceed that (e.g. 6 months/180 days instead of 3 months is advantageous to you) while the second section just states "Provide" a 90-day warranty.

Neither of the Lot 1 or Lot 2 documents has a corresponding field/declaration asking the tenderer to explicitly confirm acceptance of this warranty obligation. There is nothing to state the minimum terms of the warranty and any warranty is only as good as its terms.


We cannot see where the warranty offered by a tenderer is scored or be sure what section it is relevant to. Please state where this should be addressed in the TRD?

Does the LGMA only require the most basic 90-day warranty, and the terms/duration of the warranty offered by a tenderer have no impact in the tender evaluation/scoring?
	Warranties are part of the support and maintenance/development services and will be assessed under Criterion "C" ("Merit of the Proposed Engagement Process") of the TRD document.

	12.
	We note that in the RFT document (Page 1) the issue date of the RFT is given as 12/06/2026, but the actual publication date of the RFT on eTenders is 16/06/2026.

The reason we raise this is: assuming the deadlines for queries, and submission of the tender response are pegged to the issue date, then aligning the issue date of the RFT to the publication date would allow more time for resolving queries.

We are conscious that on the current timetable, the deadline for queries is only a few days away (Monday 29th June) and we are concerned that this may not leave time for all queries to be resolved before this cut-off. It may be vital that follow-up queries be submitted in response to your initial answers. Some queries that have been issued are fundamental in deciding if, and how consortia or partnerships can be agreed and formed prior to bidding.

In the event that the cut-off for queries passes with some substantive issues staying unresolved, how will this be handled?
	The documentation was submitted for publication on the 12th of June and was published on the 16th of June. 

However, the deadline for submission remains as - 17:00 hours on Tuesday, the 14th of July 2026

	13.
	In Section 2.9 of the RFT, pages 11-12 on compliance with the framework agreement terms and conditions it states:-

Tenderers are required to review these terms and conditions and indicate their acceptance thereof as part of their tender submission. Any reservation with regard to these terms should be submitted as a query in accordance with the procedure described in the Section below in the Instructions to Tenderers of this document.

However, on the cover of the Sample Single Vendor Framework, it states: -

Economic Operators are not required to submit a signed copy of these terms as part of their tender but should indicate any objections which they may have to these terms in the body of their tender.

Which instruction do we follow for this tender? The one in the RFT or the one on the cover of the sample?

We strongly suggest that objections may have to be itemised in the body of the tender response – in line with the instruction on the sample framework. Our concern is that we do not believe that there will be time to resolve all of the objections in the few days left for the submission of queries.

	


Tenderers should follow the instructions in the RFT, noting that the framework and call-off contracts are samples and will be subject to final agreement post award. Where a successful tenderer has an issue with any term of the proposed agreement/contract these can be discussed and agreed prior to signing. Where agreement cannot be reached the award may be cancelled.



	14.
	Page 15 – Criterion C (p.27): This gives a detailed summary of the role, activities and responsibilities LGMA requires of a "Contract Manager".

Is this the same role as Account Manager, as described in Page 20-21 – Section 5.1, Criterion C (Lot 1 Award Criteria) / Page 22-23 – Section 5.2, Criterion C (Lot 2 Award Criteria)

The Tender Response Documents have no reference to "Contract Manager", they only refer to "Account Manager" in Personnel and Skills (p.12) and Criterion C (p.27).

Please confirm if the required mandatory role of Contract Manager in the RFT is analogous to the Account Manager role found in the Lot 1 TRD document?

Please also confirm that the description of Contract Management and the Contract Manager role in the RFT (Criterion C p.27) is the overriding description that must be demonstrated when completing the Lot 1 or Lot 2 TRD's in respect of the Account Manager role?

The tender says that the non-billable "Contract Manager" will have duties to cover the following:

Single dedicated point of contact for the duration of the frameworks
Authority to deal with all contract-related matters
Overall responsibility for the working relationship with the LGMA
Regular performance reporting (as agreed with LGMA)
Attend meetings to review performance against SLA and KPIs
Handle disputes, complaints or concerns that cannot be resolved at a lower level
Proactively suggest efficiency improvements and cost savings
Who on the LGMA side will the "Contract Manager" report to? Please confirm that this is a senior role with reporting to a nominated representative of similiar responsibility in the LGMA.

If not, please identify the number of people that the Contract Manager would be reporting to and how frequently this is envisaged to occur?
	Yes, "Account manager" & "Contract manager" are treated as synonymous in the context of this tender.   

They will be reporting to a nominated representative of similar responsibility in the LGMA.

