
  
 

  

 

  1 

 

SUPPLIER QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS  

Request for Proposal (RFP): Independent Evaluation of Research Culture Change Initiatives 

# Supplier Question Wellcome response 

 Appendices - The RFP refers to two appendices; 
these appendices do not appear to be included with 
the RFP documentation available online. 
 

This was missed out in error and will be updated in the RFP 
document. 

1.  What is the specific boundary between Studio 
Susegad’s evaluation of the IRCC 
Community, and this evaluation of what worked/what 
didn’t across IRCC teams?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Will SS’s final report be available before project 
conception, or do we need to plan for 
coordination during any overlapping periods? 
 
 

Studio Susegad are very much focused on the impact of the 
IRCC community on the teams/projects whereas this project 
is very much about the impact of the projects carried out by 
the IRCC. They have started collecting information from 
teams about what has worked and hasn’t worked to promote 
research culture change and will include some of these early 
insights in a report which will be released in June/July 2026. 
This will mainly be based on information from themed 
sessions (more information is available here: IRCC Themed 
Peer Learning Meet-Ups - Google Docs) with the community, 
the notes which they will share with the chosen supplier. The 
role of the supplier will be to build on these initial learnings 
and insights.  
 
Studio Susegad are due to release their final report in 
June/July. They have stated that they would be very happy 
to have a meeting with the chosen supplier to discuss their 
findings. 
 
The supplier will not have access to Studio Susegads full 
dataset as the community have not consented for this 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/15HAo4Z05i9tlIIox97F14gLeD4gLEU2zsDTQ3R4r3Vo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.uj6po2wciew6
https://docs.google.com/document/d/15HAo4Z05i9tlIIox97F14gLeD4gLEU2zsDTQ3R4r3Vo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.uj6po2wciew6
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Will evaluators have access to Studio Susegad’s full 
datasets and interim analysis, and at what stage in the 
project timeline? 
 
 
 
 
 
Will evaluators have direct access to anonymised 
application and end-of-grant materials, or will access be 
mediated by Wellcome? 
 
Is there an expectation for evaluators to review primary 
data collected by Studio Susegard prior to November 
2025?  If so, what might this include? 
 
Can we clarify that the existing evaluation reports 
available are as follows, or are there also some others 
that we can access, either already complete or in 
progress?  

a. IRCC post kick off event report - by 
Studio Susegard 

b. What is needed report - by Studio 
Susegard 

 
 
Will Studio Susegad’s datasets be finalised before the 
new contract begins? Will they do any analysis beyond 
the preliminary activities already taking place? Will the 
supplier receive raw data from Studio Susegad? 

information to be shared. All the key insights that Studio 
Susegad obtained will be included in their reports. The 
community has consented for the notes to be shared from 
the themed sessions that they have been running. 
 
 
The supplier will have access to grant applications and the 
end of grant reports from the successful teams.  
 
 
No 
 
 
 
These are the reports that are now available. You can see 
more about what the team has been doing on their IRCC 
webpage: IRCC x Susegad — Studio Susegad 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The raw dataset from the themed discussions will be 
finalised by the time the contract starts. They are not doing 
any analysis beyond the themed conversations and their 
interaction with the community. The supplier will receive 
notes from the themed discussions run by Studio Susegad. 
 

https://www.studiosusegad.com/ircc
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Can you describe the expected access the Supplier will 
have to Studio Susegad researchers for conversations 
about their data collection process? What other 
structures will help support the Supplier in accurately 
and ethically interpreting Studio Susegad's existing 
data? 
(Reasoning: Social science data requires context to 
interpret appropriately. Our approach to analyzing 
existing data will differ depending on the level of 
engagement we have with the Studio Susegad 
researchers. A description of available documentation 
about the team's data collection process is also helpful 
here.) 
 
What is the expected relationship between the evaluator 
and Studio Susegad, who currently convene IRCC and 
conduct embedded social research? 
 

Will the selected evaluator receive raw data (interview 
transcripts, notes, recordings) or synthesised outputs 
from Studio Susegad? 

