Specification for research project
RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment (T1219-02)
The draft research specification and assessment criteria that follows is subject to change following supplier engagement. 
A pre-tender suppliers meeting has been arranged for 16 July 2020 at 14:30 – 16:00. The meeting will be held remotely on Microsoft Teams[footnoteRef:1] (attendees will be issued an invite to the Microsoft Teams meeting once they have confirmed their attendance). The purpose of this meeting is to:  [1:  Please note: RSSB does not currently have a dial-in functionality for Microsoft Teams, therefore attendees will need to either use a computer or smart phone to access the meeting] 

· Provide an outline of the project proposal
· Provide interested suppliers an opportunity to discuss, understand and inform the research specification

Suppliers should be prepared to discuss the following:
· What resources and information would suppliers require, in order to deliver robust outcomes?
· Are the timescales sufficient to deliver quality outputs to time?
· What are the challenges and barriers to delivering this work? What enablers would support successful delivery of the project? 
· What is the estimated effort to deliver this work to quality and time?  

Please note that following the suppliers meeting, RSSB may amend the document before publishing the invitation to tender.
Suppliers wishing to attend the event must confirm their name and  email address to Tanja.Odinsen@rssb.co.uk , you will then be issued with an invite to the meeting.
[image: ]
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1. RSSB overview
RSSB is a membership organisation that supports the GB rail industry by:
· Understanding risk – Using safety intelligence with the latest risk modelling to inform members and support safe decision making. 
· Guiding standards – Creating, reviewing and simplifying GB standards; managing the Rule Book and making it easier for the railway to deliver efficiently and safely. 
· Facilitating cross-industry collaboration – As an independent cross-industry body, supporting activities which require collaboration such as supplier assurance schemes, confidential reporting and developing industry strategies.
· Managing research, development and innovation – Undertaking, commissioning and managing research and innovation programmes to address current and future needs and providing knowledge for decision making; supporting implementation and promoting step changes to deliver industry strategies. 


2. 
3. Background
2.1 Project Overview
This project sets out to provide the GB rail industry with a better understanding of how ice formation impacts Overhead Line Equipment (OLE)[footnoteRef:2] and pantographs; in order to identify novel anti-icing[footnoteRef:3] and de-icing[footnoteRef:4] mitigations to prevent and reduce ice formation issues from occurring. The project will take into account a range of external factors, notably the influence of surrounding materials and their conditions relating to the formation of ice (including icicle formation).   [2:  Notably, contact wires, catenary wires and dropper wires]  [3:  ‘Anti-icing is a snow and ice control strategy of preventing the formation or development
of bonded snow and ice to a … surface by applying a chemical before an event.’ – Evaluation and Optimization of Winter Snow and Ice Control Operations for Railway Platforms, Omer, R. et al., University of Waterloo, September 2013, PG 3]  [4:  ‘De-icing is a snow and ice control strategy aiming at melting the snow and ice that has
already accumulated on a … surface, and, if necessary, destroying the bond
between them by chemical or mechanical means or a combination of the two’ – Ibid.] 

2.2 Context
Ice formation on Overhead Line Equipment (OLE) and pantographs can result in current collection issues for trains and an increased wear rate for pantograph carbon strips; in severe cases this can lead to arcing, power surges and stranded trains, with significant OLE tripping encountered during the Winter of 2009–10. Icicle formations can be a hazard that can lead to pantograph dewirements, causing significant disruption. 
Industry has requested research to better understand this system interface issue (in particular, the influence of surrounding materials and their conditions); and to better assess the suitability of novel anti-icing and de-icing mitigations. 
[bookmark: _Hlk525737998]RSSB has previously commissioned several research projects to improve the resilience of the pantograph/OLE interface. RSSB project T1060[footnoteRef:5] was undertaken to understand the impact of dewirement on rolling stock and infrastructure. The report recommended a review on the effectiveness of the Automatic Dropping Device (ADD) system in preventing or mitigating the escalation of dewirements events. RSSB project T1161[footnoteRef:6] was subsequently commissioned to improve the reliability of the ADD system and to reduce carbon strip wear. The project issued a number of recommendations which are of relevance to T1219. [5:  T1060 Understanding the forces and energy in the electrification system during dewirement, RSSB, 2018]  [6:  T1161 Improvements to pantograph collector strips maintenance and to Automatic Dropping Device, RSSB] 

