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Services Contract
THIS CONTRACT is made this the 26 of October 2016, between 

Name: National Heritage Memorial Fund
Notice details: 7 Holbein Place, London SW1W 8NR
and
Name: Ecorys UK Limited
Company number: 01650169
Short form name: Ecorys
Notice details: Albert House Quay Place, 92-93 Edward Street, Birmingham, B1 2RA 
[bookmark: _Toc452023181]BACKGROUND:	
I. The Fund is a non-departmental public body that provides grants to help acquire the UK’s most precious heritage at risk of loss, as a permanent memorial and to help people explore, enjoy and protect the heritage they care about. 
II. The Fund requires the supply of Services and the Service Provider has represented to the Fund that it has the skills and expertise necessary to supply those Services to the satisfaction of the Fund. 
III. The Fund wishes to engage the Service Provider to provide the Services and, in consideration for the Charges, the Service Provider has agreed to supply the Services on the terms and conditions of this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc452023182]

IT IS AGREED THAT:
[bookmark: _Toc465257628]A. GENERAL PROVISIONS
[bookmark: _Toc465257629]A1. Definitions and interpretations
The definitions and interpretations for this Contract are set out in Schedule E.
[bookmark: _Toc465257630]A2.	Term of this Contract
This Contract starts on the Start Date and ends on the Completion Date, unless the Contract is extended by the Fund under the Change Control Procedures, subject always to the termination, break and variation provisions in this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257631]A3.	Provision of Services
A3.1	The Service Provider must make all reasonable enquiries of the Fund to ascertain its requirements and provide the Services:
A3.1.1	with reasonable skill, care and diligence that would be reasonably expected from a prudent and experienced provider of services which are similar to the Services; 
A3.1.2	 in accordance with the description and timetable of services as well as key performance indicators stated in Schedule A to this Contract;
A.3.1.3 in accordance with terms, conditions and provisions of this Contract and its Schedules, as well  as all applicable laws, regulations, Standards and policies;
A3.1.3	- in compliance with all reasonable directions and instructions provided by the Fund; and 
A3.1.4	-to the Fund’s satisfaction.
A3.2	The Service Provider must provide each Deliverable by the due date specified for that Deliverable in this Contract. If either party considers a Deliverable due date may not be met, the Service Provider must provide the Fund with a report identifying the nature of the delay, its cause and its anticipated duration. The report must also set out the procedures and resources the Service Provider proposes to apply to overcome and rectify the delay and to ensure the impact of the delay is minimised and future performance of the Contract is not adversely affected. The Service Provider acknowledges that a failure to meet any due date may result in the Fund suffering loss or damage. 
A3.3	The Service Provider warrants that:
A3.3.1	it has full corporate power and lawful authority to execute this Contract and to perform its obligations under this Contract; and
A3.3.2	it will be available to perform the Services throughout the term specified in Clause A2 and will not owe obligations to a third party during the term that are likely to adversely affect its capacity to perform the Services.
[bookmark: _Toc465257632]A4.	Relationship
The Service Provider, in carrying out the Services, is an independent service provider and not the Fund’s servant or agent. The Service Provider can not make any promise, warranty or representation, or execute any contract or deal on the Fund’s behalf. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257633]A5.	Severability
The parties agree that the provisions of this Contract are reasonable in all the circumstances. If any clause of this Contract, or part of a clause, is held to be illegal or unenforceable, the validity or enforceability of the remainder of the Contract or that clause shall not be affected.
[bookmark: _Toc465257634]A6.	Waiver
A failure by either party to enforce any part of this contract will not affect the rights of that party to require performance by the other party subsequently. Any waiver of a breach of this contract must be in writing signed by the party granting the waiver and will only be effective to the extent specifically set out in that waiver. The waiver of any breach will not be taken as a waiver of any subsequent breach.
[bookmark: _Toc465257635]A7.	Intellectual Property Rights 
A7.1	All Intellectual Property Rights arising out of the performance of the Contract by the Service Provider (or its employees, agents or sub-contractors), including any Materials and any future Intellectual Property Rights, are assigned to the Fund on creation and will be owned by the Fund. 
A7.2	The Service Provider must procure the necessary rights from its employees, agents and sub-contractors to ensure their Intellectual Property Rights are assigned to the Fund under Clause A7.1.
A7.3	The Service Provider grants the Fund a non-exclusive, worldwide, royalty free, perpetual, irrevocable licence (including the right to grant sub-licences) to use and disclose the Service Provider’s Background IP to the extent necessary for the Fund to use and exploit the Materials.
A7.4	Subject to Clause B5, the Fund grants the Service Provider a non-transferable, worldwide, revocable, royalty free, non-exclusive licence to use and reproduce all Materials, and the Fund’s Background IP, solely for the purpose of complying with this Contract.
A7.5	The Service Provider must obtain consent from the Fund before it publishes the results of any work undertaken in connection with this Contract, which the Fund may withhold in its absolute discretion or grant subject to conditions.
A7.6	Each party will do all things reasonably necessary (including signing documents within a reasonable time) to comply with the provisions of this Clause A7, at the request and expense of the other party. 
A7.7	Nothing in this Contract prevents the Service Provider from contesting the validity of any patent(s) filed pursuant to this Contract in any legal proceedings and the Fund acknowledges that any patent application will not include any of the items or rights which fall within Clause A7.9.
A7.8	The Service Provider will pay all royalties and fees on copyright, processes and registered designs of any equipment, systems and publications used, installed or incorporated by the Service Provider as part of a Deliverable under this Contract and shall defend, at its expense, any third party claim that any Deliverable provided as part of the Services infringes UK Intellectual Property Rights provided the Fund:
A7.8.1	allows the Service Provider conduct of the defence of such claim, including any settlement;
A7.8.2	makes no prejudicial admission or statement;
A7.8.3	notifies the Service Provider promptly of any claim; and
A7.8.4	actively co-operates and assists the Service Provider, at its expense, in the defence of the claim.
In the event that any damages are finally awarded against the Fund in respect of such a claim or agreed by the Service Provider in final settlement, these will be paid by the Service Provider. This indemnity will not apply if the infringement is the result of:
A7.8.5	the Fund (or any other party) modifying or misusing the relevant Deliverable; 
A7.8.6	the failure of the Fund to use enhancements or modifications offered by the Service Provider to avoid infringement; or
A7.8.7	- the use of information, documents, facilities or items supplied by the Fund for the purposes of the Services. 
The indemnity in this Clause A7.8 constitutes the Fund’s sole and exclusive remedy and the Service Provider’s entire liability with respect to any part of the Services infringing any third party Intellectual Property Rights of any kind. 
A7.9	The Fund acknowledges that in the course of the delivery of the Services the Service Provider may:
A7.9.1	use products, materials or methodologies proprietary to the Service Provider or a third party; or 
A7.9.2	produce proprietary material or methodologies that are not part of the Deliverables.The Fund agrees that it will not have, and will not obtain, rights to such proprietary products, methods and methodologies except pursuant to a separate written agreement on terms to be agreed.
[bookmark: _Toc465257636]A8.	Sub-contracting  
A8.1	The Fund acknowledges and agrees that the Service Provider may sub-contract part of this Contract to those parties set out in Item 19 of Schedule A, to the extent set out in that Item 19.
A8.2	Except as set out in Clause A8.1, the Service Provider will not assign or sub-contract any part of this Contract without the prior written consent of the Fund, which it may withhold (in its absolute discretion) or grant subject to conditions. In considering the Service Provider’s request, the Fund may request details of any proposed sub-contractor and the personnel the sub-contractor proposes to use to perform the Services.
A8.3	If the Fund consents to the Service Provider sub-contracting any part of this Contract under Clause A8.1 or Clause 8.2:
A8.3.1	it does not relieve the Service Provider of any obligation or duty attributable to the Service Provider under this Contract; and
A8.3.2	the Service Provider must ensure that a term is included in the sub‑contract which requires the Service Provider to pay all sums due to the sub‑contractor within a specified period not exceeding 30 days from the date of receipt of a valid invoice (as defined by the terms of that sub‑contract). 
[bookmark: _Toc465257637]A9.	Assignment
A9.1	Subject to Clause A9.2, the Fund may:
A9.1.1	assign, novate or otherwise dispose of its rights and obligations under this Contract or any part thereof to any contracting authority (as defined in Regulation 2(1) of the Public Contracts Regulations 2015) (a “Contracting Authority”) provided that any such assignment, novation or other disposal shall not increase the burden of the Service Provider’s obligations pursuant to this Contract; or
A9.1.2	novate this Contract to any other body (including but not limited to any private sector body) which substantially performs any of the functions that previously had been performed by any Contracting Authority.
A9.2	If the Contract is novated to a body which is not a Contracting Authority pursuant to Clause A9.1.2 (“Transferee”):
A9.2.1	the rights of termination of the Fund in Clause F1 shall be available to the Service  in the event of the bankruptcy, insolvency or default of the Transferee; and
A9.2.2	the Transferee shall only be able to assign, novate or otherwise dispose of its rights and obligations under this Contract or any part thereof with the previous consent in writing of the Service Provider.	
[bookmark: _Toc465257638]A10.	Conflicts of interest
The Service Provider must use its best endeavours to ensure that the Service Provider, its employees or sub-contractors are not placed in a position where there is or may be an actual conflict, or a potential conflict, between the pecuniary or personal interests of such persons and the duties owed to the Fund under the provisions of this Contract.  Immediately on becoming aware or suspecting such a conflict, the Service Provider will disclose the particulars of the conflict to the Fund and co-operate with any reasonable measures implemented by the Fund to manage the conflict.
[bookmark: _Toc465257639]A11.	Land or premises 
Any land or premises made available to the Service Provider by the Fund in connection with the Services under the Contract will be made available to the Service Provider free of charge and shall be used by the Service Provider solely for the purpose of performing the Contract. The Service Provider will have the use of such land or premises as licensee and will vacate the land or premises on completion, termination or abandonment of the Services. The Service Provider and the Service Provider’s employees, servants, agents, suppliers or sub-contractors must observe and comply with rules and regulations as may be in force at any time for the use of such premises determined by the Fund, and pay for the cost of making good any damage caused by the Service Provider, its employees, servants, agents, suppliers or sub-contractors other than fair wear and tear.  For the avoidance of doubt damage includes damage to the fabric of the buildings, plant, fixed equipment or fittings therein.
[bookmark: _Toc465257640]A12.	Property
A12.1	Property issued or otherwise furnished in connection with this Contract will remain the property of the Fund and will be used by the Service Provider solely for the purpose of performing this Contract and for no other purposes whatsoever unless prior approval in writing of the Fund has been obtained. 
A12.2	All such property is deemed to be in good condition when received by or on behalf of the Service Provider unless it notifies the Fund to the contrary within fourteen days of receiving the property.
A12.3	The Service Provider undertakes the safe custody of and the due return of all property and, subject always to the provisions of Clause E1.4, is responsible for all loss from whatever cause, and will indemnify the Fund against such loss. All property must be immediately returned to the Fund on or before the expiry or termination of this Contract. 
A12.4	The Service Provider is responsible for any deterioration in such property, except for any deterioration resulting from its normal and proper use in the execution of the Contract (but not insofar as the deterioration is contributed to by any want of due maintenance or repair), and will indemnify the Fund against such loss.
A12.5	Neither the Service Provider nor any supplier or sub-contractor, nor any other person, shall have a lien on any such property for any sum due to the Service Provider, supplier, sub-contractor or other person, and the Service Provider shall take all reasonable steps to ensure that the title of the Fund and the exclusion of any such lien are brought to the notice of all suppliers and sub-contractors and any other persons dealing with any such property.
A12.6	The indemnity contained in Clause A12.3 and Clause A12.4 survives the expiry or termination of this Contract.
A12.7	Apart from any property (including equipment) provided by the Fund, the Service Provider will supply, at its own cost, all equipment required to perform the Services. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257641]A13.	Notices
Any notice given under or pursuant to the Contract may be sent by hand or by post or by registered post or by the recorded delivery service to the address of the party as set out at the front of this Contract (marked for the attention of the relevant representative set out in Clause A16 or, in the case of the Service Provider, the “Company Secretary”), or to such other address as the party may by notice have advised the other party, shall be deemed effectively given, if served personally at the time of service and if served by post, 48 hours after it was posted provided such 48 hours expires on a working day (being Monday-Friday when the Banks in the City of London are open to the public for business) and if not, such 48 hours shall be extended until the next working day.
[bookmark: _Toc465257642]A14.	Offers of employment
For the duration of the Contract and for a period of up to six months after the Completion Date or earlier termination of the Contract, neither party shall employ or offer employment to any of the staff of the other party who have been associated with the delivery of the Services without prior agreement in writing.
[bookmark: _Toc465257643]A15.	Special Conditions –
The parties agree to comply with the Special Conditions.
[bookmark: _Toc465257644]A16.	Representatives
A16.1 	The Fund’s representatives for this Contract are set out in Item 4 of Schedule A. 
A16.2	The Service Provider’s representatives for this Contract are set out in Item 5 of Schedule A.
[bookmark: _Toc465257645]B.	STATUTORY OBLIGATIONS AND REGULATIONS
[bookmark: _Toc465257646]B1.	Audit
B1.1	The Service Provider must keep and maintain until six years after the Contract has been completed, or as long a period as may be agreed between the Service Provider and the Fund, all information produced in the course of this Contract or relating to the Contract and all records of all expenditures which are reimbursable by the Fund to the Service Provider or its employees and sub-contractors which are paid for by the Fund on a time charge basis, invoices and monthly progress reports.  The Service Provider will on reasonable advance notice afford the Fund, or the Fund’s Representatives, access to such records. 
B1.2	The Service Provider (and any person acting on the Service Provider’s behalf) must permit the Comptroller and Auditor General or appointed representatives, access at no cost but upon reasonable notice to such documents (including computerised records and data) and other information relating to the Contract or the Services provided under the Contract as the Comptroller and Auditor General may reasonably require for the purposes of the Comptroller and Auditor General’s financial audit of the Fund and for carrying out examinations into the economy, efficiency and effectiveness with which the Fund has used its resources. The Service Provider shall furnish such explanations as are reasonably required for these purposes.  This clause does not constitute a requirement or agreement for the examination, certification and inspection of the accounts of the Service Provider by the Comptroller and Auditor General under Section 6(3)(d) of the National Audit Act of 1983.
B1.3	The provisions of this clause survive the expiry or termination of this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257647]B2.	Prevention of corruption
B2.1	The Service Provider undertakes to abide and procure that the Service Provider’s employees, servants, suppliers, sub-contractors and agents abide by the provisions of the Bribery Act 2010 particularly in relation to the giving or offering of any gift, consideration or commission of any kind as an inducement or reward to any person employed by the Fund or acting on its behalf with the intention of influencing them in the discharge of any responsibilities associated with this or any other Contract with the Fund.
B2.2	Where the Service Provider or the Service Provider’s employees, servants, suppliers, sub-contractors or agents commit such an offence in relation to this or any other contract with the Fund, the Fund has the right to terminate this Contract and the Fund may elect not to award any further contracts to the Service Provider concerned and may recover any costs incurred by the termination from the Service Provider.  Provided always that such termination shall not prejudice or affect any right of action or remedy which shall have accrued or shall accrue thereafter to the Fund and provided always that the Fund may recover from the Service Provider the amount or value of such gift, consideration or commission.
B2.3	The decision of the Fund will be final and conclusive in any dispute, difference or question arising in respect of: 
B2.3.1	the amount of any such gift, consideration or commission; and
B2.3.2	the right of the Fund under this clause to terminate this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257648]B3.	Access to information
B3.1	The Service Provider’s attention is hereby drawn to the Data Protection Act 1998.
B3.2	Both parties warrant that they will duly observe all their obligations under the Data Protection Act 1998. 
B3.3	The parties shall comply with their respective obligations as the data controller and the data processor under the Data Protection Act 1998 and any other applicable data protection laws and regulations (together, the “Data Protection Laws”) in connection with this Contract.
B3.4	The parties agree that for all personal data (as defined in the Data Protection Laws) controlled by the Fund and processed in connection with this Contract: 
B3.4.1	the Fund alone shall determine the purposes for which the personal data will be processed; 
B3.4.2	the Fund shall be the data controller (as defined in the Data Protection Laws); and 
B3.4.3	the Service Provider shall be the data processor (as defined in the Data Protection Laws).
B.3.5	Where, in connection with this Contract, the Service Provider processes personal data on behalf of the Fund, the Service Provider shall: 
B3.5.1	process the personal data only on written instructions of the Fund and to the extent reasonably necessary for the performance of this Contract; 
B3.5.2	not disclose the personal data to any person except as required or permitted by this Contract or with the Fund’s written consent; and 
B3.5.3	implement appropriate technical and organisational measures to protect the personal data against accidental or unlawful destruction or accidental loss, alteration, unauthorised disclosure or access, and against all other unlawful forms of processing.
B3.6	The Service Provider must make available at its own cost any information reasonably requested by the Fund in connection with the Service Provider’s performance under this Contract and shall allow such access to its premises and contact with its employees as is necessary for these purposes. The Fund may share information about this Contract with other funders, other Lottery distributors, Government departments, organisations providing matching funding and other organisations with a legitimate interest in Lottery applications as well as with members of the public who make a valid request for information under the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
B3.7	In particular, the Service Provider must, and must procure that its employees or sub-contractors will, provide all necessary information and assistance as reasonably requested by the Fund to enable the Fund to respond to any request for information it receives and in compliance with the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act 2000.
B3.8	The Fund shall be responsible for determining in its absolute discretion whether any commercially sensitive information or other information is exempt from disclosure or may be disclosed either without consulting the Service Provider or following consultation with the Service Provider and having taken its views into consideration.
[bookmark: _Toc465257649]B4.	Compliance with discrimination legislation and public duties
B4.1	The Service Provider must not unlawfully discriminate against or treat unfairly anyone on the grounds of their sex, age, religion or belief, sexual orientation, gender identity, political opinion, marital or civil partnership, pregnancy or maternity status within the meaning and scope of the provisions of the Equality Act 2010, the Sex Discrimination (NI) Order 1975, the Race Relations (NI) Order 1997, the Disability Discrimination Act 1995, the Fair Employment Act (Northern Ireland) Order 1970, the Employment Equality (Sexual Orientation) Regulations (Northern Ireland) 2003 and the Employment Equality (Age) Regulations (Northern Ireland) Act 2006.  In addition the Service Provider will meet its obligations under the public duties required by the Equality Act 2010 (in Great Britain) and by Section 75 of the Northern Ireland Act 1998 (in Northern Ireland).
B4.2	The Service Provider will co-operate with any investigations or proceedings concerning any alleged contravention of any of the legislative requirements and public duties as specified in the provisions of Clause B4.1 and will indemnify the Fund in the case of any finding under the legislative requirements or public duties arising out of any acts or omissions by the Service Provider. This indemnity survives the expiry or termination of this Contract. 
B4.3 The Service Provider shall take all reasonable steps to ensure the observance of the provisions of Clauses B4.1 and B4.2 by all servants, employees or agents of the Service Provider and all sub-contractors and suppliers employed in the execution of the Contract. It will ensure that those involved in the provision of Services under this Contract receive appropriate training on equal opportunities legislation and associated good practice.
[bookmark: _Toc465257650]B5.	Confidentiality
B5.1	Each party (Receiving Party) must:
B5.1.1	keep secret and not disclose (and shall procure that its employees, affiliates and subcontractors keep secret and do not disclose) any Confidential Information of the other party (Disclosing Party) to any third party except:
B5.1.1.1	for disclosures permitted under Clause B5.2; and
B5.1.1.2	to the extent the Receiving Party is required by law to disclose the Confidential Information of the Disclosing Party; and  
B5.1.2	only use the Confidential Information of the Disclosing Party for the purposes of this Contract.
B5.2	The Receiving Party may disclose Confidential Information of the Disclosing Party to the Receiving Party’s officers, employees and professional advisors who have a need to know (and only to the extent that they need to know) provided that before disclosure they have been directed to keep the Confidential Information confidential.  
B5.3	On the expiry or termination of this Contract the Receiving Party must deliver up to the Disclosing Party (or, at the Disclosing Party’s written election, securely destroy) all Confidential Information of the Disclosing Party which is in its possession or control. 
B5.4	The Service Provider must clearly identify to the Fund any business or trade secret which would prejudice the commercial interests of the Service Provider if disclosed pursuant to a Freedom of Information request.  
B5.5	The Fund is entitled to disclose to any Contracting Authority or Transferee any Confidential Information of the Service Provider which relates to the performance of the Services by the Service Provider. In such circumstances, the Fund shall authorise the Contracting Authority or Transferee to use such Confidential Information only for purposes relating to the performance of the Services and for no other purposes and shall take all reasonable steps to ensure that such body accepts an obligation of confidence.
B5.6	The Service Provider must not provide any information regarding the delivery of the Services under this Contract, or permit photography or film in connection with the Services or this Contract, without the prior written permission of the Fund. Any press, media or other enquiry about the Services or this Contract must be referred to the Fund’s Representatives.
[bookmark: _Toc465257651]B6.	Value Added Tax 
B6.1	The Fund shall pay the Value Added Tax on the Contract price at the rate and in the manner prescribed by law, from time to time.
B6.2	Any invoice or other request for payment of monies due to the Service Provider under the Contract, shall, if he is a taxable person, be in the same form and contain the same information as if the same were a tax invoice for the purposes of Regulations made under the Value Added Act 1994.
B6.3	The Service Provider shall, if so requested by the Fund, furnish such information as may reasonably be required by the Fund as to the amount of Value Added Tax chargeable on the value of the services supplied in accordance with the Contract and payable by the Fund to the Service Provider in addition to the Contract price.  Any overpayments by the Fund to the Service Provider shall be a sum of money recoverable from the Service Provider for the purposes of the Conditions in the Contract regulating the recovery of sums due to the Fund.
[bookmark: _Toc465257652]B7.	Publicity
B7.1	The Service Provider (including its sub-contractor(s), agents, servants, suppliers and employees) must not, without the prior written consent of the Fund (which shall not be withheld unreasonably), advertise or publicly make any announcement regarding this Contract or that the Service Provider is undertaking work for the Fund.
B7.2	In the event of any enquiries including media, Parliamentary or official enquiries being received by the Service Provider, its sub-contractor(s), agents, servants, suppliers or employees about this Contract, the delivery of the Services or any other matter relating to the Contract, the Service Provider or its sub-contractor(s), agents, servants, suppliers or employees shall immediately refer the matter to the Fund’s Representative.  Except for such referral, the Service Provider shall make no other formal or informal response without the prior written approval of the Fund. 
B7.3	The Service Provider (including its sub-contractor(s), agents, servants, suppliers and employees) must not commit any act, or omit to do any act, or do anything which attracts public or media attention that is prejudicial or otherwise detrimental to the Fund’s name, messages or reputation. If such an event does occur, the Service Provider must immediately notify the Fund’s Representative.
[bookmark: _Toc465257653]B8.	Rights of third parties
A person who is not a party to this Contract shall have no right under the Contract (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999 to enforce any of its terms.
[bookmark: _Toc465257654]C.	THE SERVICES 
[bookmark: _Toc465257655]C1.	Service Provider’s personnel
C.1.1	The Fund shall act reasonably and in good faith in making any decision or request of the Service Provider, its employees, agents, suppliers or subcontractors under or pursuant to this Contract.
C.1.2	The Service Provider shall take the steps reasonably required by the Fund to prevent unauthorised persons being admitted to the Fund’s premises.  
C1.3	The Service Provider, its employees or agents whilst on the premises of the Fund in connection with the Contract shall, in all respects, conform to and comply with any requirements, rules, regulations and instructions that may be given by an employee or agent of the Fund or on its behalf, as to the Fund’s employment and equality policies, the work environment, site and safety precautions and the conduct of the Service Provider, its employees or agents whilst engaged thereof.
C1.4	If the Fund gives the Service Provider notice that any person must not:
C1.4.1	be admitted to or is to be removed from the Fund’s premises; or
C1.4.2	become involved in or is to be removed from involvement in the delivery of the Services,

