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Dear Sir/Madam,

Letter of Appointment

This letter of Appointment dated 18 May 2022, is issued in accordance with the provisions of the DPS Agreement (RM6126), for the provision of services for the CRSTS Impact and VFM Evaluation, between the Department for Transport and the Supplier. 

Capitalised terms and expressions used in this letter have the same meanings as in the Contract Terms unless the context otherwise requires. 


ORDER REFERENCE:		TLOT0034A 

THE BUYER:			Department for Transport
 

BUYERS ADDRESS                     Great Minister House, 33 Horseferry Lane,
London, SW1P 2AA                                                                                                                                                                                

THE SUPPLIER: 			STANTEC UK LIMITED
SUPPLIER ADDRESS: 		Buckingham Court, London Road, High 
Wycombe, Buckinghamshire, HP11 1JU

REGISTRATION NUMBER:          01188070
DUNS NUMBER:                          288819162


APPLICABLE DPS CONTRACT

This Order Form is for the provision of the Deliverables and dated 18/05/2022. 

It’s issued under the DPS Contract with the reference number RM6126 for the provision of City Regional Sustainable Transport Settlements (CRSTS) – Impact and VFM Evaluation.

ORDER INCORPORATED TERMS
The following documents are incorporated into this Order Contract. Where numbers are missing, we are not using those schedules. If the documents conflict, the following order of precedence applies:
1. This Order Form.

2. Joint Schedule 1(Definitions and Interpretation) RM6126.

3. The following Schedules in equal order of precedence:

· Joint Schedules for RM6126
· Joint Schedule 2 (Variation Form) 
· Joint Schedule 3 (Insurance Requirements)
· Joint Schedule 4 (Commercially Sensitive Information)
· Joint Schedule 6 (Key Subcontractors)			
· Joint Schedule 7 (Financial Difficulties) 			
· Joint Schedule 8 (Guarantee) 				
· Joint Schedule 10 (Rectification Plan) 			
· Joint Schedule 11 (Processing Data)	
· Joint Schedule 12 (Supply Chain Visibility)				
· Order Schedules for RM6126			
· Order Schedule 1 (Transparency Reports)
· Order Schedule 2 (Staff Transfer)
· Order Schedule 3 (Continuous Improvement)
· Order  Schedule 8 (Business Continuity and Disaster Recovery)
· Order Schedule 9 (Security)		 		  	 
· [bookmark: _heading=h.gjdgxs]Order Schedule 10 (Exit Management) 				 
· Order Schedule 15 (Order Contract Management) 		 
4. CCS Core Terms (DPS version) v1.0.3
5. Joint Schedule 5 (Corporate Social Responsibility) RM6126.

No other Supplier terms are part of the Order Contract. That includes any terms written on the back of, added to this Order Form, or presented at the time of delivery. 

ORDER START DATE: 18.05.22	
 
ORDER EXPIRY DATE: 17.05.27
 
ORDER INITIAL PERIOD: 5 years


DELIVERABLES: 

As per the document below, CRSTS Attachment 3 - Statement of Requirements impact and vfm (2):



Alongside the tender submissions: 
Redacted



MAXIMUM LIABILITY 
The limitation of liability for this Order Contract is stated in Clause 11.2 of the Core Terms.

The Estimated Year 1 Charges used to calculate liability in the first Contract Year is 125% in the 1st year of the contract.

ORDER CHARGES

In accordance with the Price schedule below:
Redacted


REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES
Recoverable as stated in the DPS Contract.

PAYMENT METHOD:

As per sections 18.1, 18.2, 18.3, 18.4 and 18.5 of the document below:


A plan which sets out exact payment dates will be agreed between the Buyer and Supplier at the mobilisation meeting. 

BUYER’S INVOICE ADDRESS: 
SSa.invoice@sharedservicesarvato.co.uk  
or:  
DfT Shared Services Arvato  
Accounts Payable Team  
5 Sandringham Park  
Swansea Vale  
Swansea 
SA7 0EA 

BUYER’S AUTHORISED REPRESENTATIVE:
Name: Redacted
Role: Research and Evaluation Lead 
Email: Redacted
Address: Great Minster House, 33 Horseferry Road, London, SW1P 4DR 



SUPPLIER’S AUTHORISED REPRESENTATIVE
Redacted

SUPPLIER’S CONTRACT MANAGER
[Redacted

PROGRESS REPORT FREQUENCY
[bookmark: _Hlk103069235]The method and regularity for providing updates and progress meetings will be agreed following the start of the commission. Fortnightly progress updates with the Project Manager will be required as a minimum.

PROGRESS MEETING FREQUENCY
The method and regularity for providing updates and progress meetings will be agreed following the start of the commission. Quarterly and annual review meetings will be required as a minimum. 

KEY STAFF
Redacted

KEY SUBCONTRACTOR(S)
Name: VLC Europe Ltd
Registered Address: 49 Greek St, London, W1D 4EG, United Kingdom
Contact details: Redacted
Goods/services:
o Transport planning
o Modelling and analytics
o Policy and economics
o Independent peer review (Tom van Vuren)
o Business case regional lead (Claire Stephen)

Name: Phil Jones Associates Limited
Registered Address: Seven House 18 High Street, Longbridge, Birmingham, West Midlands, England, B31 2UQ
Contact details: Redacted
Goods/services: Supporting development of the national evaluation framework and associated indicators, Business Case evaluation, peer review and independent scrutiny and challenge.

E-AUCTIONS
Not applicable 

COMMERCIALLY SENSITIVE INFORMATION
Redacted



	For and on behalf of the Supplier:
	For and on behalf of the Buyer:

	Signature:
	Redacted

	Signature:
	Redacted


	Name:
	Redacted

	Name:
	Redacted


	Role:
	Redacted

	Role:
	Redacted


	Date:
	Redacted

	Date:
	Redacted
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[bookmark: _1fob9te]Contract Reference: TLOT0034A – National Evaluation of the City Region Sustainable Transport Settlements: impact and value for money
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[bookmark: _Toc368573027][bookmark: _Toc89884325]1. PURPOSE

[bookmark: _Toc296415791]

The Department for Transport (DfT) is inviting bids for a national impact and value for money evaluation of the City Region Sustainable Transport Settlements (CRSTS). 

The Department for Transport is referred to as ‘the Authority’ throughout this document.

The CRSTS is a five-year funding settlement which has recently been allocated to 8 Mayoral Combined Authorities (MCAs) in England, as announced at the 2021 Spending Review. The MCAs’ proposals aim to improve the quality of local transport networks, with a particular focus on public transport. The funding will run from April 2022 to March 2027 although the full impacts of the interventions are likely to materialise over a longer timeframe. 

The purpose of this procurement is to commission an external evaluator to scope, design and implement a national-level impact and value for money evaluation of the CRSTS. As well as assessing the impact and value for money of the CRSTS at the national scale, the evaluator will also be required to support the design and delivery of the evaluation of specific CRSTS interventions which have been selected for inclusion in an experimental evaluation scheme. This scheme aims to improve the strength of our evidence base on what works in local and intra-city transport, through use of experimental and/or quasi-experimental methods.

A competition for a process evaluation (TLOT0034B) is being managed in parallel to the impact and value for money evaluation. It will be launched as an independent tender process.

[bookmark: _Toc368573028][bookmark: _Toc89884326][bookmark: _Toc297554773][bookmark: _Toc296415805][bookmark: _Toc296415793]BACKGROUND TO THE CONTRACTING aUTHORITY

DfT works with its agencies and partners to support the transport network that helps the UK’s businesses and gets people and goods travelling around the country. DfT plans and invests in transport infrastructure to keep the UK on the move. 

A number of DfT’s strategic objectives are closely aligned with the aims of the CRSTS. These include investing to grow and level up the economy, putting users at the heart of the transport system and working together to reduce our environmental impact. In July 2021, DfT published its transport decarbonisation plan, which sets out government’s commitments and the actions needed to decarbonise the entire transport system in the UK.

The CRSTS will directly support the delivery of two of DfT’s 2021/22 priority outcomes:

· To improve connectivity across the UK and grow the economy by enhancing the transport network on time and on budget.

· To tackle climate change and improve air quality by decarbonising transport.  



[bookmark: _Toc368573029][bookmark: _Toc89884327]Background to requirement/OVERVIEW of requirement

[bookmark: _Toc297554774]The Cabinet Office and Her Majesty’s Treasury are placing increasing emphasis on robust monitoring and evaluation to gather evidence of impact and value for money for government-funded programmes. This is reflected in the creation of a central Evaluation Task Force, which will scrutinise departments’ evaluation activities, track the delivery of evaluation plans and ensure results are fed back into spending decisions from the 2021 Spending Review onwards. 

Furthermore, the CRSTS represents a significant investment for government, as it is providing £5.7 billion of funding to MCAs over 5 years. Therefore, it is important to evaluate the impact and value for money of the programme for both learning and accountability purposes, and to gather robust evidence to inform the design of future funding settlements and transport interventions. 

The objectives of the CRSTS are laid out in the published guidance for MCAs. Its three main aims are as follows:

· Drive growth and productivity through infrastructure investment

· Levelling up

· Decarbonise transport, especially promoting modal shift from cars to public transport, walking and cycling



To meet these objectives, MCAs have proposed a package of transport interventions which include (but are not limited to) the following: 

· Expansion of bus routes and bus lanes

· Cleaner buses (including electric and hydrogen)

· Upgrading and expansion of light rail networks

· Upgrading railway stations and building new stations

· Highways maintenance

· Improvements to junctions and crossings.

· Expansion of active travel routes for walking and cycling

· Low traffic neighbourhoods (LTNs)

· Behaviour change initiatives (encouraging shift towards more sustainable forms of transport)

· Integrated local transport services, including multi-modal interchanges and transport hubs

· New park and ride facilities

· Expansion of public electric vehicle charging infrastructure

· Improved technological and data capability

· Enabling housing development

3.5 	The CRSTS builds on the Transforming Cities Fund (TCF), which aims to improve productivity by investing in public and sustainable transport infrastructure in English cities and city regions. The TCF is also a multi-year funding settlement but has dedicated funding for transformative schemes, rather than being based on the integration of existing funds (as in CRSTS). In participating CRSTS MCAs, the final year of funding for TCF schemes will be incorporated into the funding settlement for CRSTS. 



3.6 	MCAs submitted CRSTS proposals to the department in September 2021 which included draft monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plans. These proposals were considered by the Authority and feedback was given against a number of criteria, including their fit with strategic objectives, deliverability and value for money. MCAs’ indicative allocations were announced as part of the autumn budget in October 2021. MCAs submitted full business cases for their programmes of work in January 2022, and the Authority is currently working with them to finalise their allocations.

3.7 	As part of their proposals, MCAs have been asked to ensure that there are robust and proportionate plans in place to monitor and evaluate individual schemes and/or programmes funded via the CRSTS. To do this MCAs are required to ringfence a proportion of their funding settlement to design and deliver fit-for-purpose Monitoring and Evaluation studies. These can be at scheme or programme level or a mix of both, and they may be delivered internally or with the help of external experts. 

3.8	However, a scheme-level-only evaluation would carry a risk that Fund-level insights might be too limited. A 2017 report summarising evaluation of the DfT’s Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF) concluded that “[a]t the outset, evaluation planning could improve the chances of an effective meta-evaluation by a more directive ‘top-down’ approach.” (It may be useful for tenderers to consider some of the lessons learned about delivering this kind of evaluation which are detailed in the LSTF report).