4. Project objectives
Building upon previous studies, this research aims to provide a better understanding of how ice formation impacts OLE and pantographs, taking into account a range of external factors. By improving industry’s knowledge on the impact of ice formation, this will enable a more targeted assessment of anti-icing and de-icing mitigations, ultimately enabling industry to prioritise the most efficient solutions.
The aims of the project are broken down into the following specific objectives:
1. Provide a defined list of factors that could influence the fundamental physics and impact of ice formation on OLE and pantographs (including but not limited to the influence of surrounding materials and their conditions; topography; proximity and type of water sources; and weather conditions).
2. Provide a greater understanding of the effects of ice formation on OLE and pantographs
3. Provide improved insight and evaluate the effectiveness[footnoteRef:7] of on anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for OLE and pantographs  [7:  Subject to asset availability; and agreement with the project steering group ] 



5. 
Project scope
This section defines the tasks to be undertaken; and the technical content against which the submissions will be assessed.
In scope
Stage 1: Collation of existing knowledge
[bookmark: _Hlk37251295]The supplier should establish an approach, utilising existing literature, reports and knowledge which might include[footnoteRef:8]:  [8:  The supplier is responsible for gaining access to any information they require, however, RSSB can facilitate access to industry standards, as well as data from SMIS, SIDB, NIR, Close Call, CIRAS and Network Rail Daily Incident Reports. Please note that any personal or company information shall be redacted to comply with GDPR purposes] 

· Incident reports
· Academic studies
· Rail body test reports
· Industry research
· Industry guidance
· Operational practices
· Or any other input source the supplier deems appropriate

In order to:
· [bookmark: _Hlk43814976]Compile a list factors that could influence ice formation on OLE[footnoteRef:9] and pantographs. This is expected to include (but not be limited to): [9:  Notably, contact wires, catenary wires and dropper wires] 

· The influence that surrounding materials and their conditions have on ice formation, including:
· Proximity and type of material (including, but not limited to soil type)
· Condition of material (e.g. dirt build-up)
· The influence of local infrastructure, including:
· Tunnels 
· Long bridges
· Topography
· Proximity and type of water sources
· Weather conditions

· Identify the effects of ice formation (including icicle formation) on OLE and pantographs:
· This review should include an assessment of incidents involving OLE and pantographs where excessive ice formation was a factor, including (but not limited to):
· Carbon strip wear (as carbon strip wear is perhaps the most impacted component when icing occurs, this should have key focus from the supplier)
· Multiple pantograph effects
· OLE arcing
· OLE tripping
· Pantograph dewirements (consequential issue resulting from continuous arcing)
· Stranded trains[footnoteRef:10] and speed restrictions (as result of the above) [10:  Note: Modern rolling stock is considered to have a higher likelihood of becoming stranded when excessive arcing occurs, due to monitoring harmonics and spikes in the system] 

· Identification of higher risk location types

· Review the applicability of ice formation models for use in assessment of ice formation on Pantographs and OLE

· Review de-icing and anti-icing systems in use in rail and other safety-critical industries (in particular, the aviation industry)[footnoteRef:11] 
 [11:  Note: Not limited to GB] 

· Review available mitigations for pantograph ADD systems and contact strips to reduce the impact of icing (e.g. building upon the recommendations from RSSB project T1161) 

· Based upon the above findings, confirm the key factors that shall be modelled and tested in Stage 2 (following a Stage Gate review)


Stage 2: Generating evidence
· Building upon the findings from Stage 1, utilise an existing ice formation model[footnoteRef:12] to assess the impact of ice formation on OLE and pantographs. The key objective is to provide industry with new insight, to enable better informed and evidence based guidance on the conditions for different mitigations. As such, the modelling should identify the key factors that are likely to result in the largest risk to the OLE/pantograph interface.
 [12:  Imai, Lenhard, etc] 