	15.
	Both the Sample Vendor Framework and the Sample Call-Off Contract PDF documents give the order of precedence for supporting documents to be applied in the event of a conflict between them.

This order of precedence is different for the two documents (see attached PDF with a table summarising the documents and precedence). We do not see how this can work in practice.

Could you either a) elaborate on how this is intended work in practice or b) indicate which is the correct order of precedence to be applied across the programme as a whole?
	This is intended to work as follows: - 

If the conflict arises from the interpretation of the Framework agreement, then apply the order of precedence from the Framework document.

If the conflict arises from the interpretation of the Call-off Contract, then apply the order of precedence from the Call-off contract document.

	16.
	Background, Page 2

Please could you specify the “Irish Government Guidelines” being applied.

Section 1, Para 1.2 Page 4 and Section 7 Pages 6-11

The above referenced sections and pages set out the obligations of the Framework Member. However, there is nothing equivalent in the document setting out the obligations of the Contracting Authority. These obligations can be equally as important in ensuring the timely, on cost delivery of project work (e.g. Managing /facilitation / provision of requirements, briefing sessions, coordination of LGMA and/or stakeholder resources vital to any critical path to project delivery etc.).

In order to facilitate the required interaction, we  request that a reciprocal section on the obligations of the Contracting Authority be added, and an updated Sample Vendor Framework Document including this section be uploaded to the tender dossier on eTenders. By ensuring all parties are contractually clear and mutually agree on their responsibilities, we can ensure smoother project delivery.


This section should, at a minimum:-

Specify the relevant Irish public service standards, policies and guidelines to be adhered to by the Contracting Authority for the management of the framework agreement and call-out contracts.
Summarise the obligations of the Contracting Authority with respect to:-
Programme and project management;
The financial monitoring of the framework contract, especially tracking the draw-down of the budget, and reporting on same to the Framework Member for planning purposes;
Conflict of Interest;
Interference;
Confidentiality;
The safeguarding of the Framework Member’s personal data by the Contracting Authority;
The safeguarding of the Framework Member’s IP (if relevant) by the Contracting Authority;
Allow for a periodic review of the Contracting Authority’s execution of the above obligations (to be held concurrently with the reviews requested of the Framework vendors Contract Manager)
Set out the procedure(s) to be followed in the event that the Contracting Authority’s performance in the areas summarised in point 2 above falls below agreed minimum standards, with particular respect to:
Complaints;
Indemnification;
Liability;
Remedies to be applied, particularly in the case that the Framework Member suffers a loss as a result of the Contracting Authority’s non-performance;
Appeals.
It may be helpful to give a practical, entirely hypothetical example here. Say (and purely for the sake of argument) that the Contracting Authority failed to properly monitor the draw down of the spend under the framework, as a result of which the budget was exceeded and work was suspended: what compensation would be available to the Framework Member and what would be the basis on which the value would be determined?

6.3. Personnel Page 6

It is stated:-

Regarding personnel assigned to deliver services under the framework, where the successful Framework Member proposes to replace a nominated person, the proposed replacement person must be of equal or better qualifications and expertise than that of the original nominated person(s).

This requirement is unreasonable and should be removed or changed. E.g. . a  project manager with 30 years’ experience can  be replaced by one with 25 years’ experience with no measurable loss to the client. Change to “…the proposed replacement person(s) must also match the required skills, qualifications and expertise as has been contractually defined for the role they will be appointed to perform and, insofar as is practical and relevant, they should have similar domain or subject matter expertise.”

6.4. Service Level Agreement Page 6

It is stated:-

Contracts under this framework agreement may be subject to the application of a Service Level Agreement which will outline the Key Performance Indicators applicable to the contract. The applicable Service Level Agreement is contained in Schedule xx.

This schedule is not included in the Sample Vendor Framework Agreement as has been stated.

Please provide a Sample (or indicative generic) Service Level Agreement, uploaded to the dossier on eTenders, so that the proposed Key Performance Indicators can be reviewed by bidders. It is unreasonable to expect prospective Framework Members to bid or determine the appropriate blended daily rate to be proposed for the Framework, without any visibility of the KPI’s that will be applied to them should they be successful. These KPI’s may also determine the level of “non-billed” time that the proposed Contract Manager may have to provide and this may feed into some potential vendor calculations in regard to an appropriate blended daily rate.

Section 8 Termination Page 12

Can you give a justification in paragraph 8.1. for having a 3-month termination period for the Contracting Authority and a 6-month termination period for the Framework Member? This would appear to place a disproportionate burden on the Framework Member.