3.9 	Therefore, we will aim to assess the impact and value for money of the CRSTS at a national level and draw together findings from the different areas through meta-evaluation. If similar schemes are being trialled in different areas, this also gives us the opportunity to draw on larger sample sizes to produce more robust conclusions about what works. It will also enable us to understand the influence of the specific local context on how well particular interventions work, as what works well in one place may not in another. 

3.10	Evaluation of the CRSTS will need to provide both formative evidence, that can be fed back to inform the implementation and maintenance of local plans (allowing for adaptive policymaking), and summative evidence, that can report retrospectively on how effective they have been in meeting their aims. 

3.11 	Bidders should note that the funded transport interventions will be delivered across the five-year period 2022-2027. As some of the larger infrastructure interventions will take time to be designed and delivered, it is likely that much of the post-intervention evaluation measurement will need to take place in the last two years of this period. Therefore, after designing the evaluation framework and collecting baseline measures early in this period, there may be a lull in evaluation activity in the middle of this period for some schemes. 

3.12	Understanding the impact of CRSTS:

The list below is a preliminary outline of the kinds of research questions that will need to be addressed by the evaluation. These should not be taken as an exhaustive set of research questions, but rather as an indication of the high-level objectives of this evaluation.

· To what extent have schemes contributed to:

· Improving local transport connectivity?

· Improving the quality of sustainable transport options?

· Increasing access to employment and public services, particularly in areas of deprivation? 

· Enabling the development of new areas of regeneration and housing?

· Boosting productivity and generating new local and national economic growth?

· Increasing use of sustainable transport for journeys within the city region?

· Improving residents’ wellbeing and quality of life? 

· Reducing congestion?

· Reducing carbon emissions? 

· Improving air quality? 



· Are particular types of schemes more effective than others?

· Based on available evidence about the CRSTS’s impact, did the overall programme and the individual schemes within it deliver value for money?

3.13 	The objectives of the CRSTS are closely aligned with the Government’s levelling up agenda, further details of which were outlined in the Levelling Up White Paper published in February 2022. As stated in a speech by the Prime Minister in July 2021, levelling up aims to improve living standards and stimulate economic growth in areas of the country which are currently lagging behind. It also aims to improve public services, boost the private sector and promote a sense of civic pride. 

[bookmark: _Toc89884328][bookmark: _Toc368573030]definitions 

		Expression or Acronym

		Definition



		BSIP

		Bus Service Improvement Plan



		CRSTS

		City Region Sustainable Transport Settlements 



		LSTF

		Local Sustainable Transport Fund



		LUF

		Levelling Up Fund



		MCAs

		Mayoral Combined Authorities



		M&E	

		Monitoring and Evaluation 



		WCAG 

		Web Content Accessibility Guidelines









[bookmark: _Toc89884329]5. scope of requirement 

5.1 	The Authority is seeking to appoint a Supplier (a “contractor”) to coordinate the National Evaluation (the “evaluation”) of the CRSTS, across the 8 funded MCAs. This invitation to tender (ITT) sets out the requirements that Tenderers must meet in conducting this evaluation.

5.2 	In summary the requirement will be for the delivery of:

1. Overarching impact evaluation:

· An evaluation framework will need to be developed which will identify the high-level outcome and impact measures that will form part of the overarching evaluation of CRSTS, and inform and support MCAs’ evaluation activities, encouraging consistent data collection that will allow for central collation and analysis. The framework should identify where it will be possible to undertake a counterfactual evaluation approach to arrive at robust quantitative conclusions about the impact of CRSTS schemes.

· Because MCAs will only be responsible for evaluation activity relating to their own schemes, the national evaluation will be required to collate and synthesise evidence that addresses questions about the overall impact of CRSTS. After the evaluation framework has been agreed and the MCAs’ M&E plans established, the overarching evaluation will commence collation and production of reports for DfT on the overall progress of CRSTS.

· There will be considerable read across and influence between the MCAs’ evaluation activities and the national evaluation. The Supplier will be expected to take account of MCAs’ work in the design and analysis of the evaluation, while MCAs will be instructed to follow some consistent features in their work to align with the evaluation framework produced through the national evaluation.

· The Authority believes that national evaluation activity which builds on the MCAs’ evaluation provides the optimum basis for collecting good evidence about the effectiveness of the CRSTS because:

· Guidance and support through this contract should improve consistency and quality of evaluation activity across areas, reducing duplication of effort.

· The Supplier shall specify standard monitoring metrics and collect data from MCAs that can then be aggregated and analysed in a consistent way, improving the learning from the evaluation.

· A consolidated programme of reporting will provide insight about the effectiveness of different types of schemes, generating actionable findings both at the whole programme level and for local areas.

2.    	Experimental evaluation scheme: 

· The Authority is keen that experimental/quasi-experimental evaluation methods are a key feature of the impact evaluation for the CRSTS. While developing their business cases in November and December 2021, all MCAs were asked to identify schemes which could potentially be evaluated using these approaches and share these suggestions with the Authority. 

· Some of the suggested schemes will be selected for inclusion in the experimental evaluation scheme, including those which are novel or using new approaches to delivery. The Authority will develop a shortlist and seek methodological advice from the Supplier before the final decisions are made. 

· The national evaluator will support the design and delivery of experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation approaches, working with the MCAs (and their evaluation partners if applicable) to evaluate these schemes and analyse and report the findings. To maximise learnings from across the programme, the national evaluator will be asked to identify whether there are similar types of interventions being proposed by different MCAs that could be included in the scheme. 

· Experimental design will allow the Authority and the MCAs to test novel and innovative approaches, assess their effectiveness, and learn lessons which can be shared more broadly across the local government community and beyond. The outputs will include case studies and potentially best practice guides if and where this is feasible. 

· As this workstream is yet to be fully scoped out, we are providing the below scenario for which you should provide a proposal and a pricing schedule, as outlined in Questionnaires 4 and 7 of Attachment 2. This scenario is hypothetical and is intended to give a more concrete example of the types of scheme that could be evaluated, enabling fairer comparison between bidders’ proposals and pricing schedules. 

Scenario

· Four MCAs have proposed the development of mobility hubs as part of their CRSTS proposals. A network of 10 mobility hubs is expected to be developed in each participating MCA. These will each include free charging for 10 electric cars (which can be left there for a maximum of 12 hours), pedal bike parking for up to 100 bikes, free charging points for up to 50 e-cycles, a new bus stop and new community centre (including a room which can be hired for events and a café). The hubs will be additional to (rather than replacing) any existing car parking facilities. 

· The hubs will mainly be based at railway stations with links into the town centre. Therefore, they will mainly target commuters but also people visiting the town centre for leisure purposes. They aim to contribute to modal shift from private car use by encouraging the use of the train for trips into the city centre and providing a more convenient link to the station by active travel and public transport. They also aim to encourage uptake of electric vehicles by improving EV charging infrastructure. 

· Information on other similar schemes can be found here. You should set out your proposals for designing an impact evaluation for these hubs, using experimental and/or quasi-experimental approaches. For the purposes of this scenario, you can assume that there aren’t any other new cycling or walking initiatives in the vicinity that are being delivered via CRSTS. 

3. 	Overarching value for money evaluation: 

· When designing the M&E Framework and the impact evaluation, the national evaluator will consider the feasibility of assessing the cost effectiveness of individual interventions and the programme as whole. They will also be asked to explore whether the assumptions and expected benefits identified through the appraisal process have been realised. 

· To facilitate this, MCAs will be required to produce Appraisal Summary Packs when final business cases are approved. This data will serve as a comparator, and will also ensure that there is a good audit trail of the analysis undertaken to inform investment decisions.  

5.3 	The Contract is intended to run between financial year 2022/23 and financial year 2027/28. This will be subject to annual reviews, starting from before schemes are finalised through the co-development process, and running until schemes have been implemented and it will be reasonable for early outcomes and some impacts to be observed.

[bookmark: _Toc368573031][bookmark: _Toc89884330]6.    The requirement

6.1 	Given the complex and specialised nature of this evaluation, the Authority encourages joint ventures or consortium bids and/or, where appropriate, sub-contracting arrangements.

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework:

6.2 	A core task for the evaluation will be the development of an overarching national evaluation framework. Due to each MCA’s schemes being unique, it will be necessary for the Supplier to establish a typology of schemes by identifying at a high level the commonalities and shared priorities of CRSTS schemes (or groups of schemes) that will facilitate comparison and meaningful analysis.

6.3	We anticipate that the Supplier will also collate and digest information about MCAs’ plans, including but not limited to: the schemes, appraisal information, deliverables and intended outputs. The Supplier will be supported by the Authority and MCAs in obtaining the relevant information. The Supplier will be expected to draw on this information in delivering the overarching evaluation.

6.4	The Supplier will be required to review M&E plans which will be submitted by the MCAs as part of their business cases in mid-January 2022. The Supplier will be expected to build on these documents to develop the overarching evaluation framework and agree it with MCAs. 

6.5	The first stage in producing the evaluation framework will be to review the scheme plans available from MCAs, to establish a typology of schemes and identify the key commonalities and differences between MCAs’ packages of schemes. This will build on the detail set out in Section 3 covering the potential range of schemes. The framework should then identify a set of consistent evaluation designs and metrics that can be collected to inform overarching evaluation reports about the outcomes and impacts of the CRSTS. These will be agreed with the Authority and must meet the standards for transport evaluation as set out in the Authority’s published evaluation guidance.

6.6	The data critical to evaluation will generally be obtained by MCAs and shared with evaluators. However, the Authority would welcome the Supplier recommending and sourcing, or encouraging MCAs to source, additional data that will inform the evaluation.

6.7 	The Authority is keen for this framework to facilitate robust conclusions about the outcomes of CRSTS. As a result, the framework should identify where counterfactual evaluation methods can be applied (where it is proportionate and practical to do so) – the Authority is keen for this to be done where it is possible. For example, identifying measures where it is likely to be possible to compare against suitable areas, to provide evidence for what would have happened in the absence of the plans.

6.8 	However, the Authority recognises that the scope and range of the CRSTS means a counterfactual evaluation approach is not likely to be viable across all schemes. Packages of schemes within MCAs may be designed to complement one another, or share common objectives, making it difficult to isolate the effects of individual schemes. Equally, it may not be feasible to identify locations within MCAs where certain schemes do not operate and which are suitable for use as a comparison. While experimental and/or quasi-experimental methods should be proposed wherever possible, the framework should also consider how theory-based evaluation methods, drawing on both qualitative and quantitative data sources, could be used to draw conclusions about schemes’ relative contribution to achieving impacts.

6.9	To achieve this, the creation of the framework will require the further development and refinement of an overarching logic model setting out the ‘theory of change’ underpinning the whole CRSTS and the individual local area packages that will sit within it.

6.10   In developing the framework, the Supplier will also need to take into account other DfT-funded interventions which are happening concurrently, for example the transport aspects of the Levelling Up Fund (LUF), the implementation of Bus Service Improvement Plans (BSIPs) and the Active Travel Fund (ATF). When developing the M&E framework for CRSTS, the Supplier should ensure that this complements M&E frameworks being applied to similar transport interventions supported by other funding streams. Where there are LUF-funded projects taking place within MCAs, these should be factored into the overall approach for CRSTS evaluation. This applies to 3 transport projects in Round 1 of LUF and further details of these will be provided to the Supplier. 