· [bookmark: _Hlk43877083]Building upon the above, undertake laboratory testing (and where possible, track testing[footnoteRef:13]) to evaluate the effectiveness of a minimum of one mitigation to prevent or reduce ice formation. This exercise should incorporate a validation of the methodology and results by limited in-field data. [13:  Note: The decision to undertake track testing will be driven by the literature review findings (Stage 1) and will be made at the Stage Gate Review. There is a c. 12 week lead time to secure infrastructure access] 


Out of scope
· Ice formation under train bogies
· Ice formation on shoe gears
· Ice formation on conductor rails
· Undertaking testing on in-service trains

On-going requirements
In addition to the above, the supplier will be required to undertake the following tasks during delivery:
· Attendance at project kick-off meeting (to either be held remotely[footnoteRef:14], or at RSSB’s offices (London)) [14:  In case COVID-19 lockdown restrictions have not been lifted] 

· Attendance at three steering group meetings (to either be held at RSSB’s offices, the supplier’s offices, or to be held remotely)
· Presentation at three client group meetings (to either be held at RSSB’s offices, or to be held remotely)
· Creation and maintenance of project management plan
· Creation and maintenance of project risk register
· Provision of monthly progress reports

RSSB’s facilities can be provided to the supplier for meetings and/or workshops without cost (subject to no ongoing COVID-19 lockdown restrictions; and RSSB meeting room availability). Where appropriate, meetings can be held elsewhere if RSSB considers this beneficial.
· 


6. Project structure
This project is structured in two work packages, of which Work Package T1219-02 is subject to this tender. 
	Work Package T1219-01

	Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment - RSSB development of the project specification and business case investment paper

	Delivery 
	RSSB

	Start
	March 2020

	Completion
	July 2020



	Work Package T1219-02

	Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Project Delivery

	Delivery
	Supplier (competitive tender)

	Start
	September 2020

	Completion 
	July 2021

	Stage Gate Review
	The delivery of this work package is separated into two stages to allow a stage gate review to be conducted.
A stage gate review will take place between Stage 1 and Stage 2, to enable RSSB and the project steering group to decide whether work should be undertaken within Stage 2. This decision will be dependent upon the findings of Stage 1. 
The stage gate review will be the key deciding point on whether track testing will be undertaken.
If RSSB and the project steering group decides that no work shall be undertaken in Stage 2, the stage gate review shall lead to early termination of the project.



7. Deliverables
This work package will provide the following deliverables:

Stage 1: Collation of existing knowledge

	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Literature review 

	Deliverable Type
	Report

	Description
	The review shall provide key findings relating to:
· A defined list of factors that could influence the fundamental physics and impact of ice formation on OLEs and pantographs
· Assessment of ice formation models on OLE and pantographs
· Effects of ice formation (including icicle formation) on OLE and pantographs
· Review of de-icing and anti-icing systems in use in rail and other safety-critical industries

[bookmark: _Hlk43877991]Based on the evaluation of the material, the supplier shall provide a refined hypothesis to support Stage 2. The deliverable shall be used to directly inform Stage 2.

	Publication
	The deliverable is to be produced in the standard RSSB format and shall be reviewed by RSSB and the project steering group, to allow for comments. The deliverable is to be made widely available.



	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Finalised project plan for Stage 2 

	Deliverable Type
	Report

	Description
	Building upon the findings from the literature review, a finalised project plan shall be provided for Stage 2. This shall confirm the key factors that shall be modelled and tested in Stage 2 (following the Stage Gate Review)

	Publication
	The deliverable is to be produced in the standard RSSB format and shall be reviewed by RSSB and the project steering group, to allow for comments. The deliverable will not be published by RSSB.





	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Interim presentation

	Deliverable Type
	Presentation

	Description
	Summary presentation to highlight key findings from the literature review and proposed project plan for Stage 2. The presentation is to be:
· Delivered to the project steering group
· Prepared with notes to explain slide content

	Publication
	The deliverable is to be produced in the standard RSSB format and shall be reviewed by RSSB to allow for comments. The deliverable will not be published by RSSB.