the Service Provider shall take all reasonable steps to comply with such notice.
C.1.5	In the event that through any default of the Service Provider, data transmitted or processed in connection with the delivery of the Services is either lost or sufficiently degraded to be unusable, the Service Provider shall be liable for the cost of reconstitution of that data and shall provide a full credit in respect of any Charge levied for its transmission.  Payment of cost or provision of any credit by the Service Provider in accordance with this clause shall not prejudice or affect any other right of action or remedy which shall have accrued or shall thereafter accrue to the Fund.
C.1.6	The Service Provider shall bear the cost of any notice, instruction or decision of the Fund under this Cause C1 provided the Fund gives the Service Provider reasonable prior notice.
C.1.7	In the event that the Fund is dissatisfied with the work of a Service Provider employee or subcontractor or wishes to remove them from the Services, the Fund shall request a meeting with the Service Provider to discuss such performance issues and provide evidence wherever possible.  Without restricting the Fund’s rights under Clause C1.4, the parties will seek to agree a plan to resolve such issues or if necessary the replacement of such personnel.  
[bookmark: _Toc465257656]C2.	Key Personnel  
C.2.1	The Service Provider’s Key Personnel for the provision of the Services are set out in Item 6 of Schedule A. The delivery of the Services shall be undertaken or directly overseen by the Key Personnel. 
C.2.2	The Service Provider shall not without the prior written approval of the Fund make any changes to the Key Personnel for a particular phase of the Services.
C.2.3	The Service Provider shall undertake all reasonable steps to ensure that the Key Personnel will remain for the full period of the relevant phase of the Services for which they are appointed.  In the event of a Key Personnel’s sickness or other emergencies, the Service Provider must consult with the Fund, and if required provide suitably qualified and experienced replacement personnel who are acceptable to the Fund without additional charge or expense at the earliest possible opportunity.
C2.4	If, for any other reasons, changes in the Key Personnel become necessary:
C2.4.1	in the reasonable opinion of the Fund due to such person’s misconduct or repeatedly substandard work, then the Service Provider will provide replacement Key Personnel at the earliest opportunity (or at least within the reasonable time period specified by the Fund) and at no additional cost to the Fund; or 
C2.4.2	at the Service Provider’s request, then such changes shall be subject to a minimum of ten working days written notice by the Service Provider to the Fund in the first twenty elapsed working days of the Contract and twenty working days written notice any time thereafter and the Key Personnel must be provided at no additional cost to the Fund. 
C2.5	Subject always to the provisions of Clause C1.1, in the event that the Service Provider having provided the Fund with a number of alternatives is unable to provide replacement Key Personnel with the appropriate skills who are acceptable to the Fund within sufficient time to enable the Service Provider to complete the delivery of the Services on time then the Fund following consultation with the Service Provider may obtain replacement personnel from other sources or terminate the Contract at its discretion.  In event of termination the Fund shall only be liable for work completed by the Service Provider up to the date of the termination and any committed costs which can not be mitigated by the Service Provider on receiving the notice of termination. Such termination does not restrict any other rights the Fund may have under this Contract or by law. 
C2.6	The parties shall discuss and agree whether a handover period is required and if so for how long (but for no greater than ten (10) working days), whereupon the Service Provider shall provide both the Key Personnel and the replacement personnel during this period at no extra charge.
[bookmark: _Toc465257657]C3.	Standard of work
The Service Provider warrants that all staff assigned to the performance of the Services shall possess and exercise such skill and experience as necessary for the proper performance in the delivery of the Services and any training of staff to achieve or maintain this standard is at no cost to the Fund.
[bookmark: _Toc465257658]C4.	Security of Confidential Information
C4.1	In order to ensure that no unauthorised person gains access to any Confidential Information or any data obtained in the performance of the Contract (“Contract Data”), the Service Provider undertakes to maintain the security systems approved by the Fund.  
C4.2	Each party will immediately notify the other party of any breach of security in relation to Confidential Information and any Contract Data and will keep a record of such breaches. Each party will use its best endeavours to recover such Confidential Information or Contract Data however it may be recorded. Each party will co-operate with the other party in any investigation that such party considers necessary to undertake as a result of any breach of security in relation to Confidential Information or Contract Data.
C4.3	The Fund may issue a Change Request under the Change Control Procedure to request the Service Provider to alter any security systems at any time during the Contract period, and the Service Provider must not unreasonably withhold its agreement to such a request.
[bookmark: _Toc465257659]C5.	Monitoring of performance
C5.1	The Fund will monitor the performance of the Service Provider under this Contract. The Service Provider agrees to assist the Fund with its request in monitoring the performance, which may include (without limitation):
C5.1.1	regular meetings at working level and director level to confirm there is a clear understanding of scope of work, the interpretation of information, timetables, deadlines and timing of reports;
C5.1.2	security (and availability for inspection) of all relevant documentation; and 
C5.1.3	the delivery of such written reports in such format as the Fund may reasonably require from time to time and, if appropriate, time sheets as may reasonably be required.
C5.2	The Fund will provide the Service Provider the assistance specified in Item 8 of Schedule A. The Service Provider agrees that no other assistance is required from the Fund for the Service Provider to provide the Services. If the Service Provider has any reason to believe the Fund will not provide the assistance, or the Fund does not provide the assistance, the Service Provider must give the Fund notice of that and accepts responsibility for, and will mitigate, the consequences of non provision of the assistance until such notice is given. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257660]C6.	Reports

C6.1	The Service Provider shall provide a Progress Report to the Fund on the dates specified in Item 9 of Schedule A, or at any time as the Fund may require.
C6.2	The Service Provider will provide a Final Progress Report to the Fund on or before the date specified in Item 10 of Schedule A. 
C6.3	The Service Provider must provide the Fund with a Risk Report on the Fund’s reasonable request and, if the Fund requires, maintain a Risk Register with the Fund. 
C6.4	The Service Provider shall provide reports in the format as reasonably required by the Fund.
C6.5	If the Fund requests additional information in respect of such reports, the Service Provider agrees to provide such additional information or updates within 10 days of the request.
[bookmark: _Toc465257661]C7.	Surveys
The Service Provider shall not carry out any survey for the Fund (whether or not such survey forms part of the Services) which includes any interviews or the circulation of questionnaires or similar documents without the agreement of the Fund to the form and content of such interviews, questionnaires or other documents.
[bookmark: _Toc465257662]C8.	Environmental requirements
C8.1	The Service Provider will:
C8.1.1	comply in all material respects with all applicable environmental laws and regulations in force from time to time in connection with the Services;  
[bookmark: _DV_M295]C8.1.2	promptly provide all information regarding the environmental impact of the Services as may reasonably be requested by the Fund; and
C8.2	The Service Provider will meet all reasonable requests by the Fund for information evidencing compliance with this Clause C8.
[bookmark: _Toc465257663]C9.	Risk
The Service Provider must assess the risk of not being able to provide the Services for any reason in accordance with this Contract and apply appropriate risk mitigation strategies, and whatever resources are necessary, to ensure the Services are provided in accordance with this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257664]C10.	Variation of requirement
In the event that the Fund wishes to amend any requirements of this Contract, the Service Provider agrees to negotiate the terms of the change in good faith and any payment as a result of the variation of the requirement is subject only to a fair and reasonable adjustment to reflect the work to be done under the change. The variation will be subject to the Change Control Procedure.
[bookmark: _Toc465257665]C11.	Amendment of Contract
C11.1	This Contract (including its Schedules) and the Services may only be varied in writing under the Change Control Procedure via a Change Request signed by both parties.
C11.2	If a change in legislation has an impact on the Services, or increases the Service Provider’s cost of providing the Services, either party may raise the matter under the Change Control Procedure.
C11.3	Neither party will claim any cost of expense from the other party in connection with any Change Request including but not limited to reviewing, negotiating or discussing any Change Request. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257666]D.	PAYMENT
[bookmark: _Toc465257667]D1.	Fees and expenses
D1.1	Subject to Clause D4, the Fund will pay to the Service Provider the fees and expenses specified in Item 1 of Schedule D (except to the extent the invoice is in dispute) at the times set out in Item 2 of Schedule D and in the manner set out in Item 3 of Schedule D.
D1.2	The Service Provider will invoice the Fund at the time set out in Item 4 of Schedule D. All invoices must:
D1.2.1	be correctly rendered;
D1.2.2 include the contract number (set out on the front page of this Contract);
D1.2.3	clearly identify and detail the Services provided during the period of the invoice; and
D1.2.4	be submitted in hard copy and electronic formats to the Fund at the addresses set out in Item 5 of Schedule D.
D1.3	Where the Services are provided on a time and materials daily rate basis, the Service Provider must only invoice for the time actually worked by its personnel and must not invoice for travel time, any leave entitlements or for more than eight hours per day or the agreed maximum daily rate unless it has received written approval from the Fund in respect of those additional hours.
D1.4	Value Added Tax, where applicable, shall be shown separately on all invoices as a strictly net extra charge.
[bookmark: _Toc465257668]D2.	Recovery of sums due
Wherever under this Contract any sum of money is recoverable from or payable by the Service Provider, that sum may be deducted from any sum then due, or which at any later time may become due, to the Service Provider under this Contract or under any other agreement or contract with the Fund.
[bookmark: _Toc465257669]D3.	Final payment
The Service Provider shall submit a final invoice to the Fund within six weeks of the delivery of the final Services (or of termination of the Contract if that is earlier). 
[bookmark: _Toc465257670]D4.	Limitations on payment
D4.1	The Fund is not required to pay the fees or expenses under Clause D1.1 and/or may withhold the payment:
D4.1.1. if the Fund has not received an invoice that complies with Clause D1.2;
D4.1.2. if the Services have not been provided in accordance with the A3.1 (including but not limited the Services have not been rendered in accordance with the description of services, requirements of the Fund and key performance indicators stated in Schedule A to this Contract);
D4.1.3. if the Services have not been delivered to the satisfaction of the Fund and have not been accepted under the Acceptance Procedures. 
D4.2	Where the Fund agrees to pay any expenses in connection with this Contract, the Fund is not required to pay if:
D4.2.1	it is not satisfied that the expense was incurred by the Service Provider directly for the provision of the Services;
D4.2.2	the Fund does not receive a copy of a tax invoice from the applicable third party indicating that the Service Provider paid for the expense;
D4.2.3	in the Fund’s opinion, the expense is not reasonable as against the Fund’s policy on out of pocket expenses.  
[bookmark: _Toc465257671]D5.	Fee and invoice disputes
Any dispute about the fees or expenses under this Contract, or any invoice issued under this Contract, will be subject to the dispute resolution procedure set out in Clause G1. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257672]E.	LIABILITY AND INSURANCE
[bookmark: _Toc465257673]E1.	Liability 
E1.1	Without prejudice to any rights or remedies of the Fund and subject to the provisions of Clauses E1.2, E1.3 and E1.4, the Service Provider indemnifies the Fund, and agrees to keep the Fund indemnified, against all actions, suits, claims, demands, losses, charges, costs and expenses made against the Fund  (or any of its employees, officers or agents) by any third party (including any current or former employee, servant, agent, supplier or sub-contractor) arising out of or in connection with this Contract or the relationship established by it and:
E1.1.1 loss of or damage to any property;
E1.1.2	personal injury (whether fatal or otherwise) to any person; 
E1.1.3	any fraudulent, unlawful or negligent act or omission of the Service Provider in connection with this Contract; or
E1.1.4	termination of this Contract for material breach under Clause F1.1.2. 
E1.2	The indemnity contained in Clause E1.1 shall not apply to the extent that the loss, damage or injury is caused by the negligent or wilful act or omission of the Fund, or any employee, servant, agent, supplier or sub-contractor of the Fund.
E1.3	In no event shall either party be liable to the other for any loss (howsoever arising) of profits, business, contracts, revenues, goodwill or reputation or any indirect, incidental, punitive or consequential loss, damage, cost or expense whatsoever.
E1.4	The Service Provider’s liability under or in connection with the Services (whether in contract, tort or otherwise) will be limited to the maximum amount set out in Item 11 of Schedule A in respect of each incident or series of connected incidents. For the avoidance of doubt, nothing in this Contract shall limit the Service Provider’s liability for death or personal injury due to the negligence of the Service Provider or its employees or for any breach or claimed breach of a third party’s intellectual property rights.
E1.5	The Fund’s liability under or in connection with the Services and this Contract (whether in contract, tort or otherwise) will be limited to the maximum amount set out in Item 12 of Schedule A. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257674]E2.	Insurance
E2.1	The Service Provider shall have in force, and shall require any sub-contractor to have in force, for the period set out in Item 13 of Schedule A:
E2.1.1	employer’s liability insurance in accordance with any legal requirement for the time being in force;
E2.1.2	public liability insurance for the sum of not less than the amount set out in Item 14 of Schedule A; and
E2.1.3	professional indemnity cover for the sum of not less than the amount set out in Item 15 of Schedule A.
E2.2	The Service Provider will provide confirmation from its insurance brokers that it has in place the insurance cover referred to in Clause E2.1 on request together with satisfactory evidence of payment of premium or premiums.
[bookmark: _Toc465257675]F.	END OF CONTRACT AND BREACH
[bookmark: _Toc465257676]F1.	Termination
F1.1	The Fund may terminate this Contract immediately by notice in writing if:
F1.1.1	any of the events described in Clause F1.3 happen;
F1.1.2	the Service Provider commits a material breach of this Contract and (if such breach is capable of remedy) fails to remedy such breach within 30 days of being required by the Fund in writing to do so;
F1.1.3	the Service Provider does not comply with any of the terms, conditions and provisions of this Contract and its Schedules (including the Delivery Plan if applicable) and fails to remedy that breach (if that breach is capable of remedy) within 10 days of receiving a request from the Fund to do so;
F1.1.4	the Service Provider is an individual and he or she dies or adjudged incapable of managing his or her affairs within the meaning of Part VII of the Mental Health Act 1983. 
F1.2	If the Fund terminates this Contract under Clause F1.1:
F1.2.1	the Service Provider will hand over to the Fund all Materials in which the Fund owns the Intellectual Property Rights including all work in progress;
F1.2.2	the Fund may, without prejudice to any other of the Fund’s rights, complete the delivery of the services or have it completed by a third party;
F1.2.3	the Fund shall not be liable to make any further payment to the Service Provider until the delivery of the Services has been completed in accordance with the requirements of the Contract;
F1.2.4	the Fund may deduct from any amount due to the Service Provider the costs and expenses incurred by the Fund (including the Fund’s own costs) in connection with the termination and procuring or performing similar services. If the total cost to the Fund exceeds the amount (if any) due to the Service Provider, the Service Provider must pay to the Fund the difference within 30 days of the Fund’s request. 
F1.3	The Service Provider shall notify the Fund in writing immediately upon the occurrence of any of the following events:
F1.3.1	where the Service Provider is an individual and if a petition is presented for the Service Provider’s bankruptcy or a criminal bankruptcy order is made against the Service Provider, or the Service Provider makes any composition or arrangement with or for the benefit of creditors, or makes any conveyance or assignment for the benefit of creditors, or if an administrator is appointed to manage the Service Provider’s affairs; or
F1.3.2	where the Service Provider is not an individual but is a firm, or a number of persons acting together in any capacity, if Clause F1.3.1 occurs in respect of any partner in the firm or any of those persons or a petition is presented for the Service Provider to be wound up as an unregistered company; 	
F1.3.3	where the Service Provider is a company, if the company passes a resolution for winding-up or the court makes an administration order or a winding-up order, or the company makes a composition or arrangement with its creditors, or an administrative receiver, receiver, manager or supervisor is appointed by a creditor or by the court, or possession is taken of any of its property under a fixed or floating charge (but excluding for the purposes of this Clause any bona fide company reconstruction);
F1.3.4	there is a change of “control” as defined by Section 416 (2) of the Income and Corporation Taxes Act 1988 in the Service Provider; or
F1.3.5 where the Service Provider is a firm or partnership and there is a change in the identity of any of the partners in the firm and/or a change in the extent to which any partner is able to exercise or entitled to acquire direct or indirect control over the firm’s affairs.
F1.4	Termination under Clause F1.1 shall not prejudice or affect any right of action or remedy that shall have accrued or shall thereupon accrue to the Fund and shall not affect the continued operation of Clauses A7, A10, A12.3, B1 and B5.
[bookmark: _Toc465257677]F2.	Remedies cumulative
Except as otherwise expressly provided by the Contract, all remedies available to either party for breach of this Contract are cumulative and may be exercised concurrently or separately, and the exercise of any one remedy shall not be deemed an election of such remedy to the exclusion of other remedies.
[bookmark: _Toc465257678]F3.	Survival
Clauses A1, A7, B1, B3, B7, D2, E1, E2 and F5 and any other provision of this Contract (including its Schedules) that by its nature is intended to survive expiry or termination or that is necessary for its interpretation or enforcement shall survive the expiry or termination of this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257679]F4.	Break
F4.1	The Fund shall in addition to its powers under any other Clause of this Contract have power to determine this Contract at any time by giving to the Service Provider written notice, to expire at the end of the period set out in Item 16 of Schedule A, and upon the expiration of the notice this Contract shall be determined without prejudice to the rights of the parties accrued to the date of determination.
F4.2	In the event of notice being given by the Fund under Clause F4.1, the Fund shall at any time before the expiration of the notice be entitled to exercise and shall as soon as may be reasonably practicable within that period exercise such of the following powers as it considers expedient: 
F4.2.1	to direct the Service Provider, where work has not been commenced, to refrain from commencing work; or
F4.2.2	to direct the Service Provider to complete in accordance with this Contract all or any of the delivery of the Services, or any part or component thereof, which shall be paid for at the agreed Contract fee.
F4.3	The Fund shall indemnify the Service Provider against any commitments, liabilities or expenditure which are reasonably and properly chargeable by the Service Provider directly in connection with this Contract to the extent to which those commitments, liabilities or expenditure would otherwise represent an unavoidable loss by the Service Provider by reason of the determination of this Contract.
F4.4	The Fund shall not in any case be liable to pay under the provisions of this Clause F4 any sum which, when taken together with any sums paid or due or becoming due to the Service Provider under this Contract, shall exceed the total Contract price.