6.11	The resulting evaluation framework should set out:

· What information will be stored from MCAs’ appraisals and business cases for individual projects for use both at the individual project level and centrally.

· How this information will be processed to provide baselines and targets in terms of timing and outcomes against which progress can subsequently be monitored during and after the implementation of projects. 

· What datasets will be available either publicly or by arrangement with stakeholder organisations to enable the outcomes of the programme to be tracked. The lags in the availability of the data and any limitations on accessibility should be flagged. 

· Taking account of the issues in collecting such data, what forms of monitoring for the CRSTS should be conducted centrally, for example by the Authority and its agencies or as part of the overarching evaluation conducted as part of this requirement. 

· What forms of data collection would be more efficiently collected at a local level, by MCAs responsible for CRSTS projects. 

· For measures collected locally, a consistent format for reporting that can facilitate central analysis and comparison between areas.

6.12 	Bidders should set out their plan for the development of this evaluation framework, as well as a clear indication of how the framework would be used to inform both MCAs’ evaluation activity and the overarching evaluation.

6.13    Bidders should note that the Supplier for TLOT0034A (CRSTS impact and vfm evaluation) will be required to collaborate with the Supplier for TLOT0034B (CRSTS process evaluation) to share any monitoring data that is necessary to support the process evaluation case studies. The Supplier for TLOT0034A will be required to work with the Supplier for TLOT0034B and with DfT to ensure that any transfer of data is fully compliant with current data protection legislation.





Engagement with MCAs on the national evaluation

6.14	MCAs have made progress with developing their M&E plans. Drafts of these were submitted to the Authority as part of MCAs’ draft proposals in September 2021. Full business cases were received by the Authority in mid-January 2022 and these included M&E plans for each MCA. 

6.15   The MCAs have been provided with guidance from the Authority on what should be included in their M&E plans as part of their business cases. They have been asked to provide the following information, which will be available to the Supplier: 

· Detailed and coherent logic maps outlining the theory of change for their programme 



· An outline of the proposed strands of their evaluation e.g. impact, process and value for money



· Full list of indicators and data they plan to collect, including details of data sources and data collection methodology



· Proposals for how counterfactuals could be established, in order to measure the impact of their programme and specific interventions within it



· Initial suggestions for inventions which could be suitable for evaluation using experimental and/or quasi-experimental methods



· A plan for how their evaluation will be delivered e.g. in-house or through a contractor, key milestones and anticipated outputs



· Estimated costs of evaluation i.e. proportion of programme budget to be dedicated to evaluation, and how this will meet their specific evaluation needs



· Suggestions for how the evaluation findings could be disseminated to maximise learning



6.16	Throughout the development of the M&E framework, the Supplier will work closely with the 8 MCAs and DfT to agree what data needs to be collected and submitted to support the national impact and value for money evaluation. 

6.17	The Supplier will have the greatest level of engagement with MCAs soon after Contract award, in mid 2022. It is anticipated that the development of the evaluation framework will involve individual meetings (via video call) between the Supplier and each of the 8 MCAs to clarify any aspects of their planned M&E activities and the data that they have available. It is also anticipated that the Supplier will lead up approximately three workshops with representatives of MCAs to carry out activities such as revising the logic model and agreeing which data should be collected as part of the national evaluation framework. Thereafter, there should be regular discussions on progress to ensure that MCAs’ support for the national evaluation remains on track. 

6.18   Upon appointment, the Supplier will also be required to review the shortlist of schemes which have been suggested for inclusion in the experimental evaluation scheme and work with the Authority to agree the final list. This will involve a review of the relevant documentation by the Supplier and a meeting with the Authority to discuss and agree the recommendations. The Supplier will then work with the MCAs running these schemes to design and deliver these evaluations. It is anticipated that the engagement will be most intensive in the design and set-up stage but the exact timings of this are yet to be confirmed. 

[bookmark: _Hlk16153348]6.19 	Bidders should set out a detailed plan for engagement with MCAs. This should indicate both how and when Suppliers would plan to engage, how these relationships would be managed, and how much resource they anticipate providing across both structured (e.g. workshops) and ad hoc support. In costing this element of the requirement, Suppliers shall provide an indication of both the total cost for this activity as well as the ‘unit cost’ for engaging with a single MCA. 



Value for money evaluation

6.20    Alongside the development of the M&E framework, the contractor will be asked to consider the feasibility of assessing the value for money of individual interventions and the programme as whole. They will also be asked to explore whether the assumptions and expected benefits identified through the appraisal process have been realised. Where feasible, we would like to the supplier to use programme costs and evidence of outcomes to estimate ex-post benefit cost ratios, either for individual schemes or work programmes comprising multiple schemes

6.21	To facilitate this, MCAs will be required to produce Appraisal Summary Packs when final business cases are approved. These should reflect the approach set out in the DfT report Strengthening the links between appraisal and evaluation in capturing the key assumptions in appraisal analysis so they can be tested in evaluation. This data will serve as a comparator and will also ensure that there is a good audit trail of the analysis undertaken to inform investment decisions. 











[bookmark: _Toc368573032][bookmark: _Toc89884331]7. key milestones and Deliverables

7.1 The following Contract milestones/deliverables shall apply:

		Milestone/Deliverable

		Description

		Timeframe or  Delivery Date



		1

		A confirmation of the project work plan based on the tender specification, the Supplier’s proposals and matters subsequently agreed in set up/initiation meetings – this should include plans for both overaching impact and vfm evaluation. 

		Well-developed initial draft within two months of Contract Award; to be finalised after MCA engagement completed



		2

		A document setting out a framework for monitoring delivery of the CRSTS that will enable the coordination of evaluation activity across MCAs. This will set out how business case information, datasets and fresh data collection should be used and the roles of MCAs, the DfT and the Supplier in relation to the national evaluation. 

		Well-developed initial draft within two months of Contract Award; to be finalised after MCA engagement completed



		3

		Recommendations for interventions to be included in the experimental evaluation scheme

		Recommendations to be submitted to the DfT within 6 weeks of contract award and agreed within 8 weeks



		4

		Evaluation plans developed for the interventions included in the experimental evaluation scheme (in collaboration with selected MCAs)

		Anticipated to be within 6 months of contract award (although this will depend on the nature and timescales for the selected interventions)



		5 – First annual interim report

		As detailed in Section 6 ‘The Requirement’, these reports should combine the latest outputs from all the elements of the impact and value for money evaluation, to form an evidence-based narrative on the performance of the local plans. The outputs of each annual report should be presented to the Authority, in person, upon completion.

		Within year 1 of Contract Award



		6 – Second annual interim report

		

		Within year 2 of Contract Award



		7 – Third annual interim report

		

		Within year 3 of Contract Award



		8 – Fourth annual interim report

		

		Within year 4 of Contract Award



		9 – Evaluation summary report

		

		Within year 5 of Contract Award





[bookmark: _Toc302637211]

[bookmark: _Toc368573033][bookmark: _Toc89884332]8. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION/reporting

Overarching Evaluation Reports:

8.1      Overarching evaluation outputs will need to follow the structure set out in the evaluation framework, drawing together the available evidence (including evidence gathered by MCAs and any additional evidence required to be collected centrally) to present an overarching narrative about the progress and impacts of CRSTS. This should bring together the available evidence from the national impact and value for money evaluation and is likely to involve some meta-analysis of evaluation outputs from across the MCAs. Where possible, the Authority is keen for this reporting to synthesise local counterfactuals to arrive at conclusions about impacts on key measures across the CRSTS as a whole.

8.2     Over the course of the Contract between 2022/23 and 2027/28 there will be annual reporting points for the overarching evaluation. Interim reports should be provided at the end of each of the first four full years of the Contract. While evidence of impacts may be limited in the early stages of implementation, it will still be useful to set out the available evidence in a structured way which can be built on in further interim reports. For example, these reports could present evidence on early indicators identified through the overarching theory of change (or MCAs’ theories of change) even if long-term impacts are not yet observable. 

8.3 	At the end of the Contract’s fifth year (in 2027/28), a summary report should be provided that summarises the available evidence on the impacts of the CRSTS at the close of the evaluation, synthesising the previous interim reports.  This report will then act as a starting point for any further ex-post evaluation of CRSTS.



Additional Reporting Activities:

8.4 	Further to the core reporting activities, Bidders are encouraged (but not obliged) to put forward proposals for any additional activities that can be embedded in their proposed reporting cycles, to maximise and support adaptive policymaking. These proposals will be assessed as part of the ‘evaluation reporting, synthesis and meta-analysis’ requirement.

8.5 	These activities could be delivered through effective learning and dissemination mechanisms, including but not limited to the following examples:

· [bookmark: _Hlk19111507]Community of Practice (CoP): Engagement with MCAs could involve regular meetings/workshops to discuss any particular challenges they are facing and to share learning. This could also involve the DfT and other organisations or academics working in the transport sector. 

· Quarterly newsletters or briefings from the evaluation team: these would include progress with the evaluation, and any emerging learning. 

· Webinar forums: live (and recorded) webinars on specific topics of interest, covering for example: specific measures which are being implemented across numerous sites, MCAs presenting what they are doing/have done and sharing learning with others, to discuss data monitoring challenges that are being faced, or to verbally communicate the emerging learning from the evaluation.

8.7 	The Supplier shall provide a Project Manager who will work collaboratively with the Authority’s Project Manager and provide regular updates on progress. The method and regularity for providing updates and progress meetings will be agreed following the start of the commission. Fortnightly progress updates with the Project Manager will be required as a minimum, alongside quarterly and annual review meetings. 

8.8 	The Supplier shall provide regular updates summarising progress in achieving objectives and the projected programme of work. These shall be made in writing to the appointed Project Manager, with the format and regularity to be agreed at the outset of the project.

[bookmark: _Toc368573034][bookmark: _Toc89884333]9. 	volumes

9.1      The volumes for this procurement have been identified in Section 6 ‘The Requirement’.

[bookmark: _Toc368573035][bookmark: _Toc89884334]10.  continuous improvement

10.1   The Supplier will be expected to continually improve the way in which the required Services are to be delivered throughout the Contract duration.

10.2 	The Supplier should present new ways of working to the Authority during annual Contract review meetings. 

10.3 	Changes to the way in which the Services are to be delivered must be brought to the Authority’s attention and agreed prior to any changes being implemented.

[bookmark: _Toc89884335]11. Sustainability

Not Applicable.

[bookmark: _Toc89884336]12. ETHICS

DfT is committed to promoting high ethical standards in the conduct of the social research it funds and commissions. We expect potential Suppliers to conduct research to appropriate ethical standards. This would include following the General Data Protection Regulation of 2018, and the principles outlined in the Government Social Research (GSR) Unit Professional Guidance ‘Ethical Assurance for Social Research in Government’:



· Principle 1: Sound application and conduct of social research methods, and interpretation of the findings

· Principle 2: Participation based on informed consent

· Principle 3: Enabling participation

· Principle 4: Avoidance of personal and social harm

· Principle 5: Non-disclosure of identity

For further details of these principles see the GSR guidance here: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ethical-assurance-guidance-for-social-research-in-government. 