Stage 2: Generating evidence
	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Final Report

	Deliverable Type
	Report

	Description
	The report shall provide key findings relating to:
· A summary of the literature review
· Modelling key factors that result in ice formation impact on OLE and pantographs
· Evaluation of the effectiveness of anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for OLE and pantographs 

The report is to use suitable infographics to convey key points to a wide audience.

	Publication
	The deliverable is to be produced in the standard RSSB format and shall be reviewed by RSSB and the project steering group, to allow for comments. The deliverable is to be made widely available.



	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Modelling

	Deliverable Type
	Database

	Description
	A dataset from an existing ice formation model that quantifies the impact of ice formation on OLE and pantographs. 

	Publication
	The dataset will not be published by RSSB.




	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment – Technical testing report

	Deliverable Type
	Report

	Description
	The report shall provide detailed technical information on the laboratory (and where possible, track testing) to evaluate the effectiveness of anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for OLE and pantographs. The report shall incorporate a validation of the methodology and results by limited in-field data.

	Publication
	The deliverable is to be produced in the standard RSSB format and shall be reviewed by RSSB and the project steering group, to allow for comments. The deliverable is to be made widely available.



	Deliverable Title
	RESILIENT: Anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for pantograph and Overhead Line Equipment - Presentation

	Deliverable Type
	Presentation

	Description
	Summary presentation to capture project methodology, analysis and substantiated findings using suitable infographics to convey key points to a wide audience:
· The presentation is to be delivered to three cross industry client groups (Seasonal Challenge Steering Group; PANTHER System Interface Committee Sub Group; and Vehicle / Train Energy System Interface Committee)
· The presentation is to be prepared with notes to explain slide content

	Publication
	The deliverable is to be produced in the standard RSSB format and shall be reviewed by RSSB and the project steering group, to allow for comments. The deliverable will not be published by RSSB.



8. Stakeholder roles and responsibilities
The key stakeholders and their responsibilities are detailed in the table below:
	Role 
	High level description 
	Specific responsibilities are to:

	RSSB Project Manager
	The RSSB Project Manager is the first point of contact for the suppliers once the contract has been put into place.

The RSSB Project Manager is responsible for ensuring that the supplier delivers the project as agreed in their proposal.
	· Organisation, co-ordination and chairing of project meetings.
· Monitoring and tracking of project progress and spend
· Point of contact for escalation for enquiries from supplier, steering group, or project sponsor.
· Dissemination of deliverables to project steering group and client group.
· Authorisation of payment within agreed project spend.

	RSSB Technical Lead
	Throughout the project, the Technical Lead, generally a RSSB employee, ensures that technical aspects are considered and reflected accurately. 
	· Provide input to the specification, either by writing it or reviewing its content, and assure it is technically sound and appropriately scoped
· Assess tenders
· Review and provide input to draft deliverables
· Review final deliverables to ensure that they are technically sound and the conclusions defensible

	RSSB Sponsor 
	The RSSB Sponsor is a senior RSSB employee that is best placed to actively monitor the project through development and delivery, keeping the project aligned with and informed by industry's expectations and initiatives; and steers implementation facilitation activities.
	· Sponsors the RSSB business case and implementation plan, focusing on how RSSB can support industry benefiting from the findings
· Advises the Project Steering Group on shaping the project and its deliverables to most effectively support industry take up and to get most value out of it
· Actively monitor the project through delivery working with the Industry Sponsor to successfully navigate the project through any points of conflict between stakeholders, and decision points relating to emerging findings  
· Keep active awareness of the emerging findings and, as appropriate, bring them (and any related decision points) to the attention of the Industry Sponsor to jointly provide advice to the steering group 
· Provide advice and steer on activities required to facilitate implementation