F4.5	The Fund shall pay the Service Provider in full for all work satisfactorily carried out by the Service Provider, its employees and subcontractors up to the date of termination.
[bookmark: _Toc465257680]F5.	End of Contract assistance
F5.1	For the term of the End Phase, the Service Provider must comply with the Fund’s reasonable exit management requirements and provide to the Fund any assistance reasonably requested, including the assistance set out in Item 20 of Schedule A. 
F5.2	If the Fund requires any such assistance after the termination date of this Contract or which requires the Service Provider to use additional resources to that needed to supply the Services then:
F5.2.1	if this Contract was terminated otherwise than due to the Service Provider's breach or insolvency, the Fund must pay at the Service Provider's time and materials rates as agreed by the parties; or
F5.2.2	if this Contract was terminated due to the Service Provider's breach or insolvency, the Fund must pay the Service Provider on a cost of services recovery basis only.
F5.3	Before performing any Services in respect of which the Service Provider may make a charge of the Fund under this Clause F5, the Service Provider must notify the Fund of the fact that such a charge may be made and the likely amount of the charge. The Service Provider must only perform those Services to the extent approved and agreed by the Fund under the Change Control Procedures set out in Schedule C. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257681]G.	LAW AND DISPUTE RESOLUTION
[bookmark: _Toc465257682]G1.	Dispute resolution
G1.1	The parties’ representatives set out in Clause A16 (or any other person nominated by the party) shall attempt in good faith to negotiate a settlement to any dispute, including escalating the dispute to senior management as required.
G1.2	If the dispute cannot be resolved by the parties pursuant to Clause G1.1 within 28 days (unless otherwise agreed), the dispute may be referred by either party to mediation pursuant to Clause G1.4.
G1.3	The performance of the Services shall not be suspended, cease or be delayed by the reference of a dispute to mediation pursuant to Clause G1.2 and each party shall (and shall procure that its employee, servant, agent, supplier or sub-contractor shall) comply fully with the requirements of the Contract at all times.
G1.4	The procedure for mediation and consequential provisions relating to mediation are as follows:
G1.4.1	A neutral adviser or mediator (“the Mediator”) shall be chosen by agreement between the parties or, if they are unable to agree upon a Mediator within 14 days after a request by one party to the other, or if the Mediator agreed upon is unable or unwilling to act, either party shall within 14 days from the date of the proposal to appoint a Mediator or within 14 days notice to either party that they are unable or unwilling to act, apply to the Centre for Dispute Resolution (“CEDR”) to appoint a Mediator.
G1.4.2	The parties shall within 14 days of the appointment of the Mediator meet with them in order to agree a programme for the exchange of all relevant information and the structure to be adopted for negotiations to be held.  If considered appropriate, the parties may at any stage seek assistance from CEDR to provide guidance on a suitable procedure.
G1.4.3	Unless otherwise agreed, all negotiations connected with the dispute and any settlement agreement relating to it shall be conducted in confidence and without prejudice to the rights of the parties in any future proceedings.
G1.4.4	If the parties reach agreement on the resolution of the dispute, the agreement shall be reduced to writing and shall be binding on the parties once it is signed by their duly authorised representatives.
G1.4.5	Failing agreement, either of the parties may invite the Mediator to provide a non-binding but informative opinion in writing.  Such an opinion shall be provided on a without prejudice basis and shall not be used in evidence in any proceedings relating to the Contract without the prior written consent of both parties.
G1.4.6	If the parties fail to reach agreement in the structured negotiations within 60 days of the Mediator being appointed, or such longer period as may be agreed by the parties, then any dispute or difference between them may be referred to the courts.
G1.5	Each party must pay its own costs of complying with this clause G1. The parties must equally pay the costs of any Mediator. 
G1.6	This dispute resolution procedure does not prevent a party from applying to a court for urgent interlocutory or other relief to protect Intellectual Property Rights. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257683]G2.	Contract is not exclusive
The Service Provider will provide the Services on a non-exclusive basis.  Nothing in this Contract prevents the Fund from obtaining services which are the same as or similar to the Services from any third party or from itself performing services which are the same as or similar to the Services.
[bookmark: _Toc465257684]G3.	Governing law
This Contract shall be governed by and construed in accordance with English Law and the parties hereby irrevocably submit to the jurisdiction of the English Courts. The submission to such jurisdiction shall not (and shall not be construed so as to) limit the right of either party to take proceedings against the other in any other court of competent jurisdiction, nor shall the taking of proceedings in any one or more jurisdictions preclude the taking of proceedings in any other jurisdiction, whether concurrently or not.
[bookmark: _Toc465257685]G4.	Entirety
This Contract and the related Schedules shall constitute the entire Contract between the Fund and the Service Provider and shall supersede all previous Contracts, regulations, correspondence and representations whether written or oral in respect of the delivery of the Services.
[bookmark: _Toc465257686]G5.	Pre-contractual documents and other terms and conditions
G5.1	In the event of any conflict in the interpretation of the terms and conditions of this Contract, the parties must refer to the relevant interpretation in the pre-contractual documents in the following order of precedence:
G5.1.1	the Invitation to Tender; and
G5.1.2	if the Invitation to Tender does not provide the interpretation, the Tender Response.
G5.2	This Contract takes precedence over any other terms and conditions (including the Service Provider’s terms and conditions whether provided as part of the Tender Response, with an invoice, or at any time) in connection with the subject matter.


[bookmark: _Toc465257687]Schedule A – Contract details 
[bookmark: _Toc465257688]Item 1	- Start Date
(Clause A2)	26 October 2016
[bookmark: _Toc465257689]Item 2	- Completion Date
(Clause A2)	12 January 2017
[bookmark: _Toc465257690]Item 3	- Tender information
(Clause G5.1)	Evaluation of HLF Skills for the Future programme, see tender in Exhibit 1. 
Budget code 91513
[bookmark: _Toc465257691]Item 4	- Fund’s representatives
(Clause A16.1) - For the purpose of dealing with the Service Provider on all matters relating to the provision and performance of the Services, the Fund’s Representative and contract owner is:
Name:		Nick Randell
Title:		Programme Manager & Policy Adviser 
Telephone:	020 7591 6072
Email:		NRandell@hlf.org.uk
The Fund’s Representative’s line manager is:
Name:		Jo Reilly
Title:		Head of Participation and Learning 
Telephone:	020 7591 6007
Email:		JoR@hlf.org.uk
[bookmark: _Toc465257692]Item 5	Service Provider’s representatives
(Clause A16.2)	The Service Provider’s representative is:
Name:		Etienne Le Blanc
Title:		Senior Research Manager
Telephone:	020 7444 4258
Email:		Etienne.leblanc@ecorys.com
[bookmark: _Toc465257693]Item 6	- Key Personnel
(Clause C2.1)	The Key Personnel for this Contract are:
Kate Smith, Research Manager. Rachel Wooldridge, Research Manager. Louise Scott, Associate Director.
[bookmark: _Toc465257694]Item 7	- Standards
(Clause A3.1.2)	
The Service Provider will use the best applicable techniques and standards and execute the Contract with all reasonable care, skill and diligence. 
The Service Provider must comply with the Accessibility requirements set out in the Fund’s Brief and attached to the Statement of Work as Appendix 1.

[bookmark: _Toc465257695]Item 8	- Assistance of the Fund
(Clause C5.2)  Will provide the individual project evaluations and contact details.
[bookmark: _Toc465257696]Item 9	- Progress reports due date
(Clause C6.1)	23 December 2016
[bookmark: _Toc465257697]Item 10 - Final Progress report due date
(Clause C6.2)	12 January 2016 
Item 11 - Service Provider’s liability limitation
(Clause E1.4)	£250,000
[bookmark: _Toc465257698]Item 12 - Fund’s liability limitation
(Clause E1.5)	The Fund’s liability is limited to an amount equal to the total charges payable under this Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257699]Item 13 - Insurance period
(Clause E2)	The Service Provider must take out and maintain insurance <for the term of this Contract and for six years after its termination or expiry>
[bookmark: _Toc465257700]Item 14 - Public liability
(Clause E2)	<£1,000,000 (one million pounds)> for any one incident 
[bookmark: _Toc465257701]Item 15 - Professional indemnity
(Clause E2)	<£1,000,000 (one million pounds)> for any one incident
[bookmark: _Toc465257702]Item 16 - Break notice period
(Clause F4.1)	90 days
[bookmark: _Toc465257703]Item 17 - Services description	
The services are specified in the Statement of Work, set out in the Annexure to this Schedule A. 
[bookmark: _Toc465257704]Item 18 - Timetable	
The timetable is specified in the Statement of Work, set out in the Annexure to this Schedule A.
[bookmark: _Toc465257705]Item 19 -  Authorised sub-contractors
(Clause A8.1)	There are no authorised sub-contractors at the date of this Contract
[bookmark: _Toc465257706]Item 20 - Exit assistance
(Clause F5)	Not applicable, 
[bookmark: _Toc465257707]Item 21 - Special Conditions
(Clause A15)	The parties do not intend for TUPE to apply upon the commencement or during the term of this Contract or upon its expiry or termination (whether in whole or in part). Consequently, the Service Provider shall ensure that its personnel are organised in a manner such that in the provision of its Services and performance of its obligations, the Service Provider does not in any way or for any reason provide the Fund with any dedicated personnel. 





[bookmark: _Toc465257708]Annexure to Schedule A – Statement of work
Statement of Work
[bookmark: _Toc465257709]Scope of Services
1. [bookmark: _Toc465257710]Scope of Services
1.1 To review and analyse 45 Skills for the Future grantee evaluation reports to establish the extent to which they demonstrate that the four Skills for the Future programme aims set out above have been achieved. 
2. [bookmark: _Toc465257711]Inception Meeting and Delivery Plan
2.1 Inception Meeting to be held on 19 October 2016
3. [bookmark: _Toc465257712]Description of Services
3.1 The Service Provider will provide the following services to the Fund:
(a) Draft research report 
(b) Final research report 

3.2 The detailed Delivery Plan will be agreed between the Parties at the Inception Meeting. Both Parties will revise the Delivery Plan regularly and keep it up to date as working document.  
4. [bookmark: _Toc465257713]Meeting and reporting
5. [bookmark: _Toc465257714]Deliverables
5.1 The Service Provider will provide the following deliverables to the Fund:
	Deliverable
	Due date
	Format / media

	Inception Note
	26 October 2016
	Word document

	Draft report
	23 December 2016
	Word document

	Raw research data from online survey with 
	12 January 2017
	Excel

	Final research report
	12 January 2017
	Fully accessible in Word



6. [bookmark: _Toc465257715]Acceptance
6.1 The procedure described in Schedule B of the Contract will apply to the Deliverables, subject to the following clarifications:
7. [bookmark: _Toc465257716]Timetable for performance
7.1 The Service Provider will provide the Services in accordance with the following timetable:
	Activity / Deliverable
	Start date
	End date

	 Draft Final report 
	5 December 2016
	23 December 2016

	Final research report
	2 January 2017
	12 January 2017



8. [bookmark: _Toc465257717]Key performance indicators
8.1 The Service Provider must meet or exceed the following key performance indicators (KPIs):
	KPI
	Measure

	N/A
	N/A

	
	



9. [bookmark: _Toc465257718]Location of performance
9.1 The location for provision of the Services is: Albert House Quay Place, 92-93 Edward Street, Birmingham, B1 2RA


[bookmark: _Toc465257719]Appendix: Accessibility and formatting guidance
HLF is committed to providing a website that is accessible to the widest possible audience. Our site is annually tested by accessibility auditors and we must meet a AA compliance level. Our accessibility testing encompasses not just site functionality and design but all of our content, including downloadable documents.
Reports and other documents created for HLF (including the tender submissions) need to be clear, straightforward to use and ready to circulate internally, externally and online, as well as suitable for use by screen reading software. Best practice in accessibility is summarised below:
[bookmark: _Toc465257720]Readability
In the final report, and all other documents that may be published online including the tender application consultants should ensure that:
· The size of the font is at least 11pt;
· There is a strong contrast between the background colour and the colour of the text. Black text on a white background provides the best contrast. This also applies to any shading used in tables and/or diagrams;
· Italics are only used when quoting book titles for citations and items on the reference list should be arranged alphabetically by author 
· Colour formatting and use of photos should be of a resolution size that is easily printable and does not compromise the printability of the document.
For further guidance on ensuring readability of printed materials, please refer to the RNIB Clear Print guidelines. These can be found on the RNIB website.
[bookmark: _Toc465257721]Accessibility

Reports should adhere to the following guidelines:

[bookmark: _Toc465257722]Formatting
Headings and content in your document should be clearly identified and consistently formatted to allow easy navigation for users. Heading Styles should be used to convey both the structure of the document and the relationship between sections and sub-sections of the content. Heading styles should follow on from each other i.e. Heading 1 then Heading 2.
[bookmark: _Toc322438558][bookmark: _Toc465257723]Spacing
Screen readers audibly represent spaces, tabs and paragraph breaks within copy, so it is best practice to avoid the repetitive use of manually inserted spaces. Instead, indenting and formatting should be used to create whitespace (e.g., use a page break to start a new page, as opposed to multiple paragraph breaks).
[bookmark: _Toc465257724]Alternative text
Alt text is additional information for images and tables. This extra information is essential for both document accessibility (screen reading software reads the Alt text aloud) and for the web. Alt text should be concise and descriptive, and should not begin with ‘Image of’ or ‘Picture of’.
[bookmark: _Toc465257725]Images
These should be formatted in-line with text, to support screen readers. Crediting pictures may be necessary, usually in response to a direct request from a third party.
[bookmark: _Toc465257726]Tables
These should be for used for presenting data and not for layout or design. They should be simple and include a descriptive title. The header row should be identified and there shouldn’t be more than one title row in a table. There should be no merged or blank cells.
[bookmark: _Toc465257727]Additional documents
Any additional information, separate to the report, for example proformas and transcripts which may be used as standalone documents must be fully referenced to the piece of work being submitting and therefore dated, formatted and numbered appropriately.
[bookmark: _Toc465257728]Acknowledgement
All reports should acknowledge HLF. Our logo can be found on the HLF website.
[bookmark: _Toc465257729]Further resources
Please refer to the WCAG 2.0 article on PDF techniques for further information.

Submitting your report to HLF

Please check the accessibility of your document using the Word accessibility checker before submitting: File – Info – Check for Issues – Check Accessibility.

Please submit your document as a Word file.

HLF retains the right to amend documents in order to create accessible versions for publishing.



