Audit questions
MSR 
Section 10 of the Terms and Conditions, Use of Audit Data, says the supplier can retain audit data in respect to whether statements audited are signed, approved, and on the company website homepage. The audit data can be published if presented in an anonymized aggregate form, and only by reference to the proportion or percentage of organisations found to meet all three criteria or in respect of individual criteria. This seems to allow the Resource Centre, should we be chosen, to populate the Modern Slavery Registry with the data collected and use it to feed the live compliance dashboard.   My questions are: 
Section 10.3.3 says the licenses granted do NOT grant supplier any right to: present data by reference to the proportion or percentage of organisations found not to be compliant overall or in respect to a particular compliance requirement. Are “organisations found not to be compliant overall” referring to those that do not meet all three basic criteria, or those that fail to publish a statement?
To clarify this, we have amended clauses 10.3 in the draft contract to read:
10.3 The licences granted in Clause 10.1 and 10.2 do not grant the Supplier any right to:
10.3.1 grant to any person a sub-licence of any of its rights under this Agreement; 
10.3.2 make Audit Data available to any other person, unless the clause states otherwise;
10.3.3 retain or publish the total number of organisations within scope of the Audit;
10.3.4 retain a record or publish data on the organisations within the scope of the Audit for which no Modern Slavery Statement was found;
10.3.5 publish any data on the Licence Requirements that are found to have been met by the organisations within the scope of the Audit in any manner other than that prescribed by Clause 10.2.2; 
10.3.6 identify any organisation as being within the scope of the Audit; and
10.3.7 use any Audit Data in a way that suggests any official status or that the Customer endorses the Supplier or its use of the data.

Related to question 1, would we be able to communicate how many companies we did not find statements for e.g. we investigated 12,000 organisations and did not find statements for 3,000 of those organisations?
As per clauses 10.3.3 and 10.3.4 (above) this would not be allowed. 
Conversely, would we be able to communicate on the number of companies investigated and statements we did find e.g. we investigated 12,000 organisations and found statements for 9,000 of those organisations?
As per clauses 10.3.3. (above) this would not be allowed. 
Would we be able to publish – in the aggregate – the percentage of companies audited that do meet the basic requirements?
No. However, of the statements identified through the audit, the supplier may publish – in the aggregate – how many of these meet the basic requirements, as per clauses 10.2:
10.2	The Customer hereby grants the Supplier a perpetual, royalty-free, irrevocable, non-exclusive licence to publish:
10.2.1	web-links to the Modern Slavery Statements identified in the supply of the Services: and 
10.2.2	anonymised aggregate data on the Licence Requirements (as defined in Clause 10.4 below) the Modern Slavery Statements identified in the supply of the Services are found to have met, provided that:
(a)	such data is presented only as a number, proportion or percentage of the number of statements the Supplier has identified (the Supplier shall publish a statement to this effect);
(b)	it is in no way indicated or implied that the data (or number of statements the Supplier has identified) is in any way connected to the Home Office or the Audit; and
(c)	such data is presented with a clear time and date stamp to indicate when the data was last updated.  
10.4	For the purposes of this Clause 10, the Licence Requirements are the audit compliance requirements for a published Modern Slavery Statement, being that there is:
10.4.1	a weblink to the statement available on the organisation’s website;
10.4.2	a clear statement that the statement has been approved by the organisation’s board of directors (or equivalent management body); and
10.4.3	a clear statement or signature to show that the statement has been signed off by a director (or equivalent).
I understand we cannot use the audit data to publish names of companies that fail to report or that fail to meet the basic requirements. Would we be able to do so with future data we collect after this audit, for example, statements published in the next reporting cycle?
The terms of the license granted would relate to the data collected as part of this audit.
TISCReport
In the terms, clause 9.3 has a limiting phrase “..which the Customer reasonably requires in order to exercise its rights and take the benefit of the Agreement including the Services provided”. Can you confirm that this is intended to limit the applicability of 9.3.1 and 9.3.2 rather than just the “modifications or derivative versions” referred to in the same sentence?
Clause 9.3 covers the limitation of the license as per the entirety of the clause (including 9.3.1 and 9.3.2). 