	Industry Sponsor
	The industry sponsor acts as figurehead for the research, championing its importance and its outputs. 
The industry sponsor forms part of the project steering group, however, their key role as sponsor is to provide steer to the research as it progresses and to influence industry to make use of its findings.
	· Advises the Project Steering Group on shaping the project and its deliverables to most effectively support industry take up 
· If required, facilitate access to industry data, people and equipment needed to deliver the project
· Oversees the project through delivery working with the RSSB sponsor to successfully navigate the project through any points of conflict between stakeholders, and decision points relating to emerging findings  
· Promote industry take up and implementation of the research beyond completion of the R&D project
· Provide feedback to RSSB during project delivery and after completion  

	Industry Supporters
	The two project supporters represent parts of industry complementary to the Industry Sponsor’s organisation.
	· Offer expertise during project development and delivery
· If required, facilitate access to industry data, people and equipment needed to deliver the project
· Support the implementation of findings

	Project Steering Group
	The Project Steering Group ensures the project is specified and delivered to take into account different stakeholders’ needs. The group is made up of representatives from within the rail industry and other industries where appropriate. 
	· Provides input to and reviews the ‘case for research’ (i.e. the business case, specification and implementation plan)
· Monitors and steers the project through delivery
· If required, facilitates access to industry data, people and equipment needed to deliver the project
· Attends meetings with Project Team and suppliers
· Reviews draft and final output(s)

	Primary Client Group
	The primary client group is an established industry group that has responsibility to steer and oversee activities in a specific topic area.
	· Comment on research ideas and consider outcomes from idea review activities that RSSB undertakes
· Review and endorses the ‘case for research’ before it goes for budget authority
· Endorse the findings and support their implementation



9. Budget, timescales and responsibilities
The budget for this work is up to £120k. If, whilst compiling a response, tenderers determine that it is not feasible to submit a quote to this budget but still wish to provide a response, they shall:
· Provide a quote for all work as requested, even if this exceeds the budget. This allows RSSB to conduct a like-for-like comparison as required by the evaluation criteria. Those who price within RSSB’s budget will score more highly in line with the pricing calculation, however, higher bids will not be automatically disqualified.
· Provide a supporting explanation as to why an increase in budget is required to deliver the work to a good standard. 

RSSB expects the work to start in September 2020 and be delivered at pace. We envisage this research to take less than ten months to complete. However, these are indicative dates and RSSB will consider bids that cannot meet these expectations if the supplier includes a robust project plan and an explanation as to why they cannot meet the preferred start and end dates, while still meeting the project objectives.


























10.  Critical success criteria and risk management
The following critical success criteria have been identified to help ensure successful delivery; and to increase likelihood of industry acceptance/implementation: 
· Good industry data provision
· Engagement with industry 

The following initial risks have been identified to highlight where the work package may encounter issues during delivery, the supplier will be expected to propose approaches to mitigate these risks and any others they perceive:
· Anomalies in weather and temperatures cause collected data to not provide level of accuracy required to undertake analysis
· Access to key stakeholders may be additionally challenging due to COVID-19 limitations
· Existing knowledge around the effects of ice formation on OLE and pantographs being limited may impact the evidence base on which to ground findings
11. Selection and award criteria
Tenderers must carefully read the selection criteria in order to address EACH requirement. Tenderers shall fail the selection criteria unless they address EACH requirement, tenderers that fail the selection criteria will not have their award criteria evaluated. 
The stated limit on the length of each response must be adhered to. Responses will only be evaluated within the stated length limit, any response exceeding the stated limit will be disregarded beyond that limit.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Selection criteria
	Selection criteria
	Detail and Evaluation Criteria

	S1 Tenderer’s organisational expertise in OLE and pantographs
[Total 1 page for all examples]  
	The tenderer should provide a short description of at least one completed example within the past five years that focused on OLE and pantographs. 
In order to pass the selection criteria, the tenderer’s response must address the above and:
· Demonstrate a track record of successfully delivering work on OLE and pantographs.
· Give RSSB full confidence in the tenderer’s ability to apply its knowledge and expertise on OLE and pantographs.
The tenderer shall fail the selection criteria if it either fails to provide a short description of least two completed examples within the past five years that focussed on OLE and pantographs; or the provided example fails to achieve ANY of the following:
· Demonstrate a track record of successfully delivering work on OLE and pantographs.
· Give RSSB full confidence in the tenderer’s ability to apply its knowledge and expertise on OLE and pantographs.

