Tender Questions and Clarifications

(1) Section 3.2 of the RFT states that "A list of at least two projects" should be provided. However, Section 2 of the TRD only provides space for two project examples. Please confirm whether we should be providing two project examples only, or whether we can provide more than two?
Clarification: Tenderers should provide two project examples only.

(2) Please confirm whether costs associated with data collection e.g parking occupancy and turnover surveys, should be included within the fee? If so, will an updated version of Appendix 2 be provided to ensure a fair and transparent tender process?
Clarification: Costs associated with data collection should be included within the fee under the Stage 1: Baseline Assessment, Data Collection and Existing Conditions Review. Appendix 2 will not be amended.

(3) At what geographic scale is the implementation strategy expected to be presented? For example, should individual interventions be identified at a street by street scale, or should a zonal approach be used?
Clarification: The implementation strategy should be presented on a street-by-street scale.

(4) Is the response to 'Contract Management- Professional Qualifications' limited to the provision of 2 CVs only or can this be supported by a statement addressing the proposed approach to contract management? 
Clarification: Tenderers should provide 2 CVs only, i.e. for the Dedicated Project Manager and Assistant Project Manager. 

(5) Previous experience references for consortium members: Where a Tender is submitted by a consortium please confirm if each consortium member must provide two reference contracts.
Clarification: Yes, each consortium member must provide two reference contracts. 

(6) Timing of Stage 1 data collection:	  Appendix 1, section 4 states that the programme is based on a project commencement of 2 November 2026. On that basis, Stage 1 parking occupancy, utilisation and user surveys would take place in November and December, which may coincide with pre-Christmas trading and may not reflect typical parking demand. Please confirm:
(a) whether the Council intends Stage 1 data collection to take place during this period;
(b) if not, whether Tenderers may schedule surveys for a period the Council considers representative, and which period that is; and
(c) whether the Council would accept a programme with surveys in both a representative period and a peak period, to capture seasonal variation.
Clarification:
(a) The 2 November 2026 date is the anticipated project commencement date and does not require all Stage 1 data collection and surveys to be undertaken during November and December 2026. 
(b) The Council does not consider that pre-Christmas trading in December and holiday periods in August reflect typical parking demand, and these periods should not solely be relied on to inform Stage 1 Baseline Assessment, Data Collection and Existing Conditions Review.
(c) Tenderers may propose, as part of their methodology and programme, the timing of surveys that they consider appropriate to provide a representative assessment of typical parking occupancy, utilisation and user behaviour. The proposed survey periods and rationale should be clearly identified in the Tenderer's methodology and programme. The Council would accept proposals incorporating surveys during both representative and peak periods where the Tenderer considers this appropriate to identify seasonal variation and strengthen the evidence base for the Parking Strategy. Tenderers should clearly identify the proposed survey periods, methodology and associated rationale within their submission.

(7) Environmental Considerations response limit: Appendix 1, section 5 of the RFT states a 2 page maximum for the Environmental Considerations methodology. TRD Part A states a maximum of 1,000 words. Please confirm which limit applies, or whether the response must meet both.
Clarification:
The Contracting Authority wishes to clarify the maximum permitted length of the response to the Environmental Considerations Award Criterion.
Appendix 1 of the RFT refers to a maximum response length of two pages, while the Tender Response Document (TRD Part A) refers to a maximum response length of 1,000 words.
For the avoidance of doubt, the maximum permitted response length for the Environmental Considerations Award Criterion is 1,000 words. The reference to a two-page maximum in Appendix 1 of the RFT should therefore be disregarded.
All other requirements relating to the Environmental Considerations Award Criterion remain unchanged.

(8) Previous experience information: Appendix 1, section 3.2 asks for the identity of the individuals who worked on each project, planned and actual completion dates, and details for the employer and main contractor. Please confirm if this information counts towards the 500-word limit for the comparability statement.
Clarification: The 500-word limit applies to the comparability statement only, i.e. the section requiring the Tenderer to outline the extent to which the previous contract was comparable with the Contracting Authority's requirements.
The other information requested in respect of each previous project, including the identity of individuals who worked on the project, planned and actual completion dates, and employer/main contractor details, does not count towards the 500-word limit.

(9) Turnover requirement for consortia: Where a Tender is submitted by a group of undertakings please confirm whether the turnover requirement may be met:
(a) by the lead member alone;
(b) by any one consortium member on whose capacity the Tenderer relies; or
(c) by the combined turnover of the consortium members.
Clarification: Where a Tender is submitted by a group of undertakings, the turnover requirement may be satisfied by the lead member alone.