 
 

 
 
 
 
Studio Susegad have said that they would be very happy to 
have a 1-hour meeting with the chosen supplier to discuss 
their experience and their data collection process. Please 
note that Studio Susegad will only be able to share their 
notes from the themed discussions.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Studio Susegads contract will be ending in July so it is likely 
that the chosen team will only interact with Studio Susegad 
via he proposed 1-hour meeting. 
 
 
Studio Susegad will be sharing their notes from the themed 
discussions which they are running. More information will 
also be included in the reports they are due to release in 
June/July. 
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Your RfP kindly provides a rough estimate of the volume 
of data that might come in from Studio Susegad. Of 
these data, could Wellcome please indicate how long a 
'lightning talk' is, and how long the team guides? 
 
 
 
Could Wellcome please clarify the expected division of 
work between the evaluator and Studio Susegad? Our 
understanding is that Studio Susegad’s work focuses on 
the Institutional Research Culture Community (IRCC), 
and is both developmental – i.e., they are working to 
identify the various enablers and barriers involved in 
promoting research culture change – and evaluative, 
including an evaluation of the impact of the IRCC. We 
therefore understand that our work should focus on the 
overall impact of the Institutional Fund for Research 
Culture (IFRC), including the IRCC, but that we should 
rely on Studio Susegad to provide us with the necessary 
data and insight into the impact of the IRCC, rather than 
doing our own data collection and analysis work in this 
regard. Is that correct?  
 
 
 
Are Studio Susegad permitted to apply for the contract 
to conduct the Independent Evaluation of Research 
Culture Change Initiatives? 
 

Lightening talks will be a maximum of 5-mins and the 
recordings and transcripts will be shared with the chosen 
team. Team guides will be a maximum of 800 words long.  
 
 
 
 
It is not the job of the selected team to evaluate the impact of 
the IRCC community, this work should focus on IFRC and 
the impact of the projects in the IRCC, but not the impact of 
the IRCC itself.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes, they are permitted to apply 
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Will there be any contact time available with Studio 
Susegad as part of analysing the existing data 
generated?   
 

 
Wellcome will share the data with the supplier directly. We 
anticipate the meeting between the supplier and Studio 
Susegad happening at the start of the contract in June/July. 
 

2.  How many unfunded teams remain engaged with the 
IRCC, and does their engagement 
vary significantly?  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Of those that are still engaged, do you know if they have 
documented their activities beyond IRCC event 
participation? 
 

All unfunded teams have engaged in the community to some 
extent and only-2 of the unfunded teams have chosen not to 
attend the final convening. Around 60%* of the unfunded 
teams have put themselves forward to give a lightening talk 
at the final event. 90%* of funded teams have put 
themselves forward to give a lightening talk at the final event 
(*these numbers are approximate as the final number of 
talks is not confirmed and these numbers are based on 
expressions of interest). 
 
Many of the unfunded teams are doing research culture 
projects at their organisations. These may potentially just be 
at a smaller scale (but this will vary due to other sources of 
funding). 

3.  Is Wellcome seeking an assessment of impact on 
individual researchers' experiences and 
wellbeing, or is the focus on the institutional/systemic 
level primarily? 
 

We are interested in the project team looking at how the 
IRCC project outputs have impacted researchers 
experiences and wellbeing as this will be a key element in 
evaluating what initiatives work and what don’t work to 
promote research culture change. We are also interested in 
the projects impacts at a institutional and systemic level too.  

4.  When does Wellcome expect to receive most end-of-
year grant reports? Is there a desire 
for phased analysis as reports arrive between March 
2026 – January 2027? 

The end of grant reports will start coming in from March all 
the way until January 2027 (2x reports will be submitted after 
this date but they will need to be excluded from the analysis 
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to ensure the evaluation is completed within the required 
timeline).  
 

5.  How many institutional case studies do you envision for 
the IFRC Evaluation Report? 

We anticipate that the supplier will produce 4-6 case studies. 
The teams that these case studies are on should be decided 
in consultation with Wellcome. 
 

6.  BUDGET 
 
 
Does Wellcome have an indicative budget available for 
this review? Providing a ballpark or range as part of the 
Q&A return will be very helpful for suppliers to gauge the 
scale and scope of activities. 
 