Paragraphs 8.2 – 8.7 All deal with circumstances that allow the Contracting Authority to terminate the framework agreement. A similar statement should be added to itemise circumstances that allow the Framework Member to terminate the agreement in the event of non-performance by the Contracting Authority.
	The sample framework agreement is the approved template for use in the Local Government sector. The suggested changes are structural in nature and carry legal risks that would need to be reviewed and approved at a sector level - work that is outside the scope of this tender exercise.

	17.
	Minimum role requirements and resource utilisation - The Lot 1 Tender Response Document requires tenderers to demonstrate minimum coverage across the listed roles/resources, totalling 31 minimum resources across the Lot 1 role table. The RFT also provides indicative effort estimates for Lot 1 systems, including estimated effort for the MapRoad Roadworks Licensing System.

Please confirm whether the minimum role numbers in the Lot 1 Personnel and Skills table are intended to represent a minimum available capability pool across the framework, with resources engaged as required depending on the nature of support, maintenance, development or call-off work, rather than a requirement for all listed resources to be continuously assigned or reserved for Lot 1.

Please also confirm whether tenderers are expected to provide a proposed allocation of indicative person-days across the required roles, or whether actual role utilisation will be determined during the framework based on specific support requests, maintenance activities, change requests and call-off engagements.
	As per the RFT, an individual can fulfil multiple roles so it is not correct to say there needs to be minimum 31 individual resources.

Yes, the minimum role numbers in the Lot 1 Personnel and Skills table are intended to represent a minimum available capability pool across the framework, with resources engaged as required.

Yes, actual role utilisation will be determined during the framework based on specific support requests, maintenance activities, change requests and call-off engagements.

	18.
	Resource evidence and CVs-The Lot 1 TRD requires tenderers to provide details of proposed resources, including role name, relevant skills and qualifications, and relevant years of experience.

Please confirm whether tenderers are required to submit full CVs for proposed resources as part of the tender submission, or whether completion of the TRD resource tables with named resources, skills/qualifications and years of experience is sufficient at submission stage, with full CVs or supporting evidence to be provided only if requested during clarification or prior to award.
	No there is no requirement to submit full CV's, completion of the TRD table(Criterion B, item 3) is what is required.

	19.
	Subcontractors and third-party resource evidence- The RFT and TRD allow tenderers to rely on the resources of other entities, provided those resources are fully described and available when required.

Please confirm what evidence is expected at tender submission stage where a tenderer relies on subcontractors or third-party resources to meet the Lot 1 role requirements. For example, should tenderers provide letters of commitment, named resources, CVs, signed agreements, or is identification of the subcontractor, role/FTE contribution and relevant experience sufficient at submission stage, with further evidence to be provided on request?
	There is no evidence required at the tender submission stage, tenders may self-declare in the TRD any sub-contractors they are using (Section-"General Contact Information") and the "Number of Full time equivalents provided by 3rd parties"  in the table within "Personnel and Skills – Pass/Fail Criteria" .

	20.
	Incoming handover to successful Lot 1 supplier-The Lot 1 TRD requires tenderers to describe their proposed handover process at the end of the framework and/or any contract concluded under it. However, it is not clear what onboarding or incoming handover support will be provided to the successful tenderer at contract commencement.

Please confirm whether, following framework award and prior to commencement of the initial support and maintenance contract, LGMA and/or the incumbent supplier will provide a structured onboarding/handover process to the successful Lot 1 tenderer.

If so, please indicate what artefacts will be made available, such as current technical documentation, architecture/design documentation, source-code repository access, deployment/release procedures, known issues, support history, environment/configuration information, data models, integration specifications and operational support procedures.
	The LGMA recognises that a handover may be required and intend to work with the incumbent and the successful tenderer to achieve a smooth transition.

Yes, the successful tenderer will be provided with access to all available artefacts.  

	21.
	Prior knowledge of LGMA systems-
Please confirm whether prior knowledge of the existing Lot 1 systems is a mandatory requirement for tenderers, or whether tenderers may demonstrate suitability through comparable experience in supporting, maintaining and developing similar national-scale, critical .NET / SQL Server systems, together with a proposed onboarding and knowledge-acquisition approach.
	No, prior knowledge of existing systems is not a requirement.

	22.
	Onsite attendance and delivery location- The Lot 1 role table includes “Network/Server Admin/Onsite Deployments and Support Engineer,” but the RFT appears to describe a support and maintenance model that may largely be delivered remotely.

Please confirm whether there is any mandatory onsite presence requirement for Lot 1 service delivery. If onsite attendance is expected, please clarify the expected circumstances, locations, frequency and whether onsite work is limited to specific activities such as deployment support, workshops, verification meetings, incident resolution or governance meetings.
	No, there is no mandatory site presence required.