[bookmark: _Toc465257730]Schedule B – Acceptance Procedures 
1. The Fund will within 10 working days following receipt of any Deliverable
(a) accept the Deliverable by providing the Service Provider with a Milestone Certificate; 
(b) not accept the Deliverable by notifying the Service Provider of the nature, extent, and identity of any errors, defects, or omissions in the Deliverable which cause the Fund to not accept the Deliverable; or
(c) provide the Service Provider with written notice that additional time is required to review the Deliverable, in which case the Fund must specify the time before which it must complete its review and make a decision under (a) or (b) within that time.
2. If the Fund fails to notify the Service Provider as set out in paragraph 1, then the Service Provider may request the Fund notify it of its determination under paragraph 1 within five working days. If the Fund fails to notify the Service Provider of its determination within five working days of the Service Provider’s request, the Deliverable is deemed accepted. 
3. If the Fund uses a Deliverable before acceptance under this Schedule other than for testing and reviewing the Deliverable in accordance with paragraph 1, then such Deliverable shall be deemed to be accepted by the Fund.
4. If the Fund does notify the Service Provider of defects or want of information in the Deliverable under paragraph 1(b), then the Service Provider shall, as soon as is reasonably practical (but within 5 working days, unless otherwise agreed), remedy such defects or work out a plan to do so. The Fund shall have 10 working days to accept any Deliverable revised by the Service Provider under this paragraph and to notify the Service Provider of any further defects. If the Fund requires extra time to test or review the Deliverable, the period for acceptance is extended to a date reasonably specified by the Fund.
5. If following three remedial periods set out in paragraph 4 above the revised Deliverables still fail to meet the standard required by the Fund, the Fund shall retain the right to reject such Deliverable and reasonably to recover fees previously paid in relation to such Deliverable. If the Fund and the Service Provider fail to agree on the reasonableness of the Fund’s grounds for rejection then either party may raise the dispute under the dispute resolution procedures of Clause G1 of the Contract.
[bookmark: _Toc465257731]
Schedule C – Change Control Procedures 
In the event either party desires to change the terms of the Contract, the following procedures shall apply: 
1. The party requesting the change will:
a. if the Fund is requesting the change, deliver a “Change Request” (in the form attached in the Annexure to this Schedule C) to the Service Provider which describes the nature of the requested change, the reason for the requested change, and the effect the requested change will have on the scope of work. On receipt of the Change Request, the Service Provider will review the effect on the scope of work and update the Change Request with any changes to the contract price or the time for the delivery of the Services. The Service Provider will also make any changes or add information it requires for the Change Request to be agreed. The Service Provider will deliver the updated Change Request back to the Fund within three working days of its receipt.
b. if the Service Provider is requesting the change, deliver to the Fund a Change Request which describes the nature of the requested change, the reason for the requested change, and the effect the requested change will have on the scope of work, which may include changes to the Services, the contract price or the time for the delivery of the Services.
2. The authorised representative of the requesting party will review the proposed change with his/her counterpart within five working days of making the request (unless otherwise agreed by the parties). The parties will evaluate the Change Request and negotiate in good faith the changes to the Services and the additional charges, if any, required to implement the proposed Change Request. If additional changes to the Change Request are required, the Fund will provide the Service Provider with a timeline for the parties to make and discuss the additional changes
3. If both parties agree to implement the Change Request, the appropriate authorised representatives of the parties will sign the Change Request, indicating the acceptance of the changes by the parties. Upon execution of the Change Request it will be incorporated into, and made a part of, this Contract.
4. Neither party is under any obligation to proceed with a Change Request that is proposed by the other party. 
5. If there is a conflict between the terms and conditions set out in the Contract and the terms and conditions set out in any fully executed Change Request, then the most recent fully executed Change Request shall prevail.

[bookmark: _Toc465257732]
Annexure to Schedule C – Change Request Form
Change Request Form
Contract Ref:
Date:
Both parties hereby certify, by the signature of an authorised representative, that this Change Request will amend and be fully incorporated into the existing Contract 
1.	 Change Request Number:	
2.	 Reason for Change Request: 
3.	 Changes to Contract or Schedules:
4. Cost Impact:
	Value
	Costs
	Expenses
	Total

	Original value of the Contract

	
	
	

	Value of this Change Request

	
	
	

	New total value of Contract
	
	
	





Except as changed herein, all terms and conditions of the Contract remain in full force and effect.
IN WITNESS THEREOF, the duly authorised representatives of the parties have caused this Change Request to be fully executed.
	Signed on behalf of the 
Service Provider by:
	
	Signed on behalf of the 
Fund by:
	

	

	
	
	

	Signature of authorised representative
	
	Signature of authorised representative
	

	

	
	
	

	Name of authorised representative
	
	Name of authorised representative
	

	

	
	
	

	Title of authorised representative
	
	Title of authorised representative
	

	

	
	
	

	Date
	
	Date
	





[bookmark: _Toc465257733]Schedule D – Financial obligations 
[bookmark: _Toc465257734]Item 1	- Service Provider’s VAT registration number 	 
558 9423 95
[bookmark: _Toc465257735]Item 2	- Fees
(Clause D1.1)	The total fixed price will not exceed £18,465.00 inclusive of VAT and inclusive of expenses and all costs:
[bookmark: _Toc465257736]Item 3	- Time of payment
(Clause D1.1)	
· Initial payment of 1/3 of the fee on agreement of the contract, October 2016
· 2nd payment of 1/3 of the free on receipt of draft report, December 2016
· 3rd payment of 1/3 of the fee on approval of final report, January 2017.
[bookmark: _Toc465257737]Item 4	- Method of payment
(Clause D1.1)	Electronic funds transfer
[bookmark: _Toc465257738]Item 5	- Time of invoice
(Clause D1.2)	
· After inception meeting 19 October 2016
· After submission of draft report 23 December 2016
· After submission of final report 12 January 2017
[bookmark: _Toc465257739]Item 6	- Invoice address
(Clause D1.2.4) All Invoices must comply with clause D1.2 of this Contract and must:
be addressed to and be submitted in hard copy to:
ATTENTION: Finance
Heritage Lottery Fund
7 Holbein Place
London 
SW1W 8NR
Cc: NRandell@hlf.org.uk


[bookmark: _Toc465257740]Schedule E – Definitions and interpretation

[bookmark: _Toc465257741]1.	Definitions
In this Contract:
Acceptance Procedures means the procedures set out in Schedule B;
CEDR has the meaning given in Clause G1.4.1;
Change Control Procedures are the procedures set out in Schedule C;
Change Request has the meaning given to it in Schedule C;
Completion Date is the date set out in Item 2 of Schedule A (or, if the Contract is extended by the Fund, the date set out in the extension notice) on or before which the Service Provider is required to have completed the Services (unless otherwise agreed by the parties);
Confidential Information means all information a commercially confidential nature relating to the business or trade secrets of the Fund or the Service Provider obtained by it by reason of this Contract, and includes the terms of this Contract, information relating to any client or employee of the Fund and any information relating to the financial position, assets or liabilities of the Fund. Confidential Information does not include information that is public knowledge (otherwise than as a result of breach of this Contract by the Receiving Party);
Contract means this contract between the Fund and the Service Provider consisting of the terms and conditions of this contract and the schedules and any other documents (or parts of documents) agreed by both parties; 
Contract Data has the meaning given in Clause C4.1;
Contracting Authority has the meaning given to it in Clause A9.1;
Data Protection Laws has the meaning given to it in Clause B3.3;
Deliverables means the deliverables specified in this Contract, including in Items 9, 10, 17 and 18 of Schedule A;
Delivery Plan means the Service Provider’s plan detailing how it will deliver the Services to the Fund during the term of the Contract;
Disclosing Party has the meaning given in Clause B5.1.1;
End Phase means the period commencing on the date:
three months before the Completion Date; or
that this Contract terminates under any other provision of this Contract,
and ending on:
if the End Phase commenced under paragraph (a) of this definition, the Completion Date; and
in any other case, the first to occur of:
three months elapsing from the commencement of the Exit Phase under paragraph (b) of this definition; and
the date notified by the Fund to the Service Provider for the purpose of this definition within one month of the commencement of the End Phase;
Final Progress Report means a report which sets out:
an executive summary of the Services;
a copy of any products and resources produced as part of the Services;
any outcomes of the Services;
a copy of any media releases or coverage relating to the Services;
details of any problems encountered by the Service Provider in conducting the Services and solutions (including timeframes) identified to overcome those problems;
a review of any factors likely to affect the satisfactory completion of the delivery of the Services in accordance with the timetable or due dates; and
any other information reasonably requested by the Fund;
Fund’s Background IP means all Intellectual Property Rights owned or licensed by the Fund which is made available or which becomes known to the Service Provider in connection with the provision of the Services or this Contract;
Fund’s Representatives are the persons detailed in Item 4 of Schedule A;
Inception Meeting means the first meeting between the Fund and the Service Provider in relation to the Services;
Intellectual Property Rights means all intellectual property rights whether or not such rights are capable of registration including trademarks, designs, patents, copyright (and any applications for such);
Invitation to Tender means the Fund’s invitation to the tender for the Services, the details of which are set out in Item 3 of Schedule A;
Key Personnel means the persons detailed in Item 6 of Schedule A;
Materials means all materials created by the Service Provider, its personnel or sub-contractors (including any material created jointly with the Fund) relating to or in performing the Services and includes software, data, reports, case studies, schedules, drawings, specifications, designs, inventions or other material;
Mediator has the meaning given in Clause G1.4.1;
Milestone Certificate means written notice that the Fund accepts a deliverable or that a milestone in the provision of the Services has been completed or achieved to the Fund’s satisfaction;
Progress Report means a report which sets out: 
the progress of the provision of the Services in relation to any contractual programme or timetable;
the cost of the work during the period covered by the report;
details of any problems encountered by the Service Provider in conducting the Services and solutions (including timeframes) identified to overcome those problems; 
a review of any factors likely to affect the satisfactory completion of the delivery of the Services in accordance with the timetable or due dates; and
any other information reasonably requested by the Fund.
Receiving Party has the meaning given in Clause B5.1;
Risk Report means a report which sets out the Service Provider’s compliance with Clause C9;
Risk Register means a document in a format agreed with the Fund that sets out the risks of the Service Provider in not being able to provide the Services or comply with any term of this Contract and the strategies to mitigate those risks. 
Service Provider’s Background IP means all Intellectual Property Rights used by the Service Provider or its personnel in performing the Services but not the Intellectual Property Rights in the Materials created by the Service Provider, its personnel or sub-contractors in performing the Services; 
Services means the services or work to be provided as specified in Item 17 of Schedule A;
Special Conditions means the terms and conditions set out in Item 21 of Schedule A;
Standards means the standards set out in Item 7 of Schedule A;
Start Date is the date set out in Item 1 of Schedule A;
Statement of Work means the document set out in the Annexure to Schedule A;
Tender Response means the Service Provider’s response to the Invitation to Tender. A copy of the Tender Response is set out in Exhibit 1 to this Contract; and
Transferee has the meaning given to it in Clause A9.2.
[bookmark: _Toc465257742]2.	Interpretation
The interpretation and construction of this contract is subject to the following provisions:
2.1	reference to a Clause is a reference to the whole of that Clause unless stated otherwise; 
2.2	a reference to a Clause or Schedule is a reference to a clause or schedule of this Contract (unless specified otherwise);
2.3	reference to any enactment, order, regulation or other similar instrument shall be construed as a reference to the enactment, order, regulation or instrument as amended by any subsequent enactment, modification, order, regulation or instrument; 
2.4	headings are for reference only and do not affect their interpretation;
2.5	the meaning of general words is not limited to specific examples introduced by “including”, “for example” or similar expressions; and
2.6	this Contract is not to be construed adversely to a party on the basis that such party prepared it.


[bookmark: _Toc465257743]Signing page
EXECUTED as an agreement
	Signed on behalf of the 
National Heritage Memorial Fund by:
	
	

	

 
	

	



	Signature 
	
	

	


	
	

	Name
	
	

	


	
	

	Title
	
	

	


	
	

	Date
	
	



	Signed on behalf of the 
<Name of Service Provider> by:
	
	
	

	
	

	
	

	Signature of director
	
	Signature of director
	

	


	
	
	

	Name of director
	
	Name of director
	

	


	
	
	

	Date
	
	Date
	



Exhibit 1 – Tender 


Skills for the Future 2016 Research
Organisation	Heritage Lottery Fund
Department	Strategy & Business Development
Title of procurement		Evaluation of HLF Skills for the Future programme
Brief description of supply	Research Services
Estimated value of tender	£15,000 to £20,000
Estimated duration	October 2016 – January 2017
Name of HLF contact	Nick Randell
Timetable	Response deadline: noon, 30 September 2016
Clarification meetings (if required): 12-14 October 2016
	Confirmation of contract: Week beginning 17 October 2016
Work to start: Week beginning 24 October 2016
Draft report: 15 December 2016
Completion of research: By 12 January 2017
[bookmark: _Toc465257744]
1.	Overview
1.1 The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) was set up in 1994 under the National Lottery Act and distributes money raised by the National Lottery to support projects involving the national, regional and local heritage of the United Kingdom. We operate under the auspices of the National Heritage Memorial Fund (NHMF). From April 2013 we will be operating under our new Strategic Framework: ‘A lasting difference for heritage and people’. See the HLF website for more details.
1.2 HLF invests in the full breadth of the UK’s heritage, and through our funding we aim to make a lasting difference for heritage and people. This is reflected in the outcomes for heritage, people and communities which underpin our grant-making.
1.3 HLF launched the Skills for the Future programme in 2009, planning it originally as a one-off initiative to support the creation and provision of work-based training opportunities within the heritage sector. The programme was a strategic response to the impact of the recession, designed to put the heritage sector in a stronger position for recovery. It recognised the need for targeted employer-led interventions to deliver what are sometimes niche skills needed by relatively small numbers of people in the heritage economy. The Skills for the Future programme built on the successful delivery of our smaller-scale Training Bursaries programme and both have sought to ensure the future sustainability of heritage through the supply of a skilled and more diverse workforce. The majority of the budget in a Skills for the Future project is dedicated to bursaries for trainees and direct training costs.
1.4 Following strong demand in our 2011 consultation, Trustees funded a second round of Skills for the Future and in March 2014 invested in a further 39 projects to add to the 54 projects supported in 2010.
1.5 The aims of the Skills for the Future programme were to:
· fund high quality work based training opportunities to equip people with the skills to pursue a career in heritage;
· meet identified skills shortages and gaps in the heritage sector;
· enhance the capacity of the heritage sector to deliver sustainable training and share good practice; and
· increase the diversity of the heritage workforce.
1.6 There is a Skills for the Future online forum on the HLF website where grantees can discuss good practice and share information. We gather grantees together physically once a year to exchange knowledge and experience.
2 [bookmark: _Toc465257745]Skills for the Future evaluation to date
2.1 Since 2010 we have commissioned a range of interim research reports and gathered data about all aspects of the programme.
2.2 In house, we have used standard online questionnaires that all trainees who benefit from the programme are been asked to complete at the beginning and end of their placement. These are intended to provide us with consistent socio-economic and qualitative data on the trainees and their experience.
2.3 In 2011, we commissioned QA Research to look at the first cohort of 54 Skills for the Future applications, to summarise the grantees’ plans for capacity building and evaluation work and to make recommendations about how our own evaluation and grantee-sharing work might be planned.
2.4 In 2012, we commissioned GHK to produce Skills for the Future evaluation tools for use across the programme. In 2013, GHK used these tools to undertake interim evaluation of the first 54 projects and in 2014 they analysed our in-house trainee data. In 2015 we commissioned three consultants, each expert in different heritage sectors, to write 24 trainee case studies and capture some post-training data. More recently, in 2016 we carried out our first interim evaluation work on the 39 Skills for the Future projects awarded grants in 2014.
2.5 Our published research is available on our website.
2.6 In addition to our independent programme evaluation, we require each of our grantees to undertake/commission an evaluation of their own project. We withhold the last 10% of grant until the evaluation report is received. We provide some guidance on evaluation in the programme application materials and can supply copies to the successful contractor.
2.7 To date, we have received 45 evaluation reports from Skills for the Future grantees – 43 from the first cohort and two from the second cohort. These grantee evaluation reports form the focus of this research tender. They vary in length; the shortest is under 10 pages and the longest is over 140 pages. More than half were produced in-house by grantees.
3 [bookmark: _Toc465257746]Purpose of the evaluation
3.1 To review and analyse 45 Skills for the Future grantee evaluation reports to establish the extent to which they demonstrate that the four Skills for the Future programme aims set out above have been achieved. To assess and report on:
· the success, or not, of the Skills for the Future programme to date;
· the impact of the programme to date on applicant organisations, their partners and the wider sector in relation to their understanding of and ability to deliver high quality, targeted, vocational training during and after the HLF project;
· lessons learned from the completed projects relating to project planning, management, process and delivery.
3.2 To review the methodology, structure, content and quality of the grantee evaluations and provide recommendations for what makes a good Skills for the Future evaluation for future grantees to consider.
3.3 The first audience for the report is HLF; it will be used to update our Board on the progress of the programme. Results will be shared with grantees and are likely to be made publicly available; they may be of interest to other policy makers, funders and practitioners in the heritage sector.
4 [bookmark: _Toc465257747]Methodology
4.1 A methodology for the work is open for consultants to propose; we anticipate that it will include some or all of the following:
4.2 Review of the 45 Skills for the Future project evaluations.