Bidders should address any identified ethical sensitivities or risks in their application, as well as any others they consider might arise. Appropriate handling of ethical sensitivities is part of the tender assessment exercise and proposals will be evaluated against how they identify and address ethical sensitivities.



[bookmark: _Toc89884337]13.  QUALITY

13.1 	Bidders’ proposals must be able to offer an appropriate level of expertise and experience and be able to deliver the outputs within the desired timeframe.

13.2 	As part of the proposals, Bidders shall also provide a quality control plan that demonstrates their organisation’s quality control procedures.

13.3	Bidders should take note of the following guidelines for producing research outputs. These are intended to ensure that the reporting process is efficient and produces outputs of good quality that will be acceptable for the Authority: 

· All reports and other outputs of the Contract should use language that a non-analyst would understand and have clear policy-relevant messages. Sentences, headings and paragraphs should be short and concise. Slang and jargon should be avoided. Where technical terms must be used, a glossary should be provided. 

· Reports should be written in the third person and should refer to analytical findings in the past tense. The Supplier should ensure the style and tense used does not change throughout the report. Drafts must be consistent in language and acronyms, use of footnotes and use of references throughout.

· Research methods should be described succinctly in the main text. Further detail that would allow a technical peer reviewer to understand the research methods and ascertain their quality should be provided in a technical annex.

· Reports should begin with an Executive Summary of 3-5 pages in length. This should be suitable for use as a stand-alone summary of the key research findings. It should clearly identify the main points arising of policy relevance.

· Reports which are intended for publication should be drafted using the DfT report template which will be provided by the Authority. We expect that this will apply to two reports – one approximately halfway through the Contract (for example, the second or third annual interim report), and one at its conclusion (the evaluation summary report).  

· The Supplier should schedule a report planning meeting with the Authority. This should take place when data collection and analysis has been conducted and before drafting of the report begins. For this meeting, the Supplier should provide a suggested outline of the report contents and a narrative of the main points that will be covered and the emerging conclusions. Discussion and agreement on these points in advance should make the report writing process more efficient and minimise wasted effort by the Supplier and Authority. 

· The Supplier should build in time for thorough quality assurance of reporting outputs to ensure they have been thoroughly checked before submission and so are free from spelling and grammatical errors. The schedule should build in time for this process. 

· The Supplier should allow adequate time for the Authority to review draft reports and return comments. The suggested allowances are 2 weeks for case study reports and 3 weeks for annual reports. Any comments provided by the Authority must be fully addressed.

· All reports intended for publication must be submitted to DfT as both MS Word and Adobe PDF files. Both files must meet the latest government minimum accessibility requirements: currently level AA of the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.1) (as of 2021). The supplier may decide to undertake this accessibility work themselves or to use a third-party contractor to ensure the required standard is met (making sufficient allowance for any additional cost and time this would entail).



More information: 



Level AA of the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.1) 

https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG21/ 



Publishing accessible documents on GOV.UK

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/publishing-accessible-documents 



Make your Word documents accessible to people with disabilities

https://support.microsoft.com/en-us/office/make-your-word-documents-accessible-to-people-with-disabilities-d9bf3683-87ac-47ea-b91a-78dcacb3c66d 



Create and verify PDF accessibility (Acrobat Pro)

https://helpx.adobe.com/uk/acrobat/using/create-verify-pdf-accessibility.html



13.4    In addition to meeting these quality guidelines, research findings must be sufficiently robust to guide future policy decisions. This means that the research needs to be defensible in design and that the collection, analysis and interpretation of qualitative data is transparent and systematic. Methodological decisions and any implications of such decisions must be explained.

[bookmark: _Toc368573037][bookmark: _Toc89884338]14.   PRICE

14.1    The Authority has allocated a budget envelope for this Contract of £425,000 up to £500,000. We have taken account of the evaluation requirements when setting our budget and expect bidders to use their judgement to assemble proposals that best meet the stated requirements while also providing good value for money.

14.2	Prices are to be submitted via the e-Sourcing Suite Attachment 4 – Price Schedule excluding VAT and including all other expenses relating to Contract delivery.

14.3	Bidders are required to submit a full price schedule of each work package as outlined in Attachment 4 – Pricing Schedule. A clear price breakdown will enable any future prioritisation decisions (see Attachment 4 for details required).

14.4 	As the experimental evaluation scheme requires further scoping once the Supplier is appointed, we have provided a hypothetical example of the kind of intervention which could be included in this scheme. This is detailed in Section 5.2 of this document. Bidders should provide evaluation costs against this example, as outlined further in Attachment 2. 

[bookmark: _Hlk16246257]14.5    Where a consortium or sub-contractor arrangement is used, a separate breakdown for each partner should be provided in addition to the overall project costs.



Call-off/ad-hoc days:

14.6.  Day rates for all staff should be provided along with a general description of duties. These should be listed as required in Attachment 4 – Price Schedule. Bidders should commit to providing up to 30 call off days to provide ad-hoc response to review questions or respond to urgent policy issues. 

14.7 	The 30-day call-off element will be used for such activities as detailed below:

Answering technical questions;

Conducting ad-hoc analysis of data and;

Attending ad-hoc meetings and presentations.

14.8 	The number of days required and the tasks to be completed during the call-off days will be agreed by the Supplier and the Authority on an ad hoc basis during the course of the Contract. A significant majority of the activities outlined above should be led and completed at a working level, with senior engagement where necessary. This should be reflected within the costings provided for call-off days, as and when these are requested by the Authority during the course of the Contract.  

[bookmark: _Toc368573038][bookmark: _Toc89884339]15.   STAFF AND CUSTOMER SERVICE

15.1  The following types of expertise will be essential for successful delivery of this requirement:

· Understanding and experience of developing succinct, accessible and clearly articulated guidance and evaluation frameworks, to support programme-level evaluation / meta-analysis

· Expertise in impact evaluation, including designing and delivering robust experimental and quasi-experimental evaluations

· Understanding and experience of theory-based evaluation methods (including the development and application of logic models)

· Value for Money evaluation, including Cost Benefit Analysis (using evaluation evidence to inform future appraisal is also desirable)

· Ability to produce cogent and creative written communication, including explanation of technical concepts to a lay audience in an engaging and relevant manner

· Ability to deliver in a timely manner to agreed deadlines.

· Ability to respond flexibly to requests. 

· High quality project management processes (including details of any accreditations)

· Capacity to undertake and deliver this research requirement within the timetable

· (Where Bidders propose the use of sub-contractors) Prior track record of successful collaboration for similar Contracts and clear arrangements for successful partnership working in place

The following criteria are desirable: 

· Demonstrable experience of evaluating behaviour change interventions

· Understanding of the transport sector, including knowledge of the processes, impacts and evaluation of transport policy and legislation

· Experience of evaluation in a transport context, particularly the delivery of local transport schemes within Authorities/Combined Authorities

15.2   The Supplier shall provide a sufficient level of resource throughout the duration of the Contract to consistently deliver a quality service.

15.3	The Supplier’s staff assigned to the Contract shall have the relevant  qualifications and experience to deliver the Contract to the required standard. 

15.4 	The Supplier shall ensure that staff understand the Authority’s vision and objectives and will provide excellent customer service to the Authority throughout the duration of the Contract.



[bookmark: _Toc368573039][bookmark: _Toc89884340]16.  service levels and performance

16.1  The Authority will measure the quality of the Supplier’s delivery by:

		KPI/SLA

		Service Area

		KPI/SLA description

		Target



		1

		Delivery

		Deliverables presented to the Authority according to the timescales outlined in Section 7 ‘Key Milestones and Deliverables’ (unless otherwise agreed) and are in the agreed format; 

		100%



		2

		Research Quality

		When agreed, deliverables are quality assured, clear, accurate and of a publishable standard;

		100%



		3

		Response Time

		The Supplier is flexible and i) adapts work plans quickly in light of changing situations to ensure planned outcomes are achieved, for e.g. revising recruitment approach or methodology; ii) responds positively to requests and queries from the Authority and other stakeholders; and iii) supports data quality by proactive and collaborative working with sub-contractors and ensuring that roles and responsibilities are clear;

		100%



		4

		Risk Management

		High quality, detailed and up to date project risk assessments in place. Appropriate mitigations are adopted/ mitigation action is taken.

		100%







16.2   The quality of the service provided by the Supplier will be regularly monitored by the Authority against the elements outlined above throughout the duration of the Contract.

16.3 	The Supplier shall participate in quarterly and annual review meetings with the Authority to review the quality and performance of the services provided. The Supplier shall be appropriately represented at the review meetings that will usually be conducted via teleconference or facilitated face to face in where this can coincide with other meetings.

16.4	Following annual review meetings, the Authority may choose to discontinue the contract if it judges any of the following criteria are not met: 

· A robust and appropriate evaluation design has been demonstrated to be feasible;

· A sufficiently robust data collection method has been identified and;

· The research outputs are of sufficient quality and are providing robust evidence to guide future policy decisions; and;

· The proposed study represents value for money.

[bookmark: _Toc368573040][bookmark: _Toc89884341]17.  Security and CONFIDENTIALITY requirements

17.1	The Authority is committed to maintaining high standards of data security and confidentiality.

17.2 	The Supplier must fully comply with current data protection legislation including the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR) and the Freedom of Information (FOI) legislation and the Mandatory Minimum Measures set out by the Cabinet Office.

17.3	Bidders shall address any Data Protection or Information Security issues that they anticipate encountering in relation to the Contract and their approach to mitigate them. Any information security accreditations held by the bidder or sub-contracted organisations must be clearly outlined.

17.4   The Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) of all products created during this commission (including, without limitation, all data, findings and outputs) will be vested with the Authority.

17.5 	The Supplier shall seek approval in advance from the Authority’s Project Manager for any press release, presentation or publication related to this project until the final report is published; sufficient time should be allowed for this. After publication of the final report, the Supplier shall keep the Authority’s Project Manager informed of any further use of data and/or findings from the project.

17.6 	All copyright, know-how and other property rights generated from this project remain property of the Crown. The Supplier shall ensure that all documentation and wherever possible all computer media are clearly marked accordingly.

17.7 	Any outputs, including the final evaluation framework, must not be published or shared with any third parties without the written permission of the Authority.

Conflicts of interest:

17.8    Previous engagement with MCAs does not preclude organisations from bidding for the national evaluation. However, bidders should flag any potential conflicts of interest and demonstrate how they would be managed.

17.9 	To minimise the risk of any conflicts of future interest – perceived or actual – we require that the Supplier appointed to carry out the national evaluation (including any of your participating sub-contractors), demonstrate in their tender submission how they will manage any CRSTS conflicts of interest, for example those conflicts arising through continuing to carry out appraisal or evaluation work for MCAs. This question is built into the Authorities selection/qualification criteria, you will need to pass this question in order for the Authority to proceed with the next stage of the evaluation i.e. Technical evaluation. 

17.10  We do not require the Supplier or sub-contractors to refrain from carrying out evaluation work for constituent local authorities, nor to refrain from conducting the evaluation of other programmes.







[bookmark: _Toc89884342][bookmark: _Toc368573042]18.   payment AND INVOICING

18.1   Upon Contract Award, the Authority shall be provided with a profile of how they will be invoiced (also referred to as the payment schedule). This shall include costs for each of the agreed outputs (broken down by staff time and any other costs incurred), including a breakdown of VAT if applicable, and dates when invoices will be submitted linked to key project milestones. The project should be delivered on a capped cost price basis.