	23.
	Insurance evidence at submission stage-
The Lot 1 TRD lists required insurance levels and states that tenderers must confirm whether they have these insurances in place or can put the required forms and levels of insurance in place if successful.

Please confirm whether the required insurance levels must be fully in place at tender submission stage, or whether a letter from the tenderer’s insurance broker confirming that the required levels can be put in place if successful is sufficient at submission stage.
	Tenderers may self-declare their insurance details at submission stage. 

If the Tenderer is identified as the provisional winner (i.e. highest scoring on the Award Criteria) evidence supporting their self-declarations will be required - in the case of insurances that would be the letter. Note, the letter is not required at submission stage and will only be required of the provisional winner.

If the Tenderer is selected as the winner (i.e. letters are issued notifying the participants that the tender is concluded and the winner selected) then the actual insurance levels must be in place before a contract is signed, which will happen after the standstill period.

	24.
	Product Liability requirement for software services- The Lot 1 TRD includes a Product Liability insurance requirement. Please confirm whether this requirement applies to Lot 1 software support, maintenance and development services.

Please also confirm whether equivalent cover under a Professional Indemnity / Technology Errors and Omissions / Cyber or similar policy would be considered acceptable where such cover provides comparable protection for software and digital services.
	Product liability is a standard insurance requirement for tenders, the fact that it is required does not suggest it is required to cover the support & maintenance service (that's to be covered under professional indemnity). In this instance, Product Liability would cover what are probably fairly remote contingencies, such as the provision of a server or some other hardware by the provider under the terms of the contract.

	25.
	Final call-off liability and remedies- The sample call-off contract includes provisions relating to liability, retention amounts and liquidated damages, with some values appearing to be placeholders or to be completed later.

Please confirm whether the final Lot 1 call-off contract will include specific liability caps, retention amounts, service credits and/or liquidated damages. If so, please identify where these values are defined in the tender documents or confirm when they will be specified.
	The individual call-off contracts will include these items as appropriate to the service being contracted. For the initial contracts for each lot, they will be specified once the frameworks have been awarded but before the call-off contracts are finalised and signed.

	26.
	TUPE / transfer of undertakings- The sample call-off contract includes TUPE-related obligations. Please confirm whether the Contracting Authority expects TUPE or equivalent transfer-of-undertakings obligations to apply to the transition of Lot 1 services.

If TUPE is considered applicable, please confirm whether anonymised employee liability information or equivalent employment information will be made available to tenderers prior to submission or prior to contract commencement.
	We're not aware of any TUPE-related issues. The provisions are standard in OGP contracts.

	27.
	Existing source code and repository access- The RFT requires code builds, updates and releases developed under the contract to be transferred to and maintained within an LGMA-owned code repository.

Please confirm whether the successful Lot 1 tenderer will be provided with access to existing source-code repositories, build pipelines, deployment scripts, release documentation and related technical artefacts at contract commencement.

Please also confirm whether current code repositories and build/release artefacts are complete and up to date for all Lot 1 systems.
	Yes, tenders will be given access to existing code builds.  Yes, code repositories will be up to date.

	28.
	Pre-existing IP and supplier reusable components- The RFT and contract documents include provisions relating to intellectual property ownership of deliverables developed under the contract.

Please confirm whether tenderers may use pre-existing tools, frameworks, accelerators, reusable components, methodologies and know-how in delivering the Lot 1 services, provided these are clearly distinguished from contract-specific deliverables and the Contracting Authority receives the rights necessary to use the deliverables for its business purposes.
	





Yes

	29.
	Historical support and change request volumes- To support realistic sizing of the Lot 1 delivery model and blended daily rate, please confirm whether LGMA can provide historical information for the Lot 1 systems, including approximate annual volumes of support tickets, incidents, service requests, change requests, releases, emergency fixes and planned enhancement work.

If such figures are not available, please confirm whether tenderers should rely solely on the indicative person-day estimates and system descriptions provided in the RFT.
	Yes, tenders should rely on the indicative per day estimates and system details provided.

	30.
	SLA and KPI details-The RFT and contract templates refer to service levels, KPIs, reporting and performance review. Please confirm whether specific Lot 1 SLA/KPI targets are defined in the tender documents.

If not, please confirm whether the successful tenderer will agree SLAs/KPIs with LGMA during mobilisation or at call-off stage.
	Yes, LGMA will agree SLAs etc with successful tenderer.