We envisage this task primarily as a review of project material already held by HLF, though Consultants should set out detailed proposals for a robust and replicable methodology to capture and assess the quality, scope and methodology of the evaluations. Topics may include:
· Cost of any self-evaluation and/or use of external consultants and other forms of commissioned support;
· Evaluation techniques and tools used (e.g. workshops, baseline studies, feedback forms);
· Methods of data capture and measurement;
· Use of quantitative evidence (e.g. telephone, postal, on-site/street survey);
· Use of qualitative evidence (e.g. interviews, focus groups);
· Use of artworks, video or film to assess impacts;
· Whether formative evaluation informed the ongoing delivery of the project;
· Whether there are early indications that the evaluation has informed the subsequent work of the organisation or influenced the heritage sector;
· Use of HLF evaluation guidance.
4.3 An analysis of the extent to which the distinct aims of the Skills for the Future programme have been achieved and evidenced. In addition to whether the evaluations cover the difference the project has made for the heritage sector and individual trainees, the analysis should include: i) whether the evaluations cover the difference to paid staff, trainers or other stakeholders; ii) the project’s impact on the organisation; iii) any wider social or economic impacts.
4.4 An analysis of the extent to which evaluation reports are likely to be useful to the wider sector (and, indeed, help with the aim of Skills for the Future to ‘enhance the capacity of the heritage sector to deliver sustainable training and share good practice’). What are the features of any poor or excellent examples?
4.5 A review of the extent to which grantees shared the findings of evaluations, including for example, through films, info-graphics and social media; and any benefits they see in this work.
4.6 Consider contacting any remaining project managers to gather their experience of the compilation and usefulness of Skills for the Future evaluations.
4.7 Provide recommendations on when and how future Skills for the Future grantees might undertake and present evaluation for the most impact. Advise HLF on any further reasonable support we should consider providing.
5 [bookmark: _Toc465257748]Outputs
5.1 The following outputs will be required:
· a draft final report;
· a final report (including a set of recommendations for projects on how to evaluate their Skills for the Future projects);
· any other reports as set out here or agreed between HLF and the contractor; and
· a set of research data, to be stored in a readily accessible electronic format such as Excel.
5.2 Any final reports should adhere to HLF’s accessibility and formatting guidance (appended). Those that do not will be returned to the contractor for further work.
5.3 The results will be confidential to HLF. HLF may prepare or commission summary reports and other materials for subsequent wider distribution, based on the results.
5.4 All reports to include appendices as agreed between HLF and the contractor. The contents and structure of the report to be agreed in advance of writing. All reports to be supplied in both hard copy and electronic format.
5.5 All bidders are required to adhere to all appropriate regulations and guidelines on the collection, storage, transmission and destruction of personal data (MRS/SRA, Data Protection Act 1998: Guidelines for Social Research, April 2013).
6 [bookmark: _Toc465257749]Research management
6.1 We expect the research to begin in late October 2016 and to be completed by 12 January 2017. The final report should be submitted to HLF by 12 January 2017.
6.2 The anticipated budget is £15,000 - £20,000 to include all expenses and VAT. The contract will be let by the National Heritage Memorial Fund.
6.3 The payment schedule will be:
· Initial payment of 1/3 of the fee on agreement of the contract, October 2016
· 2nd payment of 1/3 of the free on receipt of draft report, December 2016
· 3rd payment of 1/3 of the fee on approval of final report, January 2017.
6.4 The contract will be based on the HLF standard terms and conditions.
6.5 The research will be managed on a day to day basis for HLF by Nick Randell, Skills for the Future programme manager.
7 [bookmark: _Toc465257750]Award Criteria
7.1 A proposal for undertaking the work should include:
· a detailed methodology for undertaking the study;
· details of staff allocated to the project, together with experience of the contractor and staff members in carrying out similar projects. The project manager/lead contact should be identified;
· the allocation of days between members of the team;
· the daily charging rate of individual staff involved;
· a timescale for carrying out the project;
· an overall cost for the work.
7.2 Your Bid will be scored out of 100%.
70% of the marks will be allocated to your response to the Quality Questions below. Each question will be scored using the methodology in the table below.
Tender responses submitted will be assessed by HLF against the following Quality Questions:
1. To what extent does the tender response demonstrate an understanding of the issues of work based training delivery in the heritage sector related to this research brief?
1. To what extent is the methodology appropriate to the research requirements set out in this brief?
1. What is the extent of the experience of similar heritage and social research?
1. How well has the tenderer structured a research team in order to successfully manage the contract and deliver the required work to the budget and timetable required by HLF?
[bookmark: _Toc465257751]Quality Questions scoring methodology
	Score
	Word descriptor
	Description

	0
	Poor

	No response or partial response and poor evidence provided in support of it.  Does not give the HLF confidence in the ability of the Bidder to deliver the Contract.

	1
	Weak

	Response is supported by a weak standard of evidence in several areas giving rise to concern about the ability of the Bidder to deliver the Contract.

	2
	Satisfactory

	Response is supported by a satisfactory standard of evidence in most areas but a few areas lacking detail/evidence giving rise to some concerns about the ability of the Bidder to deliver the Contract.

	3
	Good

	Response is comprehensive and supported by good standard of evidence. Gives the HLF confidence in the ability of the Bidder to deliver the contract. Meets the HLF’s requirements.

	4
	Very good

	Response is comprehensive and supported by a high standard of evidence. Gives the HLF a high level of confidence in the ability of the Bidder to deliver the contract. May exceed the HLF’s requirements in some respects. 

	5
	Excellent
	Response is very comprehensive and supported by a very high standard of evidence. Gives the HLF a very high level of confidence the ability of the Bidder to deliver the contract. May exceed the HLF’s requirements in most respects.


30% of marks will be awarded for Price.
Price: The evaluation of price will be carried out on the Schedule of charges you provide in response to Table A
[bookmark: _Toc465257752]Price Criterion at 30%
· 30 marks will be awarded to the lowest priced bid and the remaining bidders will be allocated scores based on their deviation from this figure. Your fixed and total costs figure in your schedule of charges table will be used to score this question.
· For example, if the lowest price is £100 and the second lowest price is £108 then the lowest priced bidder gets 30% (full marks) for price and the second placed bidder gets 27.6% and so on. (8/100 x 30 = 2.4 marks; 30-2.4 = 27.6 marks)
· The scores for quality and price will be added together to obtain the overall score for each Bidder.
[bookmark: _Toc465257753]Table A - Schedule of Charges
Please show in your tender submission, the number of staff and the amount of time that will be scheduled to work on the contract with the daily charging rate.
Please complete the table below providing a detailed breakdown of costs against each capitalised description, detailing a total and full ‘Firm Fixed Cost’ for each element of the service provision for the total contract period. Bidders may extend the tables to detail additional elements/costs if required.
VAT is chargeable on the services to be provided and this will be taken into account in the overall cost of this contract.
As part of our wider approach to corporate social responsibility the National Heritage Memorial Fund/Heritage Lottery Fund prefers our business partners to have similar values to our own. We pay all of our staff the living wage (in London and the rest of the UK) and we would like our suppliers and contractors to do likewise. Please highlight in you proposal/tender/bid whether you do pay your staff the living wage.
Bidders shall complete the schedule below, estimating the number of days, travel and subsistence costs associated with their tender submission.
TABLE A: (firm and fixed costs)
	Cost
	Post 1 @cost per day
(No of days)
e.g. Project Manager/ Director
@ £500
	Post 2 @cost per day
(No of days)
e.g. Senior Consultant/manager/researcher
@£300
	Post 3 @cost per day
(No of days)
Junior 
Consultant/equivalent 
e.g. £200
	Total days
	Total fees

	Inception meeting to agree plans and finalise requirements with the Fund
	e.g. 0.5
	1
	1.5
	3
	850

	[Add as necessary]
	
	
	
	
	

	[Add as necessary]
	
	
	
	
	

	[Add as necessary]
	
	
	
	
	



	Cost Type
	Value (£)

	Sub - Total 
	

	VAT
	

	Total*
	



* (This must include all expenses as well as work costs; this figure will be used for the purposes of allocating your score for the price criterion and must cover the cost of meeting all our requirements set out in the ITT).
Notes: 	HLF reserves the right to reject abnormally low tenders. HLF reserves the right to amend the timetable of work where required
You should not submit additional assumptions with your pricing submission. If you submit assumptions you will be asked to withdraw them. Failure to withdraw them will lead to your exclusion from further participation in this competition.
8 [bookmark: _Toc465257754]Procurement Process
8.1 HLF reserves the right to reject abnormally low tenders. HLF reserves the right not to appoint and to achieve the outcomes of the research through other methods.
8.2 The procurement timetable will be:
Tender return deadline: completed proposal to be returned to HLF by noon on Friday 30 September. Clarification meetings may be held with shortlisted consultants and would take place 12-14 October 2016. HLF will notify bidders of our procurement decision in the week commencing 17 October 2016.
8.3 Your tender proposals must be sent electronically via e-mail before the tender return deadline of noon, 30 September 2016 to the following contact:
Diane La Rosa
Heritage Lottery Fund
Holbein Place
London
SW1W 8NL
Diane.La.Rosa@hlf.org.uk
8.4 Please visit the HLF website for further information about the organisation.


[bookmark: _Toc465257755]Appendix: Accessibility and formatting guidance
Reports and other documents created for HLF need to be clear, straightforward to use, and ready to circulate internally, externally and online, as well as suitable for use by screen reading software. Best practice in accessibility is summarised below:
[bookmark: _Toc465257756]Readability
In the final report, and all other documents that may be published online including the tender application consultants should ensure that:
· The size of the font is at least 11pt;
· There is a strong contrast between the background colour and the colour of the text. Black text on a white background provides the best contrast. This also applies to any shading used in tables and/or diagrams;
· Italics are only used when quoting book titles for citations and items on the reference list should be arranged alphabetically by author 
· Colour formatting and use of photos should be of a resolution size that is easily printable and does not compromise the printability of the document.
For further guidance on ensuring readability of printed materials, please refer to the RNIB Clear Print guidelines. These can be found on the RNIB website.
[bookmark: _Toc465257757]Accessibility
Reports should adhere to the following guidelines:
[bookmark: _Toc465257758]Formatting
Headings and content in your document should be clearly identified and consistently formatted, to allow easy navigation for users. Heading Styles should be used to convey both the structure of the document and the relationship between sections and sub-sections of the content.
[bookmark: _Toc465257759]Spacing
Screen readers audibly represent spaces, tabs and paragraph breaks within copy, so it is best practice to avoid the repetitive use of manually inserted spaces. Instead, indenting and formatting should be used to create whitespace (e.g., use a page break to start a new page, as opposed to multiple paragraph breaks).
[bookmark: _Toc465257760]Alternative text
Alt text is additional information for images and tables. This extra information is essential for both document accessibility (screen reading software reads the Alt text aloud) and for the web. Alt text should be concise and descriptive, and should not begin with ‘Image of’ or ‘Picture of’.
[bookmark: _Toc465257761]Images
These should be formatted in-line with text, to support screen readers. Crediting pictures may be necessary, usually in response to a direct request from a third party.
[bookmark: _Toc465257762]Tables
These should be for used for presenting data and not for layout or design. They should also be simple, and include a descriptive title.
[bookmark: _Toc465257763]Additional documents
Any additional information, separate to the report, for example proformas and transcripts which may be used as standalone documents must be fully referenced to the piece of work being submitting and therefore dated, formatted and numbered appropriately.
[bookmark: _Toc465257764]Acknowledgement
All reports should acknowledge HLF. Our logo can be found on the HLF website.
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1.0 Why Ecorys?  


Ecorys is pleased to submit a proposal to the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) to contribute to the ongoing 


evaluation of the Skills for the Future programme. 


About Ecorys 


Ecorys has over 30 years of experience in research, consultancy and programme management services. 
We have experience at all stages of the policy cycle in assisting public policy organisations in 
researching, designing, implementing, delivering and evaluating programmes, projects and interventions. 
We support our clients to use research and evaluation as an evidence base for decision making, and as a 
tool for continuous improvement, as well as for awareness raising and advocacy work within their sectors, 
not least to demonstrate return on investment.  


We work at the local, regional, national and international levels with clients in the public, private and not-
for-profit sectors. We currently work for clients as diverse as the European Commission, the British 
Council, the Department for Culture, Media and Sport, the Big Lottery Fund, and charities such as 
Children England, Groundwork and Plan International. We are part of the wider ECORYS research and 
consultancy company which has around 500 staff and 16 offices spanning 11 countries. 


Our Policy and Research team is made up of over 40 staff who offer skills in both quantitative and 
qualitative research methods. Our experience spans a diverse range of policy themes and sectors 
including arts, culture and heritage, sport and physical activity, health and wellbeing, social exclusion, 
children and families, and economic development. We work with our clients to design and deliver 
independent research and evaluation and also in the development of tools and training to build capacity 
and support self-evaluation. We also support our clients to use research and evaluation as an evidence 
base for decision-making and investment, as a tool for continuous improvement, as well as to support 
awareness raising and advocacy work within their sectors.  


 


We believe that our team is extremely well-placed to undertake this assignment and would like to 


highlight the following key elements of our offer:  


 A solid understanding of the work of HLF and the wider heritage sector. Ecorys has successfully 


delivered a number of research projects for HLF, including the Interim evaluation of the Skills for the 


Future programme. Two of our proposed team members took part in the previous evaluation, 


including Kate Smith, our proposed project manager for this assignment. 


 A proven track record in the field of skills, education and training. Our projects in this field 


include an evaluation of the Youth Engagement Fund, aimed at fostering participation of 


disadvantaged young people in education or training, a study which mapped out the demand and 


supply of digital skills in the UK for the Department for Business Innovation & Skills (BIS), an 


evaluation of the British Council's Premier Skills programme, and a study on the obstacles to 


recognition of skills and qualifications carried out for the European Commission. 


 A recognised expertise in evaluation methodologies. Ecorys routinely supports clients in 


conducting robust evaluations, using a variety of quantitative and qualitative methods.  As examples 


we are currently conducting a range of large scale evaluations for clients such as the European 


Commission, Big Lottery Fund, Department for Education and the Welsh Government.  Our 


evaluations provide important evidence bases for decision-making and continuous improvement and 


the resulting recommendations can help organisations to secure better value for money, as well as 


providing important learning opportunities for stakeholders involved in the evaluation process.  We 


also have experience of conducting meta-evaluations, with a key example being our work for the 


Department for Culture, Media and Sport synthesizing the results of studies of individual interventions 
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associated with the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games. Our track record makes Ecorys 


ideally placed to assess the quality of the evaluations developed by the Skills for the Future grantees, 


and able to draw out the key messages for HLF.   


 A commitment to ensuring that the review produces robust findings and practical 


recommendations, which can be used to inform future decisions on to maximise the value of 


evaluation processes in grant programmes. 


 


Some examples from our recent track record are presented in the box below. Further details of our 


experience is provided in Annex 2. References can be provided on request. 


Selected projects 


We have worked with a range of heritage organisations across Great Britain and Ireland.  We appreciate 
the diverse range of heritage assets across the UK and the scope for these assets to contribute to a 
variety of economic, social and environmental outcomes. 
 
We have a long history of undertaking research on behalf of HLF which includes the current evaluation 
of the Our Heritage programme (now in its final stages). Of particular relevance to this study is the 
interim evaluation of the Skills for the Future Programme, carried out in 2015, which assessed how 
the cohort of organisations which was funded in 2013/14 had contributed to HLF’s outcomes framework, 
based on a survey of project managers as well as training and delivery staff, case studies and interviews 
with strategic leaders from organisations funded in the previous cohort, to gain insights into the longer 
term impacts of the programme. 
 
Other projects include the research on partnership funding which was first completed in 2008, then 
again in 2010, 2013 and 2015. This work involved desk-top research followed by interviews with 
representatives of a sample of HLF funded projects to discuss their partnership funding situation. This 
work has yielded a wealth of information on the availability of other funding sources, and the factors which 
are perceived to impact of the availability of support.   
 
Other recent work on the theme of heritage has included a scoping study on approaches to valuing 
heritage (with specific reference to the economic, social and cultural benefits of heritage in Ireland) and a 
study on the economic and social impacts of England’s Cathedrals (on behalf of the Association for 
English Cathedrals). The research involved a survey of all cathedrals which fell within the scope of the 
research to collect detailed information on a range of themes (ranging from employment and expenditure 
to visitor and community activity). The research findings were used to demonstrate the value of these 
important heritage assets (see here).   
 


 


The remainder of our proposal is structured as follows:  


 Section 2 provides a brief overview of the context for this research.  


 Section 3 sets out our proposed research methodology, including a work programme and timeline.  


 Section 4 introduces the team who would work on this review and includes the schedule of charges 


(Table A). 


 


 Annex 1 provides an example of a synthesis evaluation framework developed by Ecorys. 


 Annex 2 details a selection of recent and relevant projects carried out by Ecorys. 


 Annex 3 presents the CVs of our proposed research team.  


 



http://www.englishcathedrals.co.uk/documents/2015/06/economic-social-impacts-englands-cathedrals.pdf
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We hope that our proposal is of interest to you and are always happy to discuss or provide clarification on 


our approach. For any questions or further information about this submission please contact Etienne Le 


Blanc, our proposed Project Director: 


Etienne Le Blanc 


Tel: 020 7444 4258 


Mobile: 078 8762 8706 


Email: etienne.leblanc@ecorys.com  


 



mailto:etienne.leblanc@ecorys.com
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2.0 The study context  


This section sets out our understanding of the programme, the key findings from its evaluation to date, 


and the implications for this study. 


2.1 Skills for the Future is a strategic workforce development programme 


HLF launched Skills for the Future in 2009 as a strategic response to the impact of the recession, aiming 


to strengthen the sector for recovery by supporting the creation and delivery of work-based training 


opportunities. The programme aims to: 


 Fund high quality work-based training opportunities to equip people with the skills to pursue a career 


in heritage. 


 Meet identified skills shortages and gaps in the heritage sector. 


 Enhance the capacity of the heritage sector to deliver sustainable training and share good practice. 


 Increase the diversity of the heritage workforce. 


 


The programme has clear links with HLF’s Strategic Framework and the overarching objective to secure a 


lasting difference for heritage, people and communities.  


2.2 Previous research has demonstrated significant progress towards meeting 


these aims 


A number of studies of Skills for the Future have been conducted to date, each with a different focus. 


These studies have provided evidence of the wide range of outcomes achieved for trainees, trainers, 


grantee organisations and the wider heritage sector. They also highlighted key challenges and areas for 


improvement. 


The 2012 process evaluation found that development of programmes was time consuming, particularly for 


grantees with little experience. There was also varying knowledge of tax arrangements for traineeship, 


and a tension between lowering barriers to entry for applications and keeping the number of applications 


manageable. Success in meeting the diversity aim was mixed; better outcomes were achieved by 


organisations which worked with community organisations to advertise the role and/or performed their 


own outreach work. Most projects did not set specific diversity targets for recruitment and very few 


restricted traineeships to target groups.  


The interim evaluation in 2013 demonstrated that projects across the programme had begun to deliver 


outcomes. All projects had taken up placements, with an average of 14 per project, and most had 


received accreditation. Furthermore, at this stage more than three quarters of trainees had already found 


employment. The programme also benefited the grantee organisations directly. Most developed a new 


training programme, a new model of training delivery and/or a new training partnership for the project. It 


was clear that the programme had developed capacity in the development and delivery of work-based 


training. Grantees also reported that the programme had filled skills gaps, developed new operational 


partnerships and achieved other organisational benefits such as extra capacity, new ideas and a more 


diverse workforce. In light of the ongoing effects of the financial downturn, however, there was little 
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evidence that projects intended to continue to offer entry-level work-based training beyond the life of the 


programme. 


In 2014, the focus turned to the trainee survey data. The evidence was clear that trainees had greatly 


appreciated and benefited from the training received – for example, 98% were able to work without 


supervision by the end of the training, and 93% would recommend it to a friend. The report also 


highlighted that the programme had made progress towards its strategic aims but that challenges still 


remain. The trainee cohort was more diverse than the wider sector, but still unrepresentative of the wider 


population. Prior educational attainment painted a similar picture. 25% of the cohort held Master’s 


degrees – a figure that compares favourably with the sector average of 50% but suggests that barriers to 


entry may still exist.  


In 2015, HLF commissioned Ecorys to undertake an interim evaluation of the Skills for the Future 


programme, focusing primarily on the cohort of organisations which were funded in 2013/14 (the second 


round of grants made through the programme). The research found that the work of this grantee cohort 


had significantly contributed to the overarching objectives for the programme. The value of the 


programme to the grantees was clear, although some interviewees noted that there was still some way to 


go to address the skills gaps within the heritage sector. Funding to continue providing traineeships 


outside of Skills for the Future remained a challenge although, in contrast to the 2013 study, some 


grantees had developed innovative approaches to address this problem. 