The terms and conditions do not specifically define “Audit Data”, however we assume this is a reference to the data which is specifically a product of the Services. Is this correct?
Yes, this is correct.
We have our own pre-existing data which is largely similar to what would be "Audit Data", parts of which have been shared with organisations, and services that we offer require us to continue to do so with our own separate data set. Additionally this dataset is continually updated in its own right. This data is our IP and would remain so.
If we keep these data sets separate, and allow no information to leak from one to the other (with the exception of statement URLs being provided from our own data set as a shared item) - do you envisage this being problematic? It is however quite likely that some data would be very similar although separately produced.
The Home Office would require further information as to what measures would be put in place to guarantee that there is no leakage and to check that there are no relevant conflicts of interest.  
Companies approach us regarding their Section 54 compliance as well as other types of non-financial compliance, and we help them understand what they need to do to comply (although most often we refer them to the Home Office). But we need to provide such advice as part of our position in this field and to fulfill support we have offered to our members. Would this rule us out, or would it be acceptable to continue doing so, if doing so made no reference to this Audit, and did not draw from any of its data (we would rely on our own data if this was relevant to the support request)?
For the duration of the contract the supplier would not be allowed to engage with companies about their compliance status. 
PWC
Who would be the operational day-to-day contact for this piece of work?
Phoebe Blagg, Protect Policy Lead – Modern Slavery Unit 
What is the intended use of the output data? Please elaborate further on “publishing the findings of the audit
The primary use of the data will be for the Home Office to improve compliance with the legislation. The information provided by the audit will inform future targeted communications to businesses and may also be used to inform enforcement action against non-compliant companies, potentially including publishing a list of non-compliant companies, and/or the use of injunctions against non-compliant companies.
What is the Home Office’s view on the data quality of organisations (e.g. of the 4,450 already established to be “in scope” and of the remaining 12,000 organisations where data is not freely accessible on the Modern Slavery Registry)?
The Home Office is not in a position to give a view on the data quality of organisations identified as in ‘in scope’ at this stage, as the findings of the audit itself will inform this. 
Are there any internal automated systems/ outsourced team used to track data by the Home Office, OR has the method of data collection been manual in nature i.e. individuals sourcing Modern Slavery statements from organisations websites? Were staff able to find the relevant Modern Slavery disclosures easily on organisations’ websites, or was it a cumbersome exercise?
In the Home Office’s experience locating modern slavery statements manually on company websites is straightforward, but it is suggested that prospective bidders may wish to carry out their own investigations on any other systems available. 
What framework and therefore contractual terms will this be contracted under i.e. would it be MCF 1?
Appendix C of the Invitation to Tender Documents refers to the terms and conditions of the contract. 
How has the Home Office generated its list of approximately 17,000 ‘in scope’ organisations and ensured this list is complete? Is there a risk of any organisations that may meet the definition of ‘in scope’, which may not have been identified by the Home Office?
The data was purchased from a private sector provider. The data is a ‘snapshot in time’ and captures UK-registered companies and companies with a UK-registered subsidiary with a turnover of £36 million therefore it may not be exhaustive.   
Will there be any other types of data provided to the supplier to undertake this exercise, other than the information as per Appendix B (i.e. organisation name, organisation type, companies house number, head office address, website address)?
No.
To what level of detail, does the supplier have to assess the qualitative nature of the Modern Slavery statement? E.g. what sort of wording will be compliant, what sort of steps/processes will be considered as compliant.
Page 3 of the specification explains the compliance requirements. 
In Appendix B, there is a reference made to 'Annex 2'. However, we have not been able to locate it. Is this something that can be shared with us, so we can formulate our proposal appropriately?
[bookmark: _GoBack]This is the first outreach letter, issued on 18 October 2018 to all organisations identified as ‘in scope’(attached)
The contract terms state that the contract may be up to a maximum of 12 months to take into account any follow up - what sort of follow up would this entail?
The Home Office may require a repeat audit of organisations initially identified as non-compliant, following Home Office outreach, to check whether these organisations have remedied any issues identified by the audit.