18.2 	To assist with the payment process, draft invoices shall first be submitted by e-mail to the Authority’s Project Manager. Once the draft invoice has been agreed, a DfT ‘Goods Received Notice (GRN)’ will be produced and the Authority will then confirm that the invoice may be submitted for payment.

18.3    Invoices must quote the Purchase Order (PO) number and must be submitted as directed in the PO to: Arvato, Shared Service Centre, 5 Sandringham Park, Swansea Vale, Swansea, SA7 0E.

18.4 	Payment can only be made following satisfactory delivery of pre-agreed certified products and deliverables. 

18.5	Before payment can be considered, each invoice must include a detailed elemental breakdown of work completed and the associated costs. 

[bookmark: _Toc89884343]19.  CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 

19.1 	The identity of the Authority’s Project Manager shall be disclosed upon Contract Award. They shall be the main point of contact throughout the duration of the Contract.

Project Management:

19.2 	Suppliers must set out their project team identifying the following:

· The Project Director(s) who will provide senior leadership and oversight for delivery of the project;

· The Project Manager(s) who will provide day-to-day management of the project and will be the main point of contact for the Authority’s Project Manager and;

· Project team members, stating their role in the delivery of the study.

19.3   Arrangements for management of the project team shall be set out, explaining how these will ensure timely delivery of high-quality outputs. An organogram should be provided to show the proposed relationships within the project team for delivery of the Contract.

19.4 	Where the Bidders propose the use of sub-contractors to deliver part of the Contract, a clear explanation shall be provided to outline how their work will be managed. Bidders shall explain any prior track record of successful collaboration for similar Contracts.

19.5 	Arrangements for quality assurance shall be set out including how draft outputs for this Contract will be checked prior to submission. Details of any existing quality systems and quality accreditations must also be provided.

19.6 	Bidders shall address any Data Protection or Information Security issues that they anticipate encountering in relation to the Contract and their approach to mitigate them. Any information security accreditations held by the Potential Supplier or sub-contractor organisations must be clearly outlined.

19.7 	Attendance at Contract Review meetings shall be at the Supplier’s own expense.



[bookmark: _Toc368573043][bookmark: _Toc89884344]20.   Location 

20.1   The Authority is located at Greater Minster House, London SW1P 4DR. It is expected that Contract Review meetings, presentations and workshops relating to the evaluation will be held via video call. It may be preferable to hold some meetings or workshops in-person and that will be discussed with the Supplier on a case-by-case basis. 

20.2 	As detailed in Section 6 ‘The Requirement’, the Supplier may also be required to visit local areas to provide in-person support and guidance, although it is anticipated that most of the stakeholder engagement will take place via video call. Some fieldwork and data collection may require visits to local areas.
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[bookmark: _Toc368573027][bookmark: _Toc89884325]1. PURPOSE

[bookmark: _Toc296415791]

The Department for Transport (DfT) is inviting bids for a national impact and value for money evaluation of the City Region Sustainable Transport Settlements (CRSTS). 

The Department for Transport is referred to as ‘the Authority’ throughout this document.

The CRSTS is a five-year funding settlement which has recently been allocated to 8 Mayoral Combined Authorities (MCAs) in England, as announced at the 2021 Spending Review. The MCAs’ proposals aim to improve the quality of local transport networks, with a particular focus on public transport. The funding will run from April 2022 to March 2027 although the full impacts of the interventions are likely to materialise over a longer timeframe. 

The purpose of this procurement is to commission an external evaluator to scope, design and implement a national-level impact and value for money evaluation of the CRSTS. As well as assessing the impact and value for money of the CRSTS at the national scale, the evaluator will also be required to support the design and delivery of the evaluation of specific CRSTS interventions which have been selected for inclusion in an experimental evaluation scheme. This scheme aims to improve the strength of our evidence base on what works in local and intra-city transport, through use of experimental and/or quasi-experimental methods.

A competition for a process evaluation (TLOT0034B) is being managed in parallel to the impact and value for money evaluation. It will be launched as an independent tender process.

[bookmark: _Toc368573028][bookmark: _Toc89884326][bookmark: _Toc297554773][bookmark: _Toc296415805][bookmark: _Toc296415793]BACKGROUND TO THE CONTRACTING aUTHORITY

DfT works with its agencies and partners to support the transport network that helps the UK’s businesses and gets people and goods travelling around the country. DfT plans and invests in transport infrastructure to keep the UK on the move. 

A number of DfT’s strategic objectives are closely aligned with the aims of the CRSTS. These include investing to grow and level up the economy, putting users at the heart of the transport system and working together to reduce our environmental impact. In July 2021, DfT published its transport decarbonisation plan, which sets out government’s commitments and the actions needed to decarbonise the entire transport system in the UK.

The CRSTS will directly support the delivery of two of DfT’s 2021/22 priority outcomes:

· To improve connectivity across the UK and grow the economy by enhancing the transport network on time and on budget.

· To tackle climate change and improve air quality by decarbonising transport.  



[bookmark: _Toc368573029][bookmark: _Toc89884327]Background to requirement/OVERVIEW of requirement

[bookmark: _Toc297554774]The Cabinet Office and Her Majesty’s Treasury are placing increasing emphasis on robust monitoring and evaluation to gather evidence of impact and value for money for government-funded programmes. This is reflected in the creation of a central Evaluation Task Force, which will scrutinise departments’ evaluation activities, track the delivery of evaluation plans and ensure results are fed back into spending decisions from the 2021 Spending Review onwards. 

Furthermore, the CRSTS represents a significant investment for government, as it is providing £5.7 billion of funding to MCAs over 5 years. Therefore, it is important to evaluate the impact and value for money of the programme for both learning and accountability purposes, and to gather robust evidence to inform the design of future funding settlements and transport interventions. 

The objectives of the CRSTS are laid out in the published guidance for MCAs. Its three main aims are as follows:

· Drive growth and productivity through infrastructure investment

· Levelling up

· Decarbonise transport, especially promoting modal shift from cars to public transport, walking and cycling



To meet these objectives, MCAs have proposed a package of transport interventions which include (but are not limited to) the following: 

· Expansion of bus routes and bus lanes

· Cleaner buses (including electric and hydrogen)

· Upgrading and expansion of light rail networks

· Upgrading railway stations and building new stations

· Highways maintenance

· Improvements to junctions and crossings.

· Expansion of active travel routes for walking and cycling

· Low traffic neighbourhoods (LTNs)

· Behaviour change initiatives (encouraging shift towards more sustainable forms of transport)

· Integrated local transport services, including multi-modal interchanges and transport hubs

· New park and ride facilities

· Expansion of public electric vehicle charging infrastructure

· Improved technological and data capability

· Enabling housing development

3.5 	The CRSTS builds on the Transforming Cities Fund (TCF), which aims to improve productivity by investing in public and sustainable transport infrastructure in English cities and city regions. The TCF is also a multi-year funding settlement but has dedicated funding for transformative schemes, rather than being based on the integration of existing funds (as in CRSTS). In participating CRSTS MCAs, the final year of funding for TCF schemes will be incorporated into the funding settlement for CRSTS. 



3.6 	MCAs submitted CRSTS proposals to the department in September 2021 which included draft monitoring and evaluation (M&E) plans. These proposals were considered by the Authority and feedback was given against a number of criteria, including their fit with strategic objectives, deliverability and value for money. MCAs’ indicative allocations were announced as part of the autumn budget in October 2021. MCAs submitted full business cases for their programmes of work in January 2022, and the Authority is currently working with them to finalise their allocations.

3.7 	As part of their proposals, MCAs have been asked to ensure that there are robust and proportionate plans in place to monitor and evaluate individual schemes and/or programmes funded via the CRSTS. To do this MCAs are required to ringfence a proportion of their funding settlement to design and deliver fit-for-purpose Monitoring and Evaluation studies. These can be at scheme or programme level or a mix of both, and they may be delivered internally or with the help of external experts. 

3.8	However, a scheme-level-only evaluation would carry a risk that Fund-level insights might be too limited. A 2017 report summarising evaluation of the DfT’s Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF) concluded that “[a]t the outset, evaluation planning could improve the chances of an effective meta-evaluation by a more directive ‘top-down’ approach.” (It may be useful for tenderers to consider some of the lessons learned about delivering this kind of evaluation which are detailed in the LSTF report).

3.9 	Therefore, we will aim to assess the impact and value for money of the CRSTS at a national level and draw together findings from the different areas through meta-evaluation. If similar schemes are being trialled in different areas, this also gives us the opportunity to draw on larger sample sizes to produce more robust conclusions about what works. It will also enable us to understand the influence of the specific local context on how well particular interventions work, as what works well in one place may not in another. 

3.10	Evaluation of the CRSTS will need to provide both formative evidence, that can be fed back to inform the implementation and maintenance of local plans (allowing for adaptive policymaking), and summative evidence, that can report retrospectively on how effective they have been in meeting their aims. 

3.11 	Bidders should note that the funded transport interventions will be delivered across the five-year period 2022-2027. As some of the larger infrastructure interventions will take time to be designed and delivered, it is likely that much of the post-intervention evaluation measurement will need to take place in the last two years of this period. Therefore, after designing the evaluation framework and collecting baseline measures early in this period, there may be a lull in evaluation activity in the middle of this period for some schemes. 

3.12	Understanding the impact of CRSTS:

The list below is a preliminary outline of the kinds of research questions that will need to be addressed by the evaluation. These should not be taken as an exhaustive set of research questions, but rather as an indication of the high-level objectives of this evaluation.

· To what extent have schemes contributed to:

· Improving local transport connectivity?

· Improving the quality of sustainable transport options?

· Increasing access to employment and public services, particularly in areas of deprivation? 

· Enabling the development of new areas of regeneration and housing?

· Boosting productivity and generating new local and national economic growth?

· Increasing use of sustainable transport for journeys within the city region?

· Improving residents’ wellbeing and quality of life? 

· Reducing congestion?

· Reducing carbon emissions? 

· Improving air quality? 



· Are particular types of schemes more effective than others?

· Based on available evidence about the CRSTS’s impact, did the overall programme and the individual schemes within it deliver value for money?

3.13 	The objectives of the CRSTS are closely aligned with the Government’s levelling up agenda, further details of which were outlined in the Levelling Up White Paper published in February 2022. As stated in a speech by the Prime Minister in July 2021, levelling up aims to improve living standards and stimulate economic growth in areas of the country which are currently lagging behind. It also aims to improve public services, boost the private sector and promote a sense of civic pride. 

[bookmark: _Toc89884328][bookmark: _Toc368573030]definitions 

		Expression or Acronym

		Definition



		BSIP

		Bus Service Improvement Plan



		CRSTS

		City Region Sustainable Transport Settlements 



		LSTF

		Local Sustainable Transport Fund



		LUF

		Levelling Up Fund



		MCAs

		Mayoral Combined Authorities



		M&E	

		Monitoring and Evaluation 



		WCAG 

		Web Content Accessibility Guidelines









[bookmark: _Toc89884329]5. scope of requirement 

5.1 	The Authority is seeking to appoint a Supplier (a “contractor”) to coordinate the National Evaluation (the “evaluation”) of the CRSTS, across the 8 funded MCAs. This invitation to tender (ITT) sets out the requirements that Tenderers must meet in conducting this evaluation.