2.3 This study will explore a new perspective to assess impact  


The aim of the proposed research is to review and analyse the evaluation reports produced by 45 Skills 


for the Future grantees to establish the extent to which they demonstrate that the four Skills for the Future 


programme aims have been achieved. Although extensive research has been carried out on the Skills for 


the Future programme previously, this is the first study which will utilise the evaluation outputs produced 


by (or on behalf of) the grantees themselves. Evaluation is an HLF requirement for all the projects which 


receive funding and, as such, is an integral part of the programme. The 45 studies will likely contain a 


wealth of information to establish the extent of the success of the programme to date. Furthermore, an 


assessment of the quality of the grantee evaluations will provide useful information for both HLF and 


future grantees when considering their approaches to evidencing success, and also disseminating and 


using the findings.  
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3.0 Our approach  


3.1 Evaluation objectives  


We understand the purpose of this evaluation is three-fold:  


 Measure the extent to which the programme aims have been achieved, on the basis of the 


information provided by grantees in their evaluation reports. 


 Review the methodology, structure, content and quality of the grantees’ evaluation reports. 


 Provide recommendations to HLF (and future grantees) with a view to improving the quality and 


usefulness of project-level evaluations.  


3.2 Our methodology  


In order to achieve these multiple objectives, and provide the most comprehensive answer to the 


evaluation questions, we propose a two-pronged methodology, based on a synthesis of the findings of the 


45 evaluation reports along with an assessment of the quality and usefulness of the project evaluations.     


3.2.1 Synthesis evaluation 


The first component is a synthesis evaluation, through which we will review, analyse and compile the 


findings of the 45 grantee evaluation reports. In order to do this, we will build a framework to capture and 


aggregate the information reported by the grantees in their evaluation reports. This framework will 


illustrate how the programme’s intervention logic
1
 has been applied through the individual projects, 


providing evidence of the need for the intervention, the inputs of the projects (additional to HLF grants), 


and their outputs, outcomes and impacts: 


 Needs: How have the grantees reflected on the needs identified by HLF for skills and people in the 


heritage sector? This analysis will compile the evidence reported in the grantee evaluation reports on 


skills shortages in each subsector, diversity of the workforce and recruitment processes, etc. 


 Inputs: Do the grantees report specific inputs to the projects, beside HLF funding (financial 


resources, staff time, other inputs)? 


 Activities: Which activities have been undertaken as part of the grantees’ projects?  


 Outputs: What products have been delivered by the projects? Most of the outputs should be easy to 


quantify, and will thus be expressed in terms of number of individuals completing their traineeship, 


number of accredited trainings, number of positive actions implemented in recruitment processes, etc.  


 Outcomes and impacts
2
: What evidence is provided in the evaluation reports of the projects’ 


contribution to the programme aims? Have the projects succeeded in equipping people with the skills 


to pursue a career in the heritage sector, in meeting identified skill gaps, in building training capacity 


and increasing the diversity of the workforce? This is the most important part of the synthesis 


 
1
 The intervention logic or theory of change for the programme will be revisited and refined during the inception stage of 


the study. 
2
 The Magenta Book (HM Treasury, 2011) distinguishes between outcomes, defined as the results for participants, 


and impacts, as capturing changes in organisations, communities and systems.  
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evaluation, and as such each category will be broken down into several subcategories (for example, 


the use of communication materials to disseminate evaluations is part of building capacity in the 


sector). When analysing the outcomes reported in the grantee evaluations, it will be important to 


distinguish between the many layers of stakeholders who can benefit directly or indirectly from the 


programme – the trainees, the trainers, the grantee organisations, the heritage sector and society at 


large (see Figure 3.1).   


 Lessons learned: whilst this is not part of the logic model, our proposed synthesis evaluation will 


also capture the practises and learning points reported in the project evaluations in terms of project 


planning, management, process and delivery. This is particularly important as the HLF has now 


opened a new cohort of beneficiaries for the Skills for the Future Programme, and this evaluation is a 


valuable opportunity to collate and disseminate the learnings of past projects.  


Figure 3.1  Programme beneficiaries and stakeholders 


 


 


While the initial framework will be based on HLF’s approach to the intervention (using for example the 


programme’s four aims as the outcome categories), it is likely that we will add new categories as we 


review the evaluation reports (if for example other types of outcomes have been identified, especially 


where various project evaluations coincide in identifying an unexpected outcome). Through this inductive 


approach, we will be able to assess the extent to which the programme’s objectives have been achieved 


while capturing the information emerging from the ground.  


In operational terms, we will develop a matrix for analysis, which will be populated horizontally (one line 


for each project) and analysed vertically (compiling findings of all evaluation reports for each category, 


represented by a column). Please see Table 3.2  for a simplified version of the matrix that will be 


developed at the start of the project). 


Heritage sector 
and society 


Grantee 
organisations 


Trainers and 
paid staff 


Trainees 
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Table 3.1  Synthesis evaluation matrix 


Projects 


Needs Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes and impacts 
Lessons 


learned 


Skills 
shortages 


Lack of 
diversity 


of the 
workforce 


… HLF 
Grants 


Other 
inputs 


by 
grantees 


… Details of 
activities 


(number of 
traineeship 
schemes, 


etc.) 


… Number 
of 


trainees 


Number of 
accredited 
trainings 


Number 
of 


positive 
actions 


… Number 
of 


trainees 
who 


secured 
a job in 


the 
heritage 
sector 


Evidence 
of sharing 
of good 


practices 


Improved 
training 


processes in 
grantee 


organisations 


… Project 
planning 


management, 
etc. 


Project 


1 
                


 


Project 


2 
                


 


Project 


3 
                


 


Project 


4 
                


 


…                 
 


  


 


 


 


 


Populating the matrix 
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This is an approach Ecorys has implemented successfully in previous studies, for instance to evaluate 


Renaissance East Midlands’ Flagship Learning Providers Programme across 12 individual projects (see 


Annex One). The findings of the synthesis will then be summarised in a format which will be easy for HLF 


to share with its Board, its grantees and the wider public. 


3.2.2 Meta evaluation 


The second component of our proposed methodology is a meta evaluation, through which we will review 


the methodologies used by grantees in evaluating their projects, as well as the structure, content and 


overall quality and usefulness of their reports. In other words, this is an evaluation of the evaluations 


carried out by the grantees. In contrast with the synthesis evaluation, the meta evaluation is not focused 


on the findings of the grantee evaluations but on the processes used by the evaluators (internal and 


external) to obtain these findings, assessed against HLF guidelines and recognised good practices for 


evaluation
3
. This analysis will inform our recommendations on how to carry out project evaluations, aimed 


at both the grantees and HLF (in informing development of their evaluation requirements and guidance).   


At the design stage we will develop a meta evaluation framework, which will be composed of the 


following: 


 A list of assessment criteria: a meta evaluation criterion is a judgement on a particular aspect of the 


grantee evaluations, such as “the evaluation was planned and designed at the outset of the project” 


or “the final report contains material that is easy to share with heritage organisations and the wider 


public”. While the exact list of evaluation criteria will be refined during the design phase, at this stage 


we propose to include the following aspects: 


o Evaluation planning: when and how the evaluation plan was designed, and which resources 


were allocated for that component of the project. We will also look a whether and how the 


grantees embedded the evaluation into their project to improve them on an ongoing basis. 


o Evaluation design: whether and how the grantees developed a clear framework for their 


evaluation. We will seek an evaluation framework based on a pertinent intervention logic, a 


set of evaluation questions and a range of evaluation techniques and tools (qualitative and 


quantitative) relevant to answer these questions.   


o Implementation: how, when and by whom was the evaluation implemented, and whether 


there is a degree of correspondence with what was planned and designed in terms of the 


quantity, frequency and quality of the data gathered for the evaluation.   


o Analysis and Reporting: how well were the data analysed and the findings reported in a 


useful way. We will look at the overall quality and usefulness of evaluation reports and 


whether they use formats that are easy to read (for example, whether the report include an 


executive summary and a set of recommendations easily identifiable) and share 


(infographics, videos, images, etc.). 


 


 
3
 The literature on evaluation offers a wealth of good practices and accepted standards, such as OECD, 2009, 


UNEG, 2016, UNFPA, 2005.  
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Figure 3.2  Proposed categories of meta evaluation criteria 


 


 A rating scale: subject to adjustments at the design stage of the project, we propose that  each 


evaluation criteria is assessed against the following scale, based on UNFPA (2005):  


Table 3.2  Proposed meta evaluation rating scale 


Rating Description 


Missing The standard is not addressed 


Unsatisfactory The standard is addressed but not at the level specified 


Satisfactory The standard is met 


Good the standard is exceeded 


Excellent Evaluation meets all of the standards in a manner that can be considered best 


practice among the sample of evaluation reports 


 


The findings will be summarised across the 45 project evaluations, giving an overview of the strong and 


weak points of the evaluation process across the sample.  


An important consideration for the meta evaluation is that the Skills for the Future Programme was 


designed to make a long-lasting impact on the ‘capacity of the heritage sector to deliver sustainable 


training and share good practice (HLF, 2016)’. HLF expect the grantee evaluations to contribute 


significantly to this objective, by disseminating the lessons learned from the projects which received HLF 


support.  


As such, we consider that the meta evaluation should not only assess the quality of the evaluations but 


also consider what happened after the evaluation was completed in terms of sharing lessons, good (and 


bad) practices, and contributing to capacity building in the sector. While we anticipate that some of these 


impacts will be mentioned in some of the reports, we think that in order to provide a better overview of 


the impacts made by the projects on the sector, it is important to create a mechanism to capture what 


happened after the evaluation report was completed, especially in terms of dissemination of knowledge 


and capacity building within the sector: to what extent have the grantees shared the findings of 


evaluations? Which formats and tools did they use and find useful to that end? For this reason we are 


also proposing to undertake a survey of project managers, focusing specifically on this issue.  


We are also mindful of the reporting and evaluation requirements expected of grantees, their potential 


participation in previous research on the Skills for the Future programme, and the need to avoid research 


fatigue amongst HLF’s partners. Our previous experience of evaluating this programme has also given 


us an insight into the pros and cons of different approaches to surveying the grantees. Taking this into 


account, we propose that the best option is a focused and short online survey of project managers. 


We anticipate that the survey would be composed of a small number of closed questions (between four 


and six) on the usefulness and impacts of the evaluations they carried out or commissioned, using rating 


scales to express agreement or disagreement, and an optional open field to share specific good or bad 


Planning Design Implementation 
Analysis and 


Reporting 
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practices, lessons or recommendations for future grantees and for HLF. Responding to the survey should 


take less than five minutes on average.   


3.3 Work programme  


Our work programme is comprised of four strands of work as summarised in the following diagram and 


explained in more detail below.  


Figure 3.3  Work programme summary 


 


3.3.1 Strand 1: Inception  


Task 1 – Inception meeting  


An inception meeting will be held with relevant HLF staff in late October. The meeting will provide an 


opportunity to discuss:  


 the general approach to the research;  


 frameworks for the synthesis evaluation and the meta evaluation; 


 online survey questionnaire; 


 exchange of relevant information;  


 relevant contacts within HLF;  


 reporting requirements; and,  


 project management arrangements, including progress updates and key milestones. 


 


Inception 


• Inception meeting 


• Inception note 


Review 


• Evaluation frameworks 


• Review of the 45 reports 


• Consolidation and analysis 


Survey 


• Questionnaire 


• Implementation 


• Analysis 


Reporting 


• Draft final report 


• Final report 


• Final presentation 
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Task 2 – Inception note 


Following the meeting we will provide a note summarising the discussion and listing the agreed action 


points. We will also provide an updated work programme and timetable. The inception note will also 


contain our understanding of the intervention logic, based on existing HLF documentation and what will 


be discussed at the inception meeting. The intervention logic will inform the evaluation frameworks 


designed as part of task 3.  


 


3.3.2 Strand 2: Evaluation review  


Task 3 – Evaluation frameworks design 


We will develop two bespoke frameworks, one for the synthesis evaluation (see Table 3.1  Synthesis 


evaluation matrix) and one for the meta evaluation (criteria and rating scale), based on the structure 


presented in this proposal and incorporating comments made by HLF at the inception meeting.  


The frameworks will be developed by a senior member of the team and will be reviewed after the first five 


evaluation reports have been reviewed, to tailor it further to the needs of this assignment (if required).  


Task 4 – Review of the 45 reports   


This is the core of the assignment, for which we have allocated half of the researcher time for this project, 


as it needs to be done rigorously and thoroughly. The 45 reports will be reviewed according to the 


frameworks defined in task 3.  


As this part of the project requires the participation of several researchers, we will harmonise our 


judgement criteria by first asking all the reviewers to work individually on the same report and to compare 


and discuss results afterwards.  


Cases (or illustrative examples) that ought to be highlighted in our report (e.g. through the use of text 


boxes) will be identified during the review in order to make the dissemination of good and bad practice 


easier.  


Task 5 – Consolidation and analysis 


All of the researchers who participate in the review will also contribute to the consolidation and analysis of 


the results, to make sure that we include all relevant findings. This will analysis will feed into the study 


report.    


 


 


 


The output from this strand will be an inception note covering all points agreed at the 


inception meeting. 


The output from this strand will be a completed synthesis evaluation matrix and a meta 


evaluation matrix, as well as a set of practices and lessons from individual projects. 
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3.3.3 Strand 3: Online survey  


Task 6 – Questionnaire design 


As explained in the methodology section, we will design an online survey to capture information on 


sharing and learning resulting from the evaluations from the grantee organisations, contacting all of the 


45 project managers for which email addresses can be sourced. We will discuss and agree strategies for 


maximising the survey response rate at the inception meeting (for example, the response rate is likely to 


be improved if HLF distribute the survey or endorse it in some way). The survey questionnaire will be sent 


to HLF for approval in advance of being used.  


Task 7 – Survey implementation 


The survey will be distributed using a reliable online platform such as Checkmarket, with which Ecorys 


has worked before. The survey will be open for completion for at least two weeks, with targeted reminders 


sent to non-respondents. 


Task 8 – Survey analysis 


The responses to the online survey will be analysed in order to be incorporated in the report. This will 


include a review of responses to any open-ended question to identify good practises and lessons.  


 


 


3.3.4 Strand 4: Reporting  


Task 9 – Draft final report 


The research findings will be drawn together to form a report which, where possible, includes use of 


diagrams or images to summarise and highlight the key findings. Based on the meta evaluation (and to a 


lesser extent on the synthesis evaluation), we will formulate practical recommendations for HLF, the 


grantees and possibly other stakeholders on how to carry out project evaluations and how to improve the 


guidance to project managers and evaluators.  


We will also provide the synthesis and meta evaluation matrices, along with the survey results and any 


other material generated during the course of the research. The report structure will be agreed with HLF 


before drafting begins. We would be happy to meet to discuss the findings and receive any comments 


following submission of the draft report. 


Task 10 – Final report   


The final report will incorporate HLF’s comments on the draft and will be submitted on or before 12
th
 


January 2017. The final report will be formatted in accordance with HLF’s accessibility guidelines. 


Ecorys would be delighted to contribute to the sharing of knowledge in the sector by supporting the 


dissemination of our findings through HLF’s online forum or other digital channels, for example through 


writing a blog. We would also be happy to present the findings to a wider audience in a way that 


corresponds to HLF’s policies and objectives, for example through a presentation of the evaluation results 


at the yearly meeting of grantees organised by HLF. This can be discussed at the inception meeting or at 


the end of the project, and Ecorys would offer these contributions at no cost to the contract.   


The output from this strand will be a report and supplementary materials. 


The output from this strand will be a survey report. 
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3.4 Timeline  


The following chart provides a timeline for the research. We have assumed that the work would begin in 


week commencing 24
th
 October 2016. The draft final report would be submitted by 23


rd
 December 2016 


with a final version to be submitted by 12
th
 January 2017 (subject to receipt of comments from HLF). 


Table 3.3  Proposed timetable 


 
Week commencing on 


Tasks 24-Oct 31-Oct 07-Nov 14-Nov 21-Nov 28-Nov 05-Dec 12-Dec 02-Jan 09-Jan 


Inception                     


Inception meeting and note 1 


         Evaluation report review                     


Evaluation frameworks 


 


1 


        Review of the 45 reports 


  


1 1 1 


     Consolidation and analysis 


     


1 


    Online survey                     


Questionnaire 


 


1 


        Implementation 


  


1 1 1 


     Analysis 


     


1 


    Reporting                     


Draft final report 


      


1 1 


  Final report 


        


1 1 
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4.0  Our team and inputs  


4.1 Project management  


The evaluation will be directed by Etienne Le Blanc and managed by Kate Smith, with Louise Scott acting 


as a senior quality assurance (QA) expert. Etienne will have overall responsibility for the contract, 


including assuring the quality of work undertaken and all deliverables. Kate will report directly to the 


evaluation lead within HLF, and provide regular telephone and email updates. Kate will manage and 


monitor the work programme, take responsibility for achieving study milestones, highlight any issues 


which are impacting on progress to HLF, and seek critical feedback on quality issues and procedures. 


Louise will quality check the methodological tools and reports before submission. 


4.2 Research team 


We have selected an experienced research team with a diverse mix of skills in order to meet the research 


objectives. The following table provides details of the staff who would work on this assignment, including 


their experience and role in the team. We have chosen a team which provides significant experience of 


research in the heritage sector coupled with skills in evaluation design, implementation and review.  


Table 4.1  Proposed research team 


Researcher  Experience  Role in team 


Kate Smith Kate is a Research Manager with over ten years’ 
experience of managing and delivering research and 
evaluations. She has a strong understanding of the Skills 
for the Future programme, having managed and delivered 
the 2015 interim evaluation. For this study, Kate was 
responsible for designing the research tools, managing the 
survey and conducting interviews both with project 
managers and high-level, strategic stakeholders. She also 
led on the production of the report and presented the 
findings to HLF and a number of projects and stakeholders. 
Kate also has experience of meta-evaluations having 
conducted a study for the 2011 grants round of the Health 
and Social Care Volunteering Fund, collating grantee 
evaluations, assessing their quality and mapping the 
outcomes achieved by the projects.  


Project Manager: day-to-
day client liaison; 
management of the team; 
budget and resourcing; 
attendance at client 
meetings, active 
involvement in research 
process (review of 
reports), lead on analysis 
and reporting. 


Etienne Le 
Blanc 


Etienne Le Blanc is a Senior Research Manager at Ecorys, 
which he first joined in 2009 through our group-wide 
International Talent Programme. He holds an MSc in Local 
Economic Development (with Distinction) from the London 
School of Economics. Etienne’s 7 year experience in the 
field of public policy evaluation involved managing projects 
for a wide range of clients ranging from local governments 
in the UK, think tanks and international organisations such 
as the US Agency for International Development (USAID). 
Etienne has been involved in a number of regional and 
European projects through which he has gained valuable 
experience in developing research frameworks, extracting 
and analysing information and data, designing surveys and 
conducting consultations with strategic stakeholders. 