	31.
	Cooperation between Lot 1 and Lot 2 suppliers- The RFT indicates that, if different tenderers are appointed for different lots, cooperation and coordination may be required.

Please clarify the expected responsibilities of the Lot 1 supplier in relation to cooperation with the Lot 2 supplier, including governance forums, interface coordination, data exchange, release planning, issue resolution and architecture alignment.

Please also confirm whether any specific interfaces or dependencies between Lot 1 and Lot 2 systems should be considered in the Lot 1 tender response.
	All of these aspects can be addressed post award.

	32.
	Blended daily rate and role mix-
The Lot 1 TRD requests a proposed blended daily rate rather than role-specific rates.

Please confirm that the blended daily rate will apply regardless of the role mix required for a particular support request, maintenance activity, change request or call-off engagement.

Please also confirm whether tenderers should provide any supporting explanation of how the blended rate relates to the proposed role mix, or whether only the blended daily rate should be provided in the pricing section.
	Yes, the blended daily rate will apply regardless of the role mix required for a particular support request, maintenance activity, change request or call-off engagement.


No supporting explanation of how the blended rate relates to the proposed role mix.

	33.
	Fixed-price engagement process-
The qualitative award criteria ask tenderers to describe the process for fixed-price engagements, including resource selection, assignment, supervision, quality control, progress reporting and issue resolution.

Please confirm whether fixed-price engagements under the Lot 1 framework will be priced using the same blended daily rate and agreed effort estimate, or whether separate fixed-price commercial proposals will be requested for each engagement.
	Fixed-price engagements under the Lot-1 framework will be priced using the same blended daily rate and agreed effort estimate.

	34.
	Sub processors and data processing-
Where a tenderer proposes to use subcontractors who may process personal data as part of Lot 1 service delivery, please confirm what information regarding sub processors is required at tender submission stage.

Please also confirm whether approval of sub processors will be handled at framework award stage, call-off stage, or during mobilisation.
	No information regarding data sub processors is required at tender submission stage. These matters will be agreed at Contract call-off stage.

	35.
	A few questions from RFT document-

1. section 2.5. – since the prices are fix only for initial 2 years and prolongation for 1+1 is upon contracting authority discretion only, we would like to be given explanation if tenderer has the right to reject the prolongation if new prices are not negotiated. If tenderer has no such right, please explain which prices apply in cases of prolongation if agreement on new prices is not reached?  

2. section 3.1. expects 90-day warranty period on all live releases. Please confirm that this request is only applicable in case of development. If our presumptions are not correct, please give some examples what is meant with live releases?

3. in “B - Technical Capacity Requirements in section Previous Contracts/Experience” Contracting Authority requires that previous experience “must refer to the support, maintenance and development of similar national level critical”. Please list all similar national critical level and also please explain how tenderers should prove this condition?

4.  Section 6.32 please explain which changes of legislation are meant to be an obligation of tenderers to incorporate – are any changes that occur during the execution of this tender sole responsibility of tenderer no matter what scale of additional costs and similar are?
	1. The tenderer does not have the right to reject the prolongation if the new prices are not agreed.













2. The 90-day warranty period is applicable for ALL production environment releases arising from application support and maintenance or development.






3. The phrase "national level critical" system implies any large-scale IT system that is mission critical and widely used.










4. Any legislation changes will be implemented via support and maintenance or new development call-off contracts in consultation with the tenderer.

	36.
	1. please explain on which basis shall Contracting authority decide to include or not section 5E in a contract?

2. section 5G if the of delivery is of an essence or not represent major difference therefor it would be good to be known to tenders before signing Frame agreement if this is going to be included in service agreement. Could Contracting Authority make this choice already now ad if not please provide us with the reason why not?

3. section 6A – please confirm that 6 E does not apply to pre-existing IPR?

Frame agreement defines notice period in case of termination without cause. Service agreement does not. When is this period be defined and how can it differ form period in frame if it can?
	1. 5E relates to liability limitation and would be included as standard in all call-off contracts. The value of that limitation will depend on the subject-matter of the contract in question.

2. The terms of the call-off contracts cannot be set at this time because they can be different depending upon the circumstances.

3. Section 6E will apply to pre-existing IPR and means that the contractor will not charge the LGMA a licence fee or royalties or similar for any of the contractors IPR.

Section 9 of the call off contract deals with termination the timeframe for which will depend on the subject matter of the individual contract. Section 2.2 of the framework agreement states that call off contracts may extend beyond the end date of the framework agreement.  Section 8.6 of the framework agreement establishes that termination of the framework agreement shall not affect the validity of any contract concluded under it.
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