5.2 	In summary the requirement will be for the delivery of:

1. Overarching impact evaluation:

· An evaluation framework will need to be developed which will identify the high-level outcome and impact measures that will form part of the overarching evaluation of CRSTS, and inform and support MCAs’ evaluation activities, encouraging consistent data collection that will allow for central collation and analysis. The framework should identify where it will be possible to undertake a counterfactual evaluation approach to arrive at robust quantitative conclusions about the impact of CRSTS schemes.

· Because MCAs will only be responsible for evaluation activity relating to their own schemes, the national evaluation will be required to collate and synthesise evidence that addresses questions about the overall impact of CRSTS. After the evaluation framework has been agreed and the MCAs’ M&E plans established, the overarching evaluation will commence collation and production of reports for DfT on the overall progress of CRSTS.

· There will be considerable read across and influence between the MCAs’ evaluation activities and the national evaluation. The Supplier will be expected to take account of MCAs’ work in the design and analysis of the evaluation, while MCAs will be instructed to follow some consistent features in their work to align with the evaluation framework produced through the national evaluation.

· The Authority believes that national evaluation activity which builds on the MCAs’ evaluation provides the optimum basis for collecting good evidence about the effectiveness of the CRSTS because:

· Guidance and support through this contract should improve consistency and quality of evaluation activity across areas, reducing duplication of effort.

· The Supplier shall specify standard monitoring metrics and collect data from MCAs that can then be aggregated and analysed in a consistent way, improving the learning from the evaluation.

· A consolidated programme of reporting will provide insight about the effectiveness of different types of schemes, generating actionable findings both at the whole programme level and for local areas.

2.    	Experimental evaluation scheme: 

· The Authority is keen that experimental/quasi-experimental evaluation methods are a key feature of the impact evaluation for the CRSTS. While developing their business cases in November and December 2021, all MCAs were asked to identify schemes which could potentially be evaluated using these approaches and share these suggestions with the Authority. 

· Some of the suggested schemes will be selected for inclusion in the experimental evaluation scheme, including those which are novel or using new approaches to delivery. The Authority will develop a shortlist and seek methodological advice from the Supplier before the final decisions are made. 

· The national evaluator will support the design and delivery of experimental or quasi-experimental evaluation approaches, working with the MCAs (and their evaluation partners if applicable) to evaluate these schemes and analyse and report the findings. To maximise learnings from across the programme, the national evaluator will be asked to identify whether there are similar types of interventions being proposed by different MCAs that could be included in the scheme. 

· Experimental design will allow the Authority and the MCAs to test novel and innovative approaches, assess their effectiveness, and learn lessons which can be shared more broadly across the local government community and beyond. The outputs will include case studies and potentially best practice guides if and where this is feasible. 

· As this workstream is yet to be fully scoped out, we are providing the below scenario for which you should provide a proposal and a pricing schedule, as outlined in Questionnaires 4 and 7 of Attachment 2. This scenario is hypothetical and is intended to give a more concrete example of the types of scheme that could be evaluated, enabling fairer comparison between bidders’ proposals and pricing schedules. 

Scenario

· Four MCAs have proposed the development of mobility hubs as part of their CRSTS proposals. A network of 10 mobility hubs is expected to be developed in each participating MCA. These will each include free charging for 10 electric cars (which can be left there for a maximum of 12 hours), pedal bike parking for up to 100 bikes, free charging points for up to 50 e-cycles, a new bus stop and new community centre (including a room which can be hired for events and a café). The hubs will be additional to (rather than replacing) any existing car parking facilities. 

· The hubs will mainly be based at railway stations with links into the town centre. Therefore, they will mainly target commuters but also people visiting the town centre for leisure purposes. They aim to contribute to modal shift from private car use by encouraging the use of the train for trips into the city centre and providing a more convenient link to the station by active travel and public transport. They also aim to encourage uptake of electric vehicles by improving EV charging infrastructure. 

· Information on other similar schemes can be found here. You should set out your proposals for designing an impact evaluation for these hubs, using experimental and/or quasi-experimental approaches. For the purposes of this scenario, you can assume that there aren’t any other new cycling or walking initiatives in the vicinity that are being delivered via CRSTS. 

3. 	Overarching value for money evaluation: 

· When designing the M&E Framework and the impact evaluation, the national evaluator will consider the feasibility of assessing the cost effectiveness of individual interventions and the programme as whole. They will also be asked to explore whether the assumptions and expected benefits identified through the appraisal process have been realised. 

· To facilitate this, MCAs will be required to produce Appraisal Summary Packs when final business cases are approved. This data will serve as a comparator, and will also ensure that there is a good audit trail of the analysis undertaken to inform investment decisions.  

5.3 	The Contract is intended to run between financial year 2022/23 and financial year 2027/28. This will be subject to annual reviews, starting from before schemes are finalised through the co-development process, and running until schemes have been implemented and it will be reasonable for early outcomes and some impacts to be observed.

[bookmark: _Toc368573031][bookmark: _Toc89884330]6.    The requirement

6.1 	Given the complex and specialised nature of this evaluation, the Authority encourages joint ventures or consortium bids and/or, where appropriate, sub-contracting arrangements.

Monitoring and Evaluation Framework:

6.2 	A core task for the evaluation will be the development of an overarching national evaluation framework. Due to each MCA’s schemes being unique, it will be necessary for the Supplier to establish a typology of schemes by identifying at a high level the commonalities and shared priorities of CRSTS schemes (or groups of schemes) that will facilitate comparison and meaningful analysis.

6.3	We anticipate that the Supplier will also collate and digest information about MCAs’ plans, including but not limited to: the schemes, appraisal information, deliverables and intended outputs. The Supplier will be supported by the Authority and MCAs in obtaining the relevant information. The Supplier will be expected to draw on this information in delivering the overarching evaluation.

6.4	The Supplier will be required to review M&E plans which will be submitted by the MCAs as part of their business cases in mid-January 2022. The Supplier will be expected to build on these documents to develop the overarching evaluation framework and agree it with MCAs. 

6.5	The first stage in producing the evaluation framework will be to review the scheme plans available from MCAs, to establish a typology of schemes and identify the key commonalities and differences between MCAs’ packages of schemes. This will build on the detail set out in Section 3 covering the potential range of schemes. The framework should then identify a set of consistent evaluation designs and metrics that can be collected to inform overarching evaluation reports about the outcomes and impacts of the CRSTS. These will be agreed with the Authority and must meet the standards for transport evaluation as set out in the Authority’s published evaluation guidance.

6.6	The data critical to evaluation will generally be obtained by MCAs and shared with evaluators. However, the Authority would welcome the Supplier recommending and sourcing, or encouraging MCAs to source, additional data that will inform the evaluation.

6.7 	The Authority is keen for this framework to facilitate robust conclusions about the outcomes of CRSTS. As a result, the framework should identify where counterfactual evaluation methods can be applied (where it is proportionate and practical to do so) – the Authority is keen for this to be done where it is possible. For example, identifying measures where it is likely to be possible to compare against suitable areas, to provide evidence for what would have happened in the absence of the plans.

6.8 	However, the Authority recognises that the scope and range of the CRSTS means a counterfactual evaluation approach is not likely to be viable across all schemes. Packages of schemes within MCAs may be designed to complement one another, or share common objectives, making it difficult to isolate the effects of individual schemes. Equally, it may not be feasible to identify locations within MCAs where certain schemes do not operate and which are suitable for use as a comparison. While experimental and/or quasi-experimental methods should be proposed wherever possible, the framework should also consider how theory-based evaluation methods, drawing on both qualitative and quantitative data sources, could be used to draw conclusions about schemes’ relative contribution to achieving impacts.

6.9	To achieve this, the creation of the framework will require the further development and refinement of an overarching logic model setting out the ‘theory of change’ underpinning the whole CRSTS and the individual local area packages that will sit within it.

6.10   In developing the framework, the Supplier will also need to take into account other DfT-funded interventions which are happening concurrently, for example the transport aspects of the Levelling Up Fund (LUF), the implementation of Bus Service Improvement Plans (BSIPs) and the Active Travel Fund (ATF). When developing the M&E framework for CRSTS, the Supplier should ensure that this complements M&E frameworks being applied to similar transport interventions supported by other funding streams. Where there are LUF-funded projects taking place within MCAs, these should be factored into the overall approach for CRSTS evaluation. This applies to 3 transport projects in Round 1 of LUF and further details of these will be provided to the Supplier. 

6.11	The resulting evaluation framework should set out:

· What information will be stored from MCAs’ appraisals and business cases for individual projects for use both at the individual project level and centrally.

· How this information will be processed to provide baselines and targets in terms of timing and outcomes against which progress can subsequently be monitored during and after the implementation of projects. 

· What datasets will be available either publicly or by arrangement with stakeholder organisations to enable the outcomes of the programme to be tracked. The lags in the availability of the data and any limitations on accessibility should be flagged. 

· Taking account of the issues in collecting such data, what forms of monitoring for the CRSTS should be conducted centrally, for example by the Authority and its agencies or as part of the overarching evaluation conducted as part of this requirement. 

· What forms of data collection would be more efficiently collected at a local level, by MCAs responsible for CRSTS projects. 

· For measures collected locally, a consistent format for reporting that can facilitate central analysis and comparison between areas.

6.12 	Bidders should set out their plan for the development of this evaluation framework, as well as a clear indication of how the framework would be used to inform both MCAs’ evaluation activity and the overarching evaluation.

6.13    Bidders should note that the Supplier for TLOT0034A (CRSTS impact and vfm evaluation) will be required to collaborate with the Supplier for TLOT0034B (CRSTS process evaluation) to share any monitoring data that is necessary to support the process evaluation case studies. The Supplier for TLOT0034A will be required to work with the Supplier for TLOT0034B and with DfT to ensure that any transfer of data is fully compliant with current data protection legislation.





Engagement with MCAs on the national evaluation

6.14	MCAs have made progress with developing their M&E plans. Drafts of these were submitted to the Authority as part of MCAs’ draft proposals in September 2021. Full business cases were received by the Authority in mid-January 2022 and these included M&E plans for each MCA. 

6.15   The MCAs have been provided with guidance from the Authority on what should be included in their M&E plans as part of their business cases. They have been asked to provide the following information, which will be available to the Supplier: 

· Detailed and coherent logic maps outlining the theory of change for their programme 



· An outline of the proposed strands of their evaluation e.g. impact, process and value for money



· Full list of indicators and data they plan to collect, including details of data sources and data collection methodology



· Proposals for how counterfactuals could be established, in order to measure the impact of their programme and specific interventions within it



· Initial suggestions for inventions which could be suitable for evaluation using experimental and/or quasi-experimental methods



· A plan for how their evaluation will be delivered e.g. in-house or through a contractor, key milestones and anticipated outputs



· Estimated costs of evaluation i.e. proportion of programme budget to be dedicated to evaluation, and how this will meet their specific evaluation needs



· Suggestions for how the evaluation findings could be disseminated to maximise learning



6.16	Throughout the development of the M&E framework, the Supplier will work closely with the 8 MCAs and DfT to agree what data needs to be collected and submitted to support the national impact and value for money evaluation. 