Project Director: providing 
strategic direction and an 
oversight role, developing 
framework and research 
tools, and  reporting. 
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Researcher  Experience  Role in team 


Rachel 
Wooldridge 


 


Rachel is a Research Manager at Ecorys. She has 
experience in both qualitative and quantitative research 
methods, working on projects for a variety of clients 
including HLF, the Department for Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG) and the Cabinet Office. Rachel has 
significant experience working for the HLF, having been a 
key team member for the 2015 interim evaluation of the 
Skills for the Future programme. She conducted a 
significant number of interviews with for the project case 
studies, and as such has a good understanding of the 
programme.  Rachel also worked on the 2015 Partnership 
Funding update where she was involved in co-ordinating 
and conducting interviews with fifty project managers of 
HLF-funded projects across the UK, to examine how 
successful projects have been in securing their partnership 
funding requirement. More generally, Rachel has a large 
amount of experience in qualitative research, interviewing a 
variety of different stakeholders - from project managers 
and front line staff to programme recipients – and analysing 
such research using a number of qualitative analysis 
techniques to build up comprehensive case study 
information. 


Research and analysis: 
desk research and 
interviews.  


Louise Scott  


 


Louise, an Associate Director at Ecorys, is an experienced 
researcher and project manager/director who has 
contributed to a range of research for public and third sector 
clients, including the recently completed evaluation of the 
DFID funded International Citizen Service and the meta 
evaluation of the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic 
Games (in which Louise was responsible for the community 
engagement legacy theme). She is skilled in designing and 
delivering mixed methods approaches, including systematic 
reviews. She has a good understanding of the heritage 
sector as well as the wider grant funding landscape, having 
completed research for a variety of funders (including the 
Big Lottery Fund) and grant recipients (including current 
work for Suffolk Mind concerning the Quay Place health 
and wellbeing centre). Louise led the four partnership 
funding research studies completed on behalf of HLF and is 
currently working on the Our Heritage programme 
evaluation.  


Quality Assurance 
Expert, acting a second 
reader and providing 
critical feedback on the 
tools and outputs 
developed by the team 
with a view to improving 
quality across the project. 


 


 


 


CVs for the named team members are provided in Annex Three.  


4.3 Quality assurance  


Our established project management procedures will ensure that risks are identified, reviewed and 


managed throughout the course of any assignment, starting from a strong belief in preventing risks by 


careful planning and acting to control issues as soon as they emerge. The emergence of new risks, or an 


escalation of existing issues, will be a standard reporting item in progress updates to the client and 


additional communication will be instigated where necessary. A risk register will be maintained by the 


project manager as a way to highlight and manage events which may adversely impact on the 


assignment.  
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As an organisation, we hold the ISO 9001 quality assurance standard. Quality is an integral part of our 


company and thus informs the nature of the work we do, the way it is undertaken and our staffing and 


recruitment policies. Linked to our project management systems, we have quality assurance mechanisms 


in place to ensure that the any contract delivery is of high quality, reliable and objective. 


The following table outlines our approach to managing quality throughout this project. 


Table 4.2  Quality measures for the project 


Project task  Quality measures to be implemented  


Project inception and 
research design 
 


A project planning document will be drawn up by the project manager and 
circulated to the team.  Research tools for will be developed by the project 
director and inputs sought from key staff where relevant. Inputs to aspects of 
research design will be sought from the client as appropriate (adequate time will 
be allocated for review and agreement of research tools before they are used).  


Research 
 


All team members will be briefed fully before commencing any research activity. 
Staff will be regularly line-managed to ensure quality in their dealings with 
grantees or stakeholders and outputs will be reviewed by the project manager 
and / or director.   


Analysis and 
reporting   
 


The project director has overall responsibility for the delivery of clear and 
comprehensive outputs of high quality.  All draft reports or materials will be 
reviewed and quality assured before being submitted and any data analysis will 
be subject to scrutiny to ensure it is robust. We are familiar with following client 
style guides for reporting, and we are happy to take on board HLF’s guidelines in 
this case. 


Complaints  
 


If a client or project expresses dissatisfaction with our work, it is the responsibility 
of the project director to respond in the first instance.  If the issue cannot be 
resolved, a statutory director of Ecorys UK will meet with the client concerned to 
review and resolve the position. 


 


All assignments will be undertaken according to the highest standards of data security, research ethics 


and confidentiality. Copies of our written policies in these areas can be provided on request. Ecorys UK is 


registered as a data controller with the Information Commissioner's Office (ICO), registration number 


Z5564761. Our employees comply with the Social Research Association Ethical Guidelines (SRA)
4
 and 


other relevant codes of practice, namely those set out by the Government Social Research Unit (GSRU)
5
, 


Market Research Society (MRS)
6
 and Health and Safety Executive (HSE) on lone working


7
.  


4.4 Corporate social responsibility  


Ecorys UK has a strong history of being involved with social issues, and this is reflected in our company 


culture – we are an employee-owned company and our mission is to do work that makes a difference. 


Our staff are paid the living wage. We welcome the opportunity to work with organisations that have 


similar values to our own.  


A group of staff meet monthly to discuss corporate social responsibility, primarily in terms of progress in 


delivering the annual work plan, and report directly to one of our board members.  


 
4
 SRA (2003) Ethical Guidelines 


5
 GRSU (2011) GSR Professional Guidance: Ethical Assurance for Social Research in Government 


6
 MRS (2010) Code of Conduct  


7
 HSE (2014) Working alone: Health and safety guidance on the risks of lone working 



http://the-sra.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/ethics03.pdf

http://www.civilservice.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/09/ethics_guidance_tcm6-5782.pdf

https://www.mrs.org.uk/pdf/code_of_conduct.pdf

http://www.hse.gov.uk/pubns/indg73.pdf
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Each year, we select a charity through a staff vote to which we contribute 1% of our annual company 


profits. During 2016 we are working with Women’s Aid, a charity that aims to protect women and families 


from domestic abuse.  


We have an annual volunteering day so that we can do some good work in our local communities. For the 


past three years, staff based in our London office have worked with Thrive, supporting their Social and 


Therapeutic Horticulture Project in Battersea Park. 


4.5 Inputs and fees 


Our total cost for undertaking the research is £15,388.00, excluding VAT which would be charged at the 


prevailing rate on all invoices (as shown, the price including VAT at the current rate of 20% is 


£18,465.00), which equates to 33.5 research days.  We believe our proposal offers excellent value for 


money, considering we would provide a highly-experienced research team, at or above Research 


Manager level. 


Our costs for delivering the research are set out in the schedule of charges below.  


  



http://www.womensaid.org.uk/

http://www.thrive.org.uk/
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Table A -  Schedule of charges (firm and fixed costs) 
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(£
1
5
0
) 


Total 
days 


Total fees 
(£) 


Inception        


Inception meeting and note  0.5 0.5   1 498  


Evaluation report review        


Evaluation frameworks 0.5 1 1   2.5 1,365  


Review of the 45 reports  2 8 5  15 6,665  


Consolidation and analysis 0.5 1 2 1  4.5 2,215  


Online survey        


Questionnaire   0.5   0.5 213  


Implementation   0.5  1 1.5 363  


Analysis   1   1 425  


Reporting        


Draft final report 0.5 1 2  0.5 4 1,865  


Final report 0.5 0.5 1  0.5 2.5 1,155  


Project Management   1   1 425  


Travel costs       200  


Support for dissemination of the 
results 


      Free 


Sub-Total 2 6 17.5 6 2 33.5 15,388  


 


Cost Type Value (£) 


Sub - Total  15,388.00 


VAT 3,078.00 


Total 18,465.00 
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Annex One - An example of a 
synthesis evaluation framework 
developed by Ecorys   







 


A2 


Activities Outputs


11  pieces of 


research 


conducted


103 of new / 


improved 


resources


21  training 


sessions delivered


101 onsite 


activities delivered


7 new / improved 


exhibitions


10  events 


delivered


116 instances of adults participating in on-


site formal learning (or organised) 


activities


1068 instances of participation in on-site 


family learning activities


1047 instances of children participating in 


on-site informal learning (or organised) 


activities


319 instances of participation in on-site 


learning activities for young people aged 


16-24


5454 visits by children and young people 


in formal learning


300 instances of adults participating in 


museums’ outreach activities


126 outreach 


activities delivered


2801 instances of children and young 


people participating in museums’ outreach 


activities


60 groups engaged with through outreach 


activities and as part of consultation 


processes of structured engagement 


exercises


OutcomesInputsNeed


£276,333 


(of which 


£201,369 


consisted of 


museum 


grants)


Flagship 


Learning 


Provider 


Programme


Raise aspirations 


and educational 


achievement


Develop specialist 


provision for 


specific needs


Develop provision 


to address social, 


health and 


economic 


agendas


Develop provision 


to support new 


curriculum 


developments


Strengthen 


provision for local 


communities


MLA 


Renaissance


People gain 


knowledge and a 


better 


understanding


People gain skills 


and/or achieve


Educational Institutes and Partners


Improved relationships


Enhanced skills


Improved learning provision


Museums and Staff


Improved relationships


Increased visitors


Enhanced skills


Improved learning provision


Young People


Improved knowledge


Enhanced skills


Changed attitudes and aspirations


Improved learning provision


Enjoyment


Community Members


Improved knowledge


Enhanced skills


Changed attitudes


Enjoyment


Improved relationships


Flagship Museums


Building staff's confidence, 


skills and knowledge using 


collections as a basis for 


delivering learning 


activities for specific 


groups of learners


Improving relationships 


with educational institutes 


and other children and 


young people's services to 


develop a greater 


understanding of their 


priorities and of how 


museum activities can 


complement existing 


educational provision


Working in partnership 


with organisations to 


develop new / improved 


museum learning 


resources that better meet 


the needs of specific 


groups of young people


Increasing visitors


Annex One - An example of a synthesis evaluation framework 


developed by Ecorys   


 







 


A3 


Annex Two – Track Record 
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Annex Two - Track Record 


Selection of past and current research projects carried out by Ecorys 


Title Evaluation of Creative People and Places 


Description The Arts Council's Creative People and Places fund (£37m) invests in areas 
where people's involvement in the arts is significantly below the national 
average. Action research partnerships were established to encourage long-
term collaborations and to provide the opportunity to experiment with new 
and radically different approaches that will develop inspiring, sustainable arts 
programmes.  Ecorys undertook a national evaluation of the programme, 
which will capture the extent to which more people from places of least 
engagement are experiencing and inspired by the arts, the success of the 
CPP programme, and lessons to inform the work of the cultural sector.  The 
research comprised a meta-evaluation, primary qualitative research (case 
studies and consultations), and a range of dissemination activities. 


Client A New Direction 


Dates  2013 - 2017 


 


Title Assessment of Selected Evaluations of Start-Up Support 
Measures/Policies Based on Expert Interviews 


Description Ecorys was commissioned by the European Foundation for the Improvement 
of Living and Working Conditions (Eurofound) to conduct an assessment of 
selected evaluations of enterprise start-up support measures/policies across 
seven EU countries. Ecorys reviewed evaluations from eleven enterprise 
start-up programmes using methods of meta-evaluation, and assessed them 
against quality, relevance and impact evaluation criteria, before conducting 
extended interviews with the 7 national experts responsible for the 
evaluations. A synthesis report was produced on the main findings, and 
assisted Eurofound in formulating policy responses to the EC's Youth 
Guarantee. 


Client Eurofound 


Dates  2015 


 


Title Meta Evaluation of the  London 2012 Olympics Games  


Description As part of a consortium led by Grant Thorton, Ecorys was commissioned to 
deliver the Meta-Evaluation of the Impacts and Legacy of the London 2012 
Olympics and Paralympic Games. The Meta Evaluation captured and 
synthesized the results of evaluations of individual legacy studies and used 
these, along with additional research, to analyse and evaluate the overall 
Legacy of the Games for the following thematic areas: sport and physical 
activity, East London regeneration, community engagement, sustainability, 
economic and disability. 


Client Department for Culture, Media and Sport 


Dates  2012 
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Title Developing Meta Evaluation Methods  


Description Meta-evaluation studies have not been done before on the scale as for the 
London 2012 Legacy evaluation. This linked project developed a methods 
framework that depicted how the meta-evaluation should be performed. For 
this, Ecorys worked together with highly experienced academics who perform 
meta-evaluations themselves, or contribute synthesis methods development. 
 
The academics and Ecorys reviewed literature, analysed shortcomings and 
proposed new (combinations of) methods, so to contribute to the academic 
body of knowledge of meta-evaluation. This knowledge was communicated to 
the academic world with a paper and conference presentations. 


Client ESRC and Ecorys Research Programme 


Dates  2011 - 2013 


 


Title National Programme Evaluation Review, Health and Social Care 
Volunteering Fund (HSCVF)  


Description HSCVF is the Department of Health’s innovative capacity-building and grant 
funding programme. It offers local and national Voluntary Sector 
organisations across England capacity building support and funding for 
discrete projects to further develop their organisation’s health and / or social 
care volunteer-led services. Kate led a meta-review of the evaluation reports 
produced by the projects funded under the national funding round in 2011, 
assessing the quality of their evaluation reports and mapping the outcomes 
achieved by the projects. 


Client HSCVF Managing Body 


Dates  2014 


 


Title Evaluation of the Skills for the Future Programme 


Description Ecorys was commissioned to undertake an evaluation of Heritage Lottery 
Fund's Skills for the Future programme. The programme was launched in 
2009 to support the creation and provision of work-based training 
opportunities within the heritage sector, and a second round of grants was 
awarded in 2014. Ecorys conducted a series of detailed case studies with 10 
funded organisations, alongside interviews with strategic leaders to respond 
to the key research questions: to what extent the programme met its aims to 
date and the impact of the programme on applicant organisations, their 
partners and the wider heritage sector. The study ultimately informs HLF's 
thinking about future investment in vocational training. 


Client Heritage Lottery Fund 


Dates  2015 
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Title Partnership Funding Update 2015 


Description Research to investigate the partnership funding situation of a sample of HLF 
funded projects (which updates the work previously undertaken by Ecorys in 
2013, 2010 and 2008). This was a desk-based study which involved 
telephone interviews with a sample of funded projects to discuss their current 
arrangements for partnership funding and their views on the availability of 
partnership funding for heritage more generally. 


Client Heritage Lottery Fund 


Dates  2015 


 


Title Evaluation of Our Heritage 


Description Ecorys is evaluating the Our Heritage programme.  As part of this project, 
Ecorys  worked with HLF to establish evaluation tools and indicators that was 
used to assess outcomes; supporting grantees in their evaluation work; 
collecting, assembling and analysing evaluation data from projects; and 
comparing the actual delivery outcomes with those predicted at assessment.  
The study collected evidence from a sample of projects and produced reports 
in 2015 and 2016. 


Client Heritage Lottery Fund 


Dates  2013 - 2016 


 


Title Evaluation of Quay Place 


Description Suffolk Mind and the Churches Conservation Trust are working in partnership 
to develop Quay Place, an innovative wellbeing centre at the site of St 
Mary's-at-the-Quay, a medieval church in Ipswich. The Quay Place project 
will repair the physical condition of the church and deliver heritage learning 
and interpretation activities alongside wellbeing workshop classes, groups 
and one-to-one therapies. Ecorys is working with the partnership to develop 
an evaluation framework to capture the wide range of outcomes Quay Place 
aims to achieve. The evaluation team will conduct in-depth interviews with 
participants, staff and volunteers to understand what is working, for whom, 
and in what contexts; and develop tools to enable Quay Place staff to 
sustainably capture the views of visitors and the wider community. To 
translate findings into practice, Ecorys will support sharing of learning through 
the production of accessible and engaging case studies and reports, and 
presentations at stakeholder events across the heritage and wellbeing 
sectors. 


Client Suffolk Mind 


Dates  2015 - 2019 
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Title Review of the Local Economic Impacts of Cultural Sector Investments 


Description Ecorys was commissioned by the Department for Culture, Media and Sport 
(DCMS) to undertake a literature review and collection of high quality case 
studies around the local economic impacts resulting from cultural (arts and 
heritage) investments.  
 
The aim was to assist DCMS in strengthening wider understanding of the 
value of culture, assessing the quality of economic impact methodologies and 
improving its impact. Ecorys employed a Rapid Evidence Assessment 
methodology to complete the review, drawing upon the CASE database and 
working closely with the Arts Council and English Heritage, supplemented 
with consultations with cultural assets to complete the case studies.         


Client Department of Culture Media and Sport 


Dates  2014 


 


Title The economic impact of maintaining and repairing historic buildings in 
England 


Description Ecorys was commissioned by the Heritage Lottery Fund to provide an 
estimate of the economic impacts associated with the repair and 
maintenance of the historic building stock in England. 


Client Heritage Lottery Fund 


Dates  2012 
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Annex Three – CVs of the proposed 
research team 
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Annex Three - CVs of the proposed research 


team 


RESEARCHER LOUISE SCOTT 


POSITION ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 


QUALIFICATIONS AND SKILLS 


Qualifications 
and 
Memberships 


BSc Economics, University College London   


MSc Environmental and Resource Economics, University College London 


Key skills 


- Project and programme evaluation  


- Impact assessment   


- Cost benefit analysis and assessment of value for money 


- Valuation of non-market goods/services and soft outcomes  


- Survey design and stakeholder consultation 


Research and 
consultancy 
experience 


Louise is an experienced evaluator and project manager/director who has 


contributed to a range of high profile evaluations for government clients, including the 


recently completed evaluation of the DFID funded International Citizen Service and 


the meta evaluation of the London 2012 Olympic and Paralympic Games (in which 


Louise was responsible for the community engagement legacy theme). Louise has 


extensive experience of applying a theory-based approach to evaluation. She is 


skilled in designing and delivering mixed methods evaluation approaches and also in 


applying techniques such as cost effectiveness and cost benefit analysis (including 


as part of a value for money assessment). Louise is also experienced in preparing 


clear and accessible toolkits, evaluation frameworks and practical guidance 


documents to support self-evaluation/analysis. She has also provided hands-on 


support to build capacity in evaluation amongst project staff, including delivery of 


workshops and one-to-one advice sessions. Her thematic research interests include 


culture, civic participation/community engagement, health and wellbeing, and the 


environment. 


SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


Culture  and 
heritage  


Evaluation of Our Heritage, Heritage Lottery Fund  
Louise is managing this ongoing evaluation of the Our Heritage programme which 
has involved design and implementation of a set of surveys for both project 
managers and project beneficiaries/participants with the goal of assessing the 
outcomes of the fund for heritage, people and communities.  
 
Evaluation of Quay Place, Suffolk Mind  
Louise is project director of the evaluation of Quay Place, an innovative heritage and 
wellbeing centre at the site of a medieval church. The evaluation will involve 
interviews with participants, staff and volunteers, and supported the project team to 
develop and distribute surveys of visitors and the local community, as well as 
economic analysis to explore the costs and benefits and case for replication of the 
Quay Place model across the country. 
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RESEARCHER LOUISE SCOTT 


POSITION ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR 


Partnership funding review, Heritage Lottery Fund  
Following on from work undertaken in 2008, 2010 and 2013, Ecorys was 
commissioned to assess the partnership funding situation of a new sample of HLF 
funded projects and explore whether this has been affected by the economic climate. 
Louise managed this research, after having played a key role in the three previous 
studies, and was also an active member of the research team.  