	S2 Tenderer’s organisational expertise in on-site data gathering within the GB rail network 

[Total 1 page for all examples]
	The tenderer should provide a short description of at least one completed example within the past five years that focused on on-site data gathering within the GB rail network.
In order to pass the selection criteria, the tenderer’s response must address the above and:
· Demonstrate a track record of successfully delivering on-site data gathering within the GB rail network 
· Give RSSB full confidence in the tenderer’s ability to apply its knowledge and expertise on on-site data gathering within the GB rail network
The tenderer shall fail the selection criteria if it either fails to provide a short description of at least one completed example within the past five years that focused on on-site data gathering within the GB rail network; or the provided case study fails to achieve ANY of the following:
· Demonstrate a track record of successfully delivering on-site data gathering within the GB rail network
· Give RSSB full confidence in the tenderer’s ability to apply its knowledge and expertise on on-site data gathering within the GB rail network

	S3 Insurance
	Please confirm whether you meet RSSB’s minimum insurance requirements.
Employer’s (Compulsory) Liability Insurance = £5M
Public Liability Insurance = £1M
Professional Indemnity Insurance = £1M
Pass: You have answered 'Yes' and provided confirmation of self-certification 
Fail: You have answered 'No' and not provided confirmation of self-certification
Max response length: 2 A4 pages

	S4 Modern Slavery
	4.1 Are you a relevant commercial organisation as defined by section 54 ("Transparency in supply chains etc.") of the Modern Slavery Act 2015 ("the Act")? 
YES/NO
4.2 If you have answered yes to question 4.1 are you compliant with the annual reporting requirements contained within Section 54 of the Act 2015?

YES/NO/NOT APPLICABLE
Pass:  You have answered ‘NO’ to 4.1; or
You have answered YES to 4.1 and YES to 4.2; or
You have answered YES to 4.1 and NO to 4.2 and have included evidence of ‘self-cleaning’ which is acceptable to RSSB against the relevant ground for exclusion to which you have answered ‘NO’.
Fail:  You have answered Yes to 4.1 and NO to 4.2 and failed to provide evidence of ‘self-cleaning’, which is acceptable to RSSB, against the relevant ground for exclusion to which you have answered NO.
Max response length: 1 A4 page 




		Award criteria
	Detail and Evaluation Criteria
	Weighting 

	W1 Summary of proposal
[Max 1 page]
	Tenderers should outline their ability to concisely summarise key aspects of their proposal. The information will be used by RSSB to contextualise the tenderer’s response. 

The tenderer’s response shall be evaluated on the following criteria within the maximum stated page limit:
· The tenderer has clearly outlined their understanding of the project’s objectives and outputs;
· The tenderer has summarised their proposal (excluding any pricing information), outlining how it shall clearly address the project’s objectives and outputs. 
	N/A
(For information only)

	[bookmark: _Hlk30161751]W2 Supplier’s understanding and methodology
[Max 5 pages]
	Tenderers should clearly outline their understanding and methodology to carry out the required works defined in the project specification.

The tenderer’s response shall be evaluated on the following criteria within the maximum stated page limit:
· The tenderer clearly demonstrates their understanding of each of the project objectives and outputs;
· The tenderer establishes and presents a clear and appropriate methodology to address each of the project objectives and to deliver each of the project outputs, detailing how it shall commit to ensuring the project and outputs are delivered to a sufficient quality;
· The tenderer presents a viable and practical approach to:
· Defining a list of factors that could impact ice formation on OLE and pantographs (including but not limited to the influence of surrounding materials (e.g. soil) and their conditions; influence of local infrastructure; topography; proximity and type of water sources; and weather conditions)
· Assessing the effects of ice formation (including icicle formation) on OLE and pantographs
· Reviewing de-icing and anti-icing systems in use in rail and other safety-critical industries
· Reviewing available mitigations for pantograph ADD systems and contact strips to reduce the impact of icing 
· Use of existing model(s) to evaluate the key factors that could impact ice formation on OLE and pantographs
· Evaluating the effectiveness of anti-icing and de-icing mitigations for OLE and pantographs
· The tenderer addresses the success criteria in order to ensure successful project delivery and increased likelihood of industry implementation
	25%

	W3 Organisational experience and individual expertise
[Max 4 pages]
	Tenderers should clearly outline how their organisational experience and individual expertise can directly address the required works defined in the project specification.