6.17	The Supplier will have the greatest level of engagement with MCAs soon after Contract award, in mid 2022. It is anticipated that the development of the evaluation framework will involve individual meetings (via video call) between the Supplier and each of the 8 MCAs to clarify any aspects of their planned M&E activities and the data that they have available. It is also anticipated that the Supplier will lead up approximately three workshops with representatives of MCAs to carry out activities such as revising the logic model and agreeing which data should be collected as part of the national evaluation framework. Thereafter, there should be regular discussions on progress to ensure that MCAs’ support for the national evaluation remains on track. 

6.18   Upon appointment, the Supplier will also be required to review the shortlist of schemes which have been suggested for inclusion in the experimental evaluation scheme and work with the Authority to agree the final list. This will involve a review of the relevant documentation by the Supplier and a meeting with the Authority to discuss and agree the recommendations. The Supplier will then work with the MCAs running these schemes to design and deliver these evaluations. It is anticipated that the engagement will be most intensive in the design and set-up stage but the exact timings of this are yet to be confirmed. 

[bookmark: _Hlk16153348]6.19 	Bidders should set out a detailed plan for engagement with MCAs. This should indicate both how and when Suppliers would plan to engage, how these relationships would be managed, and how much resource they anticipate providing across both structured (e.g. workshops) and ad hoc support. In costing this element of the requirement, Suppliers shall provide an indication of both the total cost for this activity as well as the ‘unit cost’ for engaging with a single MCA. 



Value for money evaluation

6.20    Alongside the development of the M&E framework, the contractor will be asked to consider the feasibility of assessing the value for money of individual interventions and the programme as whole. They will also be asked to explore whether the assumptions and expected benefits identified through the appraisal process have been realised. Where feasible, we would like to the supplier to use programme costs and evidence of outcomes to estimate ex-post benefit cost ratios, either for individual schemes or work programmes comprising multiple schemes

6.21	To facilitate this, MCAs will be required to produce Appraisal Summary Packs when final business cases are approved. These should reflect the approach set out in the DfT report Strengthening the links between appraisal and evaluation in capturing the key assumptions in appraisal analysis so they can be tested in evaluation. This data will serve as a comparator and will also ensure that there is a good audit trail of the analysis undertaken to inform investment decisions. 











[bookmark: _Toc368573032][bookmark: _Toc89884331]7. key milestones and Deliverables

7.1 The following Contract milestones/deliverables shall apply:

		Milestone/Deliverable

		Description

		Timeframe or  Delivery Date



		1

		A confirmation of the project work plan based on the tender specification, the Supplier’s proposals and matters subsequently agreed in set up/initiation meetings – this should include plans for both overaching impact and vfm evaluation. 

		Well-developed initial draft within two months of Contract Award; to be finalised after MCA engagement completed



		2

		A document setting out a framework for monitoring delivery of the CRSTS that will enable the coordination of evaluation activity across MCAs. This will set out how business case information, datasets and fresh data collection should be used and the roles of MCAs, the DfT and the Supplier in relation to the national evaluation. 

		Well-developed initial draft within two months of Contract Award; to be finalised after MCA engagement completed



		3

		Recommendations for interventions to be included in the experimental evaluation scheme

		Recommendations to be submitted to the DfT within 6 weeks of contract award and agreed within 8 weeks



		4

		Evaluation plans developed for the interventions included in the experimental evaluation scheme (in collaboration with selected MCAs)

		Anticipated to be within 6 months of contract award (although this will depend on the nature and timescales for the selected interventions)



		5 – First annual interim report

		As detailed in Section 6 ‘The Requirement’, these reports should combine the latest outputs from all the elements of the impact and value for money evaluation, to form an evidence-based narrative on the performance of the local plans. The outputs of each annual report should be presented to the Authority, in person, upon completion.

		Within year 1 of Contract Award



		6 – Second annual interim report

		

		Within year 2 of Contract Award



		7 – Third annual interim report

		

		Within year 3 of Contract Award



		8 – Fourth annual interim report

		

		Within year 4 of Contract Award



		9 – Evaluation summary report

		

		Within year 5 of Contract Award





[bookmark: _Toc302637211]

[bookmark: _Toc368573033][bookmark: _Toc89884332]8. MANAGEMENT INFORMATION/reporting

Overarching Evaluation Reports:

8.1      Overarching evaluation outputs will need to follow the structure set out in the evaluation framework, drawing together the available evidence (including evidence gathered by MCAs and any additional evidence required to be collected centrally) to present an overarching narrative about the progress and impacts of CRSTS. This should bring together the available evidence from the national impact and value for money evaluation and is likely to involve some meta-analysis of evaluation outputs from across the MCAs. Where possible, the Authority is keen for this reporting to synthesise local counterfactuals to arrive at conclusions about impacts on key measures across the CRSTS as a whole.

8.2     Over the course of the Contract between 2022/23 and 2027/28 there will be annual reporting points for the overarching evaluation. Interim reports should be provided at the end of each of the first four full years of the Contract. While evidence of impacts may be limited in the early stages of implementation, it will still be useful to set out the available evidence in a structured way which can be built on in further interim reports. For example, these reports could present evidence on early indicators identified through the overarching theory of change (or MCAs’ theories of change) even if long-term impacts are not yet observable. 

8.3 	At the end of the Contract’s fifth year (in 2027/28), a summary report should be provided that summarises the available evidence on the impacts of the CRSTS at the close of the evaluation, synthesising the previous interim reports.  This report will then act as a starting point for any further ex-post evaluation of CRSTS.



Additional Reporting Activities:

8.4 	Further to the core reporting activities, Bidders are encouraged (but not obliged) to put forward proposals for any additional activities that can be embedded in their proposed reporting cycles, to maximise and support adaptive policymaking. These proposals will be assessed as part of the ‘evaluation reporting, synthesis and meta-analysis’ requirement.

8.5 	These activities could be delivered through effective learning and dissemination mechanisms, including but not limited to the following examples:

· [bookmark: _Hlk19111507]Community of Practice (CoP): Engagement with MCAs could involve regular meetings/workshops to discuss any particular challenges they are facing and to share learning. This could also involve the DfT and other organisations or academics working in the transport sector. 

· Quarterly newsletters or briefings from the evaluation team: these would include progress with the evaluation, and any emerging learning. 

· Webinar forums: live (and recorded) webinars on specific topics of interest, covering for example: specific measures which are being implemented across numerous sites, MCAs presenting what they are doing/have done and sharing learning with others, to discuss data monitoring challenges that are being faced, or to verbally communicate the emerging learning from the evaluation.

8.7 	The Supplier shall provide a Project Manager who will work collaboratively with the Authority’s Project Manager and provide regular updates on progress. The method and regularity for providing updates and progress meetings will be agreed following the start of the commission. Fortnightly progress updates with the Project Manager will be required as a minimum, alongside quarterly and annual review meetings. 

8.8 	The Supplier shall provide regular updates summarising progress in achieving objectives and the projected programme of work. These shall be made in writing to the appointed Project Manager, with the format and regularity to be agreed at the outset of the project.

[bookmark: _Toc368573034][bookmark: _Toc89884333]9. 	volumes

9.1      The volumes for this procurement have been identified in Section 6 ‘The Requirement’.

[bookmark: _Toc368573035][bookmark: _Toc89884334]10.  continuous improvement

10.1   The Supplier will be expected to continually improve the way in which the required Services are to be delivered throughout the Contract duration.

10.2 	The Supplier should present new ways of working to the Authority during annual Contract review meetings. 

10.3 	Changes to the way in which the Services are to be delivered must be brought to the Authority’s attention and agreed prior to any changes being implemented.

[bookmark: _Toc89884335]11. Sustainability

Not Applicable.

[bookmark: _Toc89884336]12. ETHICS

DfT is committed to promoting high ethical standards in the conduct of the social research it funds and commissions. We expect potential Suppliers to conduct research to appropriate ethical standards. This would include following the General Data Protection Regulation of 2018, and the principles outlined in the Government Social Research (GSR) Unit Professional Guidance ‘Ethical Assurance for Social Research in Government’:



· Principle 1: Sound application and conduct of social research methods, and interpretation of the findings

· Principle 2: Participation based on informed consent

· Principle 3: Enabling participation

· Principle 4: Avoidance of personal and social harm

· Principle 5: Non-disclosure of identity

For further details of these principles see the GSR guidance here: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ethical-assurance-guidance-for-social-research-in-government. 



Bidders should address any identified ethical sensitivities or risks in their application, as well as any others they consider might arise. Appropriate handling of ethical sensitivities is part of the tender assessment exercise and proposals will be evaluated against how they identify and address ethical sensitivities.



[bookmark: _Toc89884337]13.  QUALITY

13.1 	Bidders’ proposals must be able to offer an appropriate level of expertise and experience and be able to deliver the outputs within the desired timeframe.

13.2 	As part of the proposals, Bidders shall also provide a quality control plan that demonstrates their organisation’s quality control procedures.

13.3	Bidders should take note of the following guidelines for producing research outputs. These are intended to ensure that the reporting process is efficient and produces outputs of good quality that will be acceptable for the Authority: 

· All reports and other outputs of the Contract should use language that a non-analyst would understand and have clear policy-relevant messages. Sentences, headings and paragraphs should be short and concise. Slang and jargon should be avoided. Where technical terms must be used, a glossary should be provided. 

· Reports should be written in the third person and should refer to analytical findings in the past tense. The Supplier should ensure the style and tense used does not change throughout the report. Drafts must be consistent in language and acronyms, use of footnotes and use of references throughout.

· Research methods should be described succinctly in the main text. Further detail that would allow a technical peer reviewer to understand the research methods and ascertain their quality should be provided in a technical annex.

· Reports should begin with an Executive Summary of 3-5 pages in length. This should be suitable for use as a stand-alone summary of the key research findings. It should clearly identify the main points arising of policy relevance.

· Reports which are intended for publication should be drafted using the DfT report template which will be provided by the Authority. We expect that this will apply to two reports – one approximately halfway through the Contract (for example, the second or third annual interim report), and one at its conclusion (the evaluation summary report).  

· The Supplier should schedule a report planning meeting with the Authority. This should take place when data collection and analysis has been conducted and before drafting of the report begins. For this meeting, the Supplier should provide a suggested outline of the report contents and a narrative of the main points that will be covered and the emerging conclusions. Discussion and agreement on these points in advance should make the report writing process more efficient and minimise wasted effort by the Supplier and Authority. 

· The Supplier should build in time for thorough quality assurance of reporting outputs to ensure they have been thoroughly checked before submission and so are free from spelling and grammatical errors. The schedule should build in time for this process. 

· The Supplier should allow adequate time for the Authority to review draft reports and return comments. The suggested allowances are 2 weeks for case study reports and 3 weeks for annual reports. Any comments provided by the Authority must be fully addressed.

· All reports intended for publication must be submitted to DfT as both MS Word and Adobe PDF files. Both files must meet the latest government minimum accessibility requirements: currently level AA of the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.1) (as of 2021). The supplier may decide to undertake this accessibility work themselves or to use a third-party contractor to ensure the required standard is met (making sufficient allowance for any additional cost and time this would entail).