Creative People and Places National Evaluation, A New Direction  
Louise is directing this evaluation of the Arts Council England funded Creative 
People and Places programme, which aims to use meta evaluation techniques to 
collate evidence from project level evaluations. The research also involves case 
studies of funded areas and dissemination of evaluation findings.  
 


Review of local economic impacts of cultural sector investments, DCMS 
Louise project managed this study which involved a review and synthesis of 
evidence from existing literature concerning the economic impacts of cultural (arts 
and heritage) sector investments.  
 


Outcomes framework for the Library of Birmingham (LoB Trust)  
Louise was involved in the development of an outcomes framework which was 
intended to be used to track the achievements of the Library following its opening.  


Evaluation of B2B activities (2012-2015), VisitBritain  
Louise has been involved in developing the methodology and evaluating the impact 
of the support provided to both UK and overseas businesses by VisitBritain in terms 
of business turnover and visitor activity/expenditure respectively.  


Economic and social impacts of England’s cathedrals (AEC) 
Louise was responsible for this research to assess the impacts which results from 
the operation of England’s Anglican cathedrals. This work updated a study 
undertaken by Ecorys (then ECOTEC) in 2004 on behalf of English Heritage.   


Meta Evaluation of the Impacts and Legacy of the London 2012 Olympic and 
Paralympic Games, Government Olympic Executive 
Ecorys worked with Grant Thornton on this major three year study to understand the 
outputs, outcomes and net impacts of 2012 legacy interventions.  The meta-
evaluation involved a comprehensive and systematic assessment which brought 
together the outputs of project-level evaluations along with secondary data, survey 
data and a limited amount of primary research targeted at filling gaps in the evidence 
base. Louise led work on the community engagement legacy theme (which included 
volunteering, culture and engagement of children and young people) and the cross-
cutting theme of sustainability.      


Other recent 
experience    


Evaluation of the International Citizen Service, DFID 
Louise was project manager of this recently completed 3 year evaluation of an 
overseas volunteering programme for young people which aims to achieve personal 
development outcomes for volunteers and encourage increased active citizenship 
alongside the achievement of positive development outcomes in host countries. The 
evaluation involved case study visits to a sample of host countries along with surveys 
of host organisations, volunteers and a comparison group of non-participants. Other 
key tasks included development of the programme level of change and provision of 
advice/support to improve the existing M&E framework and its implementation.  


Wellbeing 2 Programme Evaluation and Learning Contract, Big Lottery Fund  
Louise directed this evaluation which aimed to asses the extent to which the funded 
portfolios have contributed to changes in physical activity levels, healthy eating and 
mental wellbeing amongst participants. Activity was also undertaken to build 
capacity in evaluation skills and disseminate findings to those involved in delivery.  
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RESEARCHER ETIENNE LE BLANC 


POSITION SENIOR RESEARCH MANAGER 


QUALIFICATIONS AND SKILLS 


Degree Level 


 BSc Economics , University of Paris XI 


 BA Political Science, Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Paris (Sciences Po) 


 MA Urban Policy, Institut d’Etudes Politiques de Paris (Sciences Po) 


 MSc Local Economic Development, London School of Economics and Political 


Science 


GENERAL PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


Key Skills 


 Monitoring and evaluation (M&E) frameworks design and implementation 


 Survey design and implementation 


 Qualitative research including interviews and focus group discussions 


 Quantitative data analysis 


 Project management 


 Language skills (trilingual English, French and Spanish) 


Research 
Experience 


Etienne Le Blanc works as a Senior Research Manager in the Policy and Research 


Division at Ecorys UK. He brings a 7 year experience in research and consultancy for 


the public and third sector, and a proven track record of applying quantitative and 


qualitative research methods.   


 


Etienne has worked on projects for a variety of organisations including local 


authorities, national governments and international institutions (EU Commission, 


USAID). His research interests include economic development policies, innovation, 


competitiveness, social policy and M&E frameworks. He has worked with victim 


groups in Colombia on several occasions.  


SELECTION OF RELEVANT PAST AND CURRENT PROJECTS 


Monitoring and 
Evaluation 
frameworks 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Flagship Learning Museum Providers Regional Evaluation  (Renaissance East 


Midlands) 


Etienne was part of the research team for this assignment, which involved 


developing an evaluation framework and provide support to aid the 14 Learning 


Providers in the East Midlands to gather appropriate data and later analysing the 


data collected by the project leaders to evaluate the Flagship Learning Providers 


Programme in terms of its effectiveness of delivery against local, regional and 


national Museum, Library and Archive (MLA) Renaissance outcomes. The 


Renaissance Programme aims to tranform England's museums by enabling them to 


raise standards and deliver tangible results in support of education, learning, 


community development and economic regeneration.  As part of this, the Flagship 


Learning Provider Programme aims to increase the impact of individual museums 


regionally as significant learning providers. Ecorys was commissioned to develop.  


Using this data, Ecorys evaluated the Flagship Learning Providers Programme in 


terms of its effectiveness of delivery against local, regional and national Museum, 


Library and Archive (MLA) Renaissance outcomes.  
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RESEARCHER ETIENNE LE BLANC 


POSITION SENIOR RESEARCH MANAGER 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Work-based 
learning 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Heritage 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


Definition of Transition Criteria to measure the results and impacts of capacity 


building programmes (USAID) 


Etienne worked as the lead Monitoring and Evaluation expert for this project, aimed 


at designing a dashboard of overarching indicators to support USAID’s decisions in 


managing its portfolio of capacity building programmes for the government of 


Colombia. Etienne worked with USAID’s Implementing Partners to design indicators 


that would best reflect their interventions.   


Design and implementation of a results-based budgeting framework, National 


Planning Department of Colombia (DNP) 


Etienne provided support to the Colombian National Planning Department (DNP) in 


designing and implementing a value chain methodology to assess, monitor and 


evaluate public investment projects, which at a later stage fed into the introduction of 


a results-based budgeting system, designed with the support of World Bank experts. 


Etienne was involved in the overall design as well as the piloting of the new tools in 


several government departments.  


Return to Work - Work-based learning and the reintegration of unemployed 


adults back into the labour market (Cedefop) 


Etienne was part of the joint team between Ecorys and Warwick University that 


carried out a study on 'Return to Work - Work-based learning and the reintegration of 


unemployed adults into the labour market'. The study explored in more depth the 


extent to which work-based learning programmes and or initiatives that focus on the 


acquisition of key competences were being used by different European member 


states to address the skills issues of low skilled unemployed adults, with the aim of 


re-integrating them back into the labour market. It provided a clear evidence of the 


effectiveness of these programmes in helping this group get back into work, and 


examined through best practice case studies programmes/initiatives that work well 


and why. 


The study involved an in-depth desk research, a comparative overview of WBL 


initiatives across 15 EU Member States and 10 best practice case studies. 


Building Preservation Trusts in Scotland (Historic Scotland) 


Etienne took part in this review and performance assessment of the work of Building 


Preservation Trusts (BPT) in Scotland.  BPTs are established delivery agents within 


the heritage sector with particular responsibility for the conservation of historic 


buildings and area regeneration.  The study established whether the current BPT 


model and the systems that support it were the most appropriate and effective.  


Economic Value of Culture Assets  (Government of Isle of Man)  


Etienne took part in this economic research to establish the composite value of sets 


of cultural, sport and leisure assets and initiatives to the Isle of Man.  The study 


adopted a broad definition of economic value (i.e. welfare) to sufficiently capture 


categories of social and community benefit. 


Study on the concept, development and impact of co-location centres using 
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RESEARCHER ETIENNE LE BLANC 


POSITION SENIOR RESEARCH MANAGER 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other projects 


the example of the  European Institute of Innovation & Technology (EIT) and  


Knowledge and Innovation Communities (European Commission - DG 


Education and Culture) 


Etienne took part in this study which looked at what evidence was available to to 


better understand of what co-location means in the context of the European Institute 


of Innovation & Technology; describe and analyse how it may be implemented in 


practice and set out what impacts we should expect (from the various approaches 


identified). The aim of this study was to explore and describe how the co-location 


concept was being implemented by the Knowledge and Innovation Communities 


(KIC) throughout Europe, in order to understand the principle development paths 


being taken, with a view to reflecting on the original results expected, and to provide 


an analysis that should prove useful for the next call for KICs.   
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TEAM MEMBER KATE SMITH 


POSITION RESEARCH MANAGER   


QUALIFICATIONS AND SKILLS 


Degree level 
 PG Dip Policy Research, University of Bristol  


 BA Social Policy & Sociology, University of Leeds 


GENERAL PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


ECORYS 
experience 


Kate has worked in research for over twelve years, providing support and 


management for local, national and European studies and evaluations using mixed 


methodologies. She has extensive experience in using qualitative research, and is 


skilled at interviewing a range of stakeholders including high level policy makers 


through to using participatory methods with vulnerable groups. She is also 


academically trained in quantitative research and analysis and has been trained on 


the use of SROI. Kate has also worked in technical assistance and grant 


management, having successfully managed £7 million in funding awarded to a 


caseload of ten youth organisations. Her role was to ensure compliance with funding 


terms and to support organisations to improve performance and build internal 


capacity.  


Research & 
Consultancy 
Skills 


 Policy, programme and funding evaluations 


 Expertise in children, young people and families’ policy and financial inclusion. 


 Grant management and technical assistance 


 A strong understanding of issues facing vulnerable families and young people. 


 Extensive track record in research on financial and social inclusion.  


 Project management and delivery.  


 Qualitative and quantitative research design.  


 Participatory research methods.  


SPECIFIC PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


 


Evaluation of Skills for the Future, Heritage Lottery Fund (2015) Ecorys was 


commissioned to conduct an evaluation of Heritage Lottery Fund's Skills for the 


Future programme, and Kate led the study as project manager. The programme was 


launched in 2009 to support the creation and provision of work-based training 


opportunities within the heritage sector, and a second round of grants was awarded 


in 2014. Kate conducted a series of detailed case studies with 10 funded 


organisations, alongside interviews with strategic leaders to respond to the key 


research questions: to what extent the progamme has met its aims to date and the 


impact of the programme on applicant organisations, their partners and the wider 


heritage sector. The study will ultimately inform HLF's thinking about future 


investment in vocational training. 


2011 National Programme Evaluation Review, Health and Social Care 


Volunteering Fund (2014)  HSCVF is the Department of Health’s innovative 


capacity-building and grant funding programme. It offers local and national Voluntary 


Sector organisations across England capacity building support and funding for 


discrete projects to further develop their organisation’s health and / or social care 


volunteer-led services. Kate conducted a meta-review of the evaluation reports 


produced by the projects funded under the national funding round in 2011, assessing 


the quality of their evaluation reports and mapping the outcomes achieved by the 


projects. 
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TEAM MEMBER KATE SMITH 


POSITION RESEARCH MANAGER   


QUALIFICATIONS AND SKILLS 
 
Evaluation of the Community Adolescent Service, Sefton Council. Kate is 


managing this three-stage evaluation of Sefton Council’s new Community Adolescent 


Service. Ecorys is playing a ‘critical friend’ role throughout the process, working 


closely with the Council and key partners to develop a robust evaluation framework; 


advise on local monitoring data collection; undertake research with key stakeholders; 


and conduct data analysis and interpretation. Kate has also been a key link with the 


young people’s advisory panel, who have fed into the development and design of the 


research tools. Using process, impact and economic evaluation approaches, 


feedback is given regularly to Sefton Council to inform ongoing service development, 


with final reporting and recommendations made in 2016.  


Big Lottery Fund – Improving Futures Evaluation. This is a five-year evaluation of 


a major £20M policy programme which aims to improve -outcomes for young children 


in families with multiple and complex needs and to break the cycle of social exclusion 


across the UK. Kate is the deputy manager for the project but is also conducting 


case study research, interviewing families to understand the outcomes from their 


participation in the programme, and creating project-level evaluation reports, 


involving interviews with key stakeholders and analysis of monitoring information. 


Cabinet Office – Evaluation of the Youth Engagement Fund. Kate is a core 


member of the team for this impact and process evaluation of the YEF. The fund is 


managed by DWP, and delivered through social impact bonds, with the aim of 


helping NEET young people aged 14 to 17 in schools and other educational settings 


to participate and succeed in education or training. Kate is leading on one of the four 


case study areas, undertaking a desk review as well as qualitative research with 


stakeholders and the young people involved.  


Department for Work and Pensions – Evaluation of the Youth Employment 


Initiative. Ecorys has been commissioned to conduct a process evaluation of the 


European Commission's Youth Employment Initiative (YEI) in the UK, alongside 


undertaking a feasibility study to inform a planned subsequent impact evaluation. 


This feasibility study will also involve the development of a cost benefit analysis 


framework to enable this future evaluation to assess both impact and value for 


money. The process evaluation will be based on a theory of change approach with 


evidence being gathered from desk research, telephone consultations with key 


stakeholders, and telephone consultations with YEI providers and their partners. 


Kate’s primary role is to conduct the consultations with YEI providers and partners, 


and contribute to the analysis and reporting.  


Youth Sector Development Fund, Department for Education. Kate managed £7 


million of funding provided to ten youth organisations under this DfE grant 


programme, developed to deliver outcomes for young people but also to build 


capacity in the sector. Kate was involved with the whole funding cycle from bid 


assessment to programme closure, and was responsible for monitoring and 


supporting her caseload to develop their offer to the most disadvantaged young 
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TEAM MEMBER KATE SMITH 


POSITION RESEARCH MANAGER   


QUALIFICATIONS AND SKILLS 
people while developing and improving their internal resources. For the fourth 


funding round, Kate quality checked bid assessments, providing feedback to 


assessors and advising the moderation panel in the decision-making process.  
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TEAM MEMBER RACHEL WOOLDRIDGE 


POSITION RESEARCH MANAGER 


QUALIFICATIONS AND SKILLS 


Degree level  


 


 MA Social Research at University of Leeds (2014-2015)  - Distinction 


 BA Sociology (International) at University of Leeds (2010 - 2014) with 


year abroad at University of California, Riverside (USA)  - 1
st
 class 


honours 


GENERAL PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


Research and 
Consultancy 
Skills  


 
 Desk research (meta-evaluation, literature reviews, document analyses and 


scoping studies) 
 Research design (designing topic guides, research tools, survey design and 


routing) 
 Qualitative research and analysis (in-depth interviews, telephone interviews, 


facilitating focus groups, case studies, participatory action research) 
 Quantitative research and analysis (survey implementation, descriptive statistics; 


proficient in SPSS and Excel) 


 


Ecorys 
Experience  


 


Rachel is a researcher at Ecorys with significant experience in both qualitative 


and quantitative research methods, including undertaking desk research and 


setting-up and conducting fieldwork with a wide range of stakeholders and client 


groups. In particular Rachel has worked on projects in policy areas including the 


arts, culture, wellbeing and heritage. Rachel has recently worked on projects 


previously to review and evaluate project material, including conducting a meta-


evaluation for the evaluation of Creative People and Places programme, as well 


as a reviewing project forms and interviewing fifty HLF-funded projects about 


their funding sources for the Partnership Funding update. Recently Rachel 


conducted interviews and developed case studies for the national evaluation of 


the Skills for the Future project.  


 


RELEVANT PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 


 


Youth Employment Initiative evaluation – Ecorys has been commissioned by 


DWP to conduct an evaluation of the strategic fit, design and implementation of the 


YEI in England, to help inform the development of a second evaluation. Rachel was 


responsible for conducting a document review of all project documents and LEP 


strategic documents to inform the programme’s Theory of Change, as well as 


interviewing 20 strategic stakeholders across five of the projects.  


Evaluation of Active Communities – the People’s Health Trust commissioned 


Ecorys in 2015 to evaluate the Active Communities project, which is a project that 


aims to address inequalities in local communities through participatory action and co-


production. For this project Rachel cleaned and organised monitoring data for 2000 


projects, then analysed a representative sample to report on mid-point and end-point 


outcomes for the projects. In addition, Rachel conducted a case study visit to a 


project located in Manchester, interviewing the project manager and participants to 


develop a case study report, and to get a greater understanding of the impact of the 


project. 
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TEAM MEMBER RACHEL WOOLDRIDGE 


POSITION RESEARCH MANAGER 


Evaluation of Quay Place – This project is examining the impact of Quay Place, a 


wellbeing heritage centre in Ipswich that has been developed by a partnership of 


Suffolk Mind and the Churches Conservation Trust. So far for this three-year 


evaluation, Rachel has been involved in the scoping stage of the research, 


researching and developing a comprehensive literature review to inform the project’s 


evaluation framework.  


Evaluation of Heritage Lottery Fund’s ‘Skills for the Future’ project – Evaluating 


the second phase of funding for the programme, Rachel developed case studies of 


five projects, by interviewing a range of project co-ordinators, HR managers and 


trainers. Rachel also conducted strategic stakeholder interviews with leaders of UK 


heritage organisations that had received first phase funding, to get a greater 


understanding of the long-term impacts and sustainability of the project.  


Evaluation of the Creative People and Places programme – Ecorys is 


undertaking a national evaluation of the programme, which will capture the extent to 


which more people from places of least engagement are experiencing and inspired 


by the arts, the success of the CPP programme, and lessons to inform the work of 


the cultural sector. Rachel has supported on this project through synthesising and 


summarising quarterly reports from all of places involved in the arts project, as well 


as conducting a meta-evaluation of project evaluation documents from across all of 


the projects and conducting case study visits with  


Irish Heritage study – For a HLF study, Rachel conducted an in-depth literature 


review of a dozen documents relating to measuring economic, social and 


environmental measures of heritage-related assets. Rachel also then reviewed and 


analysed a range of datasets and data sources that could be used for an economic 


and social impact analysis.  


Improving Futures Year 3 – For the 3
rd


 year of Ecorys’ evaluation of the Improving 


Futures project for BIG Lottery, Rachel conducted a number of thematic, in-depth 


interviews with project managers of various different Improving Futures projects from 


across the UK. Rachel also scoped a list of a wide range of relevant stakeholder for 


the next stage of the evaluation’s interviews and has analysed biannual project 


monitoring reports. In the fourth year of the evaluation Rachel was responsible for 


writing an individual project evaluation report for one of the projects.  


National Evaluation of the Troubled Families Programme - Rachel has been 


involved in a quantitative analysis of the Family Monitoring Data (FMD) for the first 


and second phases of the Evaluation of the Troubled Families programme, 


commissioned by DCLG. The analyses have been conducted on both SPSS and 


Excel. Rachel has also been involved in the face-to-face qualitative interviewing of 


families on the scheme.  


Partnership Funding for Heritage Lottery Funded Projects (2015) – Rachel was 


responsible for coordinating and conducting interviews with fifty project managers 


of Heritage Lottery funded projects across the UK. Rachel then analysed and 


synthesised the findings and largely contributed to the final report.  
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