The tenderer’s response shall be evaluated on the following criteria within the maximum stated page limit:
· The tenderer outlines relevant activities undertaken by their organisation, that demonstrates suitable experience to meet the project requirements;
· The tenderer demonstrates what capabilities individual project team members will bring and how this shall contribute to successfully meeting the project’s objectives and outputs. To support RSSB’s evaluation, the tenderer shall provide a one-page CV for each key project member within an appendix.
· The tenderer must not provide any team members or CVs unless that person is expected to have a role in the project
	20%

	W4 Project management: Planning and engagement
[Max 4 pages]
	Tenderers should outline the processes and resources it proposes to use in order to fulfil RSSB’s requirements.

The tender’s response shall be evaluated on the following criteria within the maximum stated page limit:
· The tenderer provides adequate allocation of resource to successfully deliver outcomes to time, cost and quality[footnoteRef:15]. To support RSSB’s evaluation, the tenderer shall provide: [15:  For clarity, ‘quality’ is defined as the delivery of robust outputs that successfully meet the project’s objectives] 

· A Gantt chart detailing key tasks and timeframes
· A resource table that details task, role, name and effort (in days). The table should include total effort (in days). 
· The tenderer provides a clear engagement plan detailing:
· Which stakeholders it intends to engage with
· When (and how) it intends to engage with stakeholders
· What input it shall seek from stakeholders
· A ranking of stakeholders by order of priority, outlining how the stakeholders will have impact on successful delivery of the project.
	20%

	W5 Risks and opportunities
[Max 3 pages]
	Using the RSSB supplied ‘Risk and Opportunity register templates and guidance’, tenderers should detail what risks and opportunities[footnoteRef:16] are foreseen in the delivery of the project. [16:  For clarity, ‘opportunities’ is defined as an upside beneficial source of risk, for instance, the ability to acquire further data or to undertake field tests, enabling more robust outputs] 

The tenderer’s response shall be evaluated on the following criteria within the maximum stated page limit:
· For each risk, the tenderer shall detail:
· Description of the impact and probability of the risk if unmitigated
· Impact of the risk on Time, Quality and Cost (scored out of 5)
· Likelihood of the risk occurring (scored out of 5)
· Provide a risk rating (impact * likelihood)
· Actions to address probability and impact of the risk; and revised risk rating with mitigation in place
· Actions to be taken should the risk be realised
· Specific individual ultimately responsible for the risk control

· For each opportunity, the tenderer shall detail:
· Description of the opportunity
· The benefits of realising the opportunity on project Time, Quality and Cost
· Actions to be taken to support the opportunity being realised
· Specific individual ultimately responsible for the opportunity
Please note: Tenderers must not use their own template for this section.
	15%

	W6 Cost of project
	Tenderers should provide a fixed cost for the project and the associated cost break down.

The tender with the lowest total cost will receive 100% of the available weighted score (20%). Other tenderers will receive a pro-rated score relative to the lowest cost according to the following formula:
· Score of other tenders = lowest tender total cost / other tender total cost x 100%.
	20%




12. Procurement timeline
	
	Start Date

	Supplier engagement meeting 
	16 July 2020

	Request for proposal issued on Delta eSourcing
	27 July 2020

	Supplier clarification questions deadline 
	25 August 2020; 15:00 hours 

	Deadline for Submitting tenders
	31 August 2020; 15:00 hours 

	Evaluation and moderation
	16 September 2020

	Estimated notification of award decision
	22 September 2020

	Target contract commencement date
	30 September 2020



Note: RSSB reserves the right to amend these dates as business requirements demand and will communicate any changes to tenderers.
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