(10) We would request that the payment period is amended from 60 days to 30 days from receipt of  a valid invoice. In our view, a 60-day payment period is unreasonable and does not reflect standard industry practice. A 30-day payment period is the more usual commercial position and would provide a fairer and more appropriate payment timetable in the context of the services.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority accepts this request. All valid invoices shall be payable within 30 calendar days, subject to applicable invoicing, acceptance and payment provisions of the Services Contract.


(11) We would request that the professional indemnity insurance requirement is expressed as €1 million for any one claim and in the aggregate. We would also request that the employers’ liability insurance requirement is reduced to €6.5 million, having regard to the value and nature of the services being provided.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority notes the request. The Professional Indemnity requirement remains €1 million for any one claim or series of claims arising out of a single occurrence, as stated in the RFT. The Contracting Authority does not propose to amend the Employer's Liability requirement, which remains €13 million for any one claim or series of claims arising out of a single occurrence, where applicable. Tenderers are required to comply with the insurance requirements set out in the RFT.

(12) We would request that clause 3C is amended so that any right of set-off is limited to sums arising under this Agreement only and does not extend to amounts said to be due under any other agreement or contract between the parties.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority does not propose to amend this provision. The existing provision will remain as stated in the Services Contract.

(13) We would request that clause 5 is amended so that the Contractor is expressed “to be liable” for the relevant losses, rather than being required to indemnify the Client. We would also request that any liability under this clause is limited to direct losses only.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority does not propose to amend clause 5 as requested. The liability and indemnity provisions, including the exclusions and limitations of liability contained in clause 5, will remain as set out in the Services Contract.

(14) We would request that clause 5F is deleted in full. As drafted, it gives the Client a unilateral right to withhold payment by reference to dissatisfaction with the Services, while preserving all other remedies under the Agreement. We consider that any issues relating to incomplete or non-compliant Services should instead be dealt with under the contract’s acceptance, remediation, and default provisions, rather than through a separate retention mechanism.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority does not propose to delete clause 5F. The provision is intended to provide a proportionate mechanism for addressing deficient performance pending replacement, remediation or resolution of the relevant Services. The clause requires the Client to identify the particular Services concerned and the reasons for dissatisfaction, and the Retention Amount is subject to the limits specified in the Agreement.

(15) We would request that clause 5G is deleted in full. As drafted, it makes time of delivery of the essence and gives the Client an immediate right to refuse acceptance, withhold payment and terminate for any delay, without regard to materiality or any opportunity to remedy. We consider this to be disproportionate, and that delay should instead be dealt with through the agreement’s ordinary default and termination provisions.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority has considered the request. However, timely delivery of the Strategy is strategically important to the Contracting Authority, and adherence to the agreed programme and key milestones is a material requirement of the Services.
In this context, the Contracting Authority considers the provisions of Clause 5G to be appropriate and proportionate to the importance of timely delivery. The request to delete Clause 5G is therefore not accepted and the clause will remain unchanged.

(16) We would request that clause 6G is amended so that any liability arising under it is expressly made subject to the agreement’s overall limitation of liability and included within the general liability cap, rather than operating as a separate or uncapped liability exposure. We would also request that liability under this clause is limited to direct losses only, with indirect and consequential losses expressly excluded.
Clarification: The Contracting Authority does not propose to amend clause 6G. The intellectual property provisions, including the indemnity relating to infringement of third-party intellectual property rights, will remain as stated in the Services Contract.

(17) We would like request for an extension to the clarification deadline which is currently today at 5pm, to allow our legal team sufficient time to review the terms and conditions.
In addition, we would seek to include our standard wording of reasonable skill and care and suggest to TQ whether an amendment could be made here. 
Can you please let us know if the above request can be accommodated?
Clarification: The Contracting Authority notes the request. The deadline for submission of queries and clarifications has now passed and the Contracting Authority does not propose to extend or reopen the clarification period.
In relation to the proposed amendment concerning reasonable skill and care, the Contracting Authority notes that the Services Contract already requires the Contractor to act with due care, skill and diligence in the provision of the Services. The Contracting Authority does not propose to amend this provision.
Tenderers should prepare their Tenders on the basis of the RFT and Services Contract, together with any clarifications or amendments issued by the Contracting Authority through eTenders.