More information: 



Level AA of the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG 2.1) 

https://www.w3.org/TR/WCAG21/ 



Publishing accessible documents on GOV.UK

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/publishing-accessible-documents 



Make your Word documents accessible to people with disabilities

https://support.microsoft.com/en-us/office/make-your-word-documents-accessible-to-people-with-disabilities-d9bf3683-87ac-47ea-b91a-78dcacb3c66d 



Create and verify PDF accessibility (Acrobat Pro)

https://helpx.adobe.com/uk/acrobat/using/create-verify-pdf-accessibility.html



13.4    In addition to meeting these quality guidelines, research findings must be sufficiently robust to guide future policy decisions. This means that the research needs to be defensible in design and that the collection, analysis and interpretation of qualitative data is transparent and systematic. Methodological decisions and any implications of such decisions must be explained.

[bookmark: _Toc368573037][bookmark: _Toc89884338]14.   PRICE

14.1    The Authority has allocated a budget envelope for this Contract of £425,000 up to £500,000. We have taken account of the evaluation requirements when setting our budget and expect bidders to use their judgement to assemble proposals that best meet the stated requirements while also providing good value for money.

14.2	Prices are to be submitted via the e-Sourcing Suite Attachment 4 – Price Schedule excluding VAT and including all other expenses relating to Contract delivery.

14.3	Bidders are required to submit a full price schedule of each work package as outlined in Attachment 4 – Pricing Schedule. A clear price breakdown will enable any future prioritisation decisions (see Attachment 4 for details required).

14.4 	As the experimental evaluation scheme requires further scoping once the Supplier is appointed, we have provided a hypothetical example of the kind of intervention which could be included in this scheme. This is detailed in Section 5.2 of this document. Bidders should provide evaluation costs against this example, as outlined further in Attachment 2. 

[bookmark: _Hlk16246257]14.5    Where a consortium or sub-contractor arrangement is used, a separate breakdown for each partner should be provided in addition to the overall project costs.



Call-off/ad-hoc days:

14.6.  Day rates for all staff should be provided along with a general description of duties. These should be listed as required in Attachment 4 – Price Schedule. Bidders should commit to providing up to 30 call off days to provide ad-hoc response to review questions or respond to urgent policy issues. 

14.7 	The 30-day call-off element will be used for such activities as detailed below:

Answering technical questions;

Conducting ad-hoc analysis of data and;

Attending ad-hoc meetings and presentations.

14.8 	The number of days required and the tasks to be completed during the call-off days will be agreed by the Supplier and the Authority on an ad hoc basis during the course of the Contract. A significant majority of the activities outlined above should be led and completed at a working level, with senior engagement where necessary. This should be reflected within the costings provided for call-off days, as and when these are requested by the Authority during the course of the Contract.  

[bookmark: _Toc368573038][bookmark: _Toc89884339]15.   STAFF AND CUSTOMER SERVICE

15.1  The following types of expertise will be essential for successful delivery of this requirement:

· Understanding and experience of developing succinct, accessible and clearly articulated guidance and evaluation frameworks, to support programme-level evaluation / meta-analysis

· Expertise in impact evaluation, including designing and delivering robust experimental and quasi-experimental evaluations

· Understanding and experience of theory-based evaluation methods (including the development and application of logic models)

· Value for Money evaluation, including Cost Benefit Analysis (using evaluation evidence to inform future appraisal is also desirable)

· Ability to produce cogent and creative written communication, including explanation of technical concepts to a lay audience in an engaging and relevant manner

· Ability to deliver in a timely manner to agreed deadlines.

· Ability to respond flexibly to requests. 

· High quality project management processes (including details of any accreditations)

· Capacity to undertake and deliver this research requirement within the timetable

· (Where Bidders propose the use of sub-contractors) Prior track record of successful collaboration for similar Contracts and clear arrangements for successful partnership working in place

The following criteria are desirable: 

· Demonstrable experience of evaluating behaviour change interventions

· Understanding of the transport sector, including knowledge of the processes, impacts and evaluation of transport policy and legislation

· Experience of evaluation in a transport context, particularly the delivery of local transport schemes within Authorities/Combined Authorities

15.2   The Supplier shall provide a sufficient level of resource throughout the duration of the Contract to consistently deliver a quality service.

15.3	The Supplier’s staff assigned to the Contract shall have the relevant  qualifications and experience to deliver the Contract to the required standard. 

15.4 	The Supplier shall ensure that staff understand the Authority’s vision and objectives and will provide excellent customer service to the Authority throughout the duration of the Contract.



[bookmark: _Toc368573039][bookmark: _Toc89884340]16.  service levels and performance

16.1  The Authority will measure the quality of the Supplier’s delivery by:

		KPI/SLA

		Service Area

		KPI/SLA description

		Target



		1

		Delivery

		Deliverables presented to the Authority according to the timescales outlined in Section 7 ‘Key Milestones and Deliverables’ (unless otherwise agreed) and are in the agreed format; 

		100%



		2

		Research Quality

		When agreed, deliverables are quality assured, clear, accurate and of a publishable standard;

		100%



		3

		Response Time

		The Supplier is flexible and i) adapts work plans quickly in light of changing situations to ensure planned outcomes are achieved, for e.g. revising recruitment approach or methodology; ii) responds positively to requests and queries from the Authority and other stakeholders; and iii) supports data quality by proactive and collaborative working with sub-contractors and ensuring that roles and responsibilities are clear;

		100%



		4

		Risk Management

		High quality, detailed and up to date project risk assessments in place. Appropriate mitigations are adopted/ mitigation action is taken.

		100%







16.2   The quality of the service provided by the Supplier will be regularly monitored by the Authority against the elements outlined above throughout the duration of the Contract.

16.3 	The Supplier shall participate in quarterly and annual review meetings with the Authority to review the quality and performance of the services provided. The Supplier shall be appropriately represented at the review meetings that will usually be conducted via teleconference or facilitated face to face in where this can coincide with other meetings.

16.4	Following annual review meetings, the Authority may choose to discontinue the contract if it judges any of the following criteria are not met: 

· A robust and appropriate evaluation design has been demonstrated to be feasible;

· A sufficiently robust data collection method has been identified and;

· The research outputs are of sufficient quality and are providing robust evidence to guide future policy decisions; and;

· The proposed study represents value for money.

[bookmark: _Toc368573040][bookmark: _Toc89884341]17.  Security and CONFIDENTIALITY requirements

17.1	The Authority is committed to maintaining high standards of data security and confidentiality.

17.2 	The Supplier must fully comply with current data protection legislation including the General Data Protection Regulations (GDPR) and the Freedom of Information (FOI) legislation and the Mandatory Minimum Measures set out by the Cabinet Office.

17.3	Bidders shall address any Data Protection or Information Security issues that they anticipate encountering in relation to the Contract and their approach to mitigate them. Any information security accreditations held by the bidder or sub-contracted organisations must be clearly outlined.

17.4   The Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) of all products created during this commission (including, without limitation, all data, findings and outputs) will be vested with the Authority.

17.5 	The Supplier shall seek approval in advance from the Authority’s Project Manager for any press release, presentation or publication related to this project until the final report is published; sufficient time should be allowed for this. After publication of the final report, the Supplier shall keep the Authority’s Project Manager informed of any further use of data and/or findings from the project.

17.6 	All copyright, know-how and other property rights generated from this project remain property of the Crown. The Supplier shall ensure that all documentation and wherever possible all computer media are clearly marked accordingly.

17.7 	Any outputs, including the final evaluation framework, must not be published or shared with any third parties without the written permission of the Authority.

Conflicts of interest:

17.8    Previous engagement with MCAs does not preclude organisations from bidding for the national evaluation. However, bidders should flag any potential conflicts of interest and demonstrate how they would be managed.

17.9 	To minimise the risk of any conflicts of future interest – perceived or actual – we require that the Supplier appointed to carry out the national evaluation (including any of your participating sub-contractors), demonstrate in their tender submission how they will manage any CRSTS conflicts of interest, for example those conflicts arising through continuing to carry out appraisal or evaluation work for MCAs. This question is built into the Authorities selection/qualification criteria, you will need to pass this question in order for the Authority to proceed with the next stage of the evaluation i.e. Technical evaluation. 

17.10  We do not require the Supplier or sub-contractors to refrain from carrying out evaluation work for constituent local authorities, nor to refrain from conducting the evaluation of other programmes.







[bookmark: _Toc89884342][bookmark: _Toc368573042]18.   payment AND INVOICING

18.1   Upon Contract Award, the Authority shall be provided with a profile of how they will be invoiced (also referred to as the payment schedule). This shall include costs for each of the agreed outputs (broken down by staff time and any other costs incurred), including a breakdown of VAT if applicable, and dates when invoices will be submitted linked to key project milestones. The project should be delivered on a capped cost price basis.

18.2 	To assist with the payment process, draft invoices shall first be submitted by e-mail to the Authority’s Project Manager. Once the draft invoice has been agreed, a DfT ‘Goods Received Notice (GRN)’ will be produced and the Authority will then confirm that the invoice may be submitted for payment.

18.3    Invoices must quote the Purchase Order (PO) number and must be submitted as directed in the PO to: Arvato, Shared Service Centre, 5 Sandringham Park, Swansea Vale, Swansea, SA7 0E.

18.4 	Payment can only be made following satisfactory delivery of pre-agreed certified products and deliverables. 

18.5	Before payment can be considered, each invoice must include a detailed elemental breakdown of work completed and the associated costs. 

[bookmark: _Toc89884343]19.  CONTRACT MANAGEMENT 

19.1 	The identity of the Authority’s Project Manager shall be disclosed upon Contract Award. They shall be the main point of contact throughout the duration of the Contract.

Project Management:

19.2 	Suppliers must set out their project team identifying the following:

· The Project Director(s) who will provide senior leadership and oversight for delivery of the project;

· The Project Manager(s) who will provide day-to-day management of the project and will be the main point of contact for the Authority’s Project Manager and;

· Project team members, stating their role in the delivery of the study.

19.3   Arrangements for management of the project team shall be set out, explaining how these will ensure timely delivery of high-quality outputs. An organogram should be provided to show the proposed relationships within the project team for delivery of the Contract.

19.4 	Where the Bidders propose the use of sub-contractors to deliver part of the Contract, a clear explanation shall be provided to outline how their work will be managed. Bidders shall explain any prior track record of successful collaboration for similar Contracts.

19.5 	Arrangements for quality assurance shall be set out including how draft outputs for this Contract will be checked prior to submission. Details of any existing quality systems and quality accreditations must also be provided.

19.6 	Bidders shall address any Data Protection or Information Security issues that they anticipate encountering in relation to the Contract and their approach to mitigate them. Any information security accreditations held by the Potential Supplier or sub-contractor organisations must be clearly outlined.

19.7 	Attendance at Contract Review meetings shall be at the Supplier’s own expense.



[bookmark: _Toc368573043][bookmark: _Toc89884344]20.   Location 

20.1   The Authority is located at Greater Minster House, London SW1P 4DR. It is expected that Contract Review meetings, presentations and workshops relating to the evaluation will be held via video call. It may be preferable to hold some meetings or workshops in-person and that will be discussed with the Supplier on a case-by-case basis. 

20.2 	As detailed in Section 6 ‘The Requirement’, the Supplier may also be required to visit local areas to provide in-person support and guidance, although it is anticipated that most of the stakeholder engagement will take place via video call. Some fieldwork and data collection may require visits to local areas.
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