Could you clarify whether Wellcome expects suppliers to 
submit a single fixed-price proposal only, or whether it 
would be acceptable to present a clearly defined core 
offering at a fixed price, alongside optional, non-priced 
or indicative modules that could be discussed further at 
the interview stage? 

What details do you need to be included in the cost 
breakdown?  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Wellcome does not have a fixed budget for this review, and 
we are open to receiving applications costed up to £250,000. 
All proposals should include a clear and detailed breakdown 
of the requested costs to help us understand how the budget 
aligns with your proposed approach and deliverables. 
 
We would be very open to suppliers offering optional 
offerings (but please also include prices for these aspects). 
 
 
 
 
 
For the cost breakdown, please provide enough detail for us 
to understand how your budget aligns with your proposed 
approach and deliverables. This should include: 
 

• Staff time and roles – day rates, estimated days, and 
a brief description of responsibilities. 
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Does the Wellcome Trust anticipate absorbing the costs 
associated with data visualisation and output production 
– i.e., design, publication, and DOI – to adhere to 
Wellcome Trust brand guidelines, or should suppliers 
include these elements in their budget? 
 
 
Will there be scope to renegotiate the cost of delivery in 
the event of mutually agreed expanding scope? 
 

• Operational costs – any expenses required to deliver 
the work (e.g., software, materials, travel, workshops, 
transcription). 

• Subcontractor or partner costs – including who they 
are and what they will deliver. 

• Overheads – if applicable, with an explanation of how 
they are calculated. 

• VAT – clearly indicated. 

• Any assumptions underpinning cost estimates. 
 
The breakdown should provide transparency, show value for 
money, and make it clear how each cost contributes to the 
proposed work. 
 
 
Suppliers should include these costs within their budgets 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes, this could happen prior to the contract being drafted 
 
 

7.  Contracting/ Proposals 
 
Is this project subject to the addition of 20% VAT on 
direct costs? 
 

 
 
VAT is payable but please exclude VAT from budget. 
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Would Wellcome Trust kindly confirm that the awardee 
will have an opportunity to negotiate terms and 
conditions prior to award signature? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The link in the RFP to standard terms and conditions 
directs to the following webpage that lists several 
documents (https://wellcome.org/about-us/work-with-
us/contract-opportunities). Could you provide a link to 
the specific terms and conditions that will apply to this 
award, or send the relevant document directly? 
 
Regarding the standard T&Cs would you consider 
agreeing to cap the liability rather than setting it to 
uncapped? 
 
Could you confirm that the proposal should be emailed 
to this address (rather than uploaded onto your portal): 
RFP@wellcome.org 
 
In which part of the tender response should suppliers 
outline any conflict of interest and does this fall out with 
the word count for the applicable section? 
 
 

Suppliers submitting proposals should review Wellcome's 

Standard terms and Conditions Wellcome General Terms 

and Conditions.pdf 

Individuals submitting proposals as a sole trader (not 
registered) should review this Wellcome-Consultancy-
Agreement-individual.pdf 
 
Please state any comments on Ts& Cs at the time of 
submission of proposal. 
 

Wellcome General Terms and Conditions.pdf or 

Wellcome-Consultancy-Agreement-individual.pdf 
 
 
Please state any comments on Ts& Cs at the time of 
submission of proposal. 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
 
You should making this clear in the email submitting your 
proposal  
 
 

https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwellcome.org%2Fabout-us%2Fwork-with-us%2Fcontract-opportunities&data=05%7C02%7Crfp%40wellcome.org%7C43a9a2ededf94e54037f08de6b65e98f%7C3b7a675a1fc84983a100cc52b7647737%7C0%7C0%7C639066282797774247%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VBlfZOkpk3BZySTnHJn20lACoNFLYkH4YAIt6p8R4%2F4%3D&reserved=0
https://eur01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwellcome.org%2Fabout-us%2Fwork-with-us%2Fcontract-opportunities&data=05%7C02%7Crfp%40wellcome.org%7C43a9a2ededf94e54037f08de6b65e98f%7C3b7a675a1fc84983a100cc52b7647737%7C0%7C0%7C639066282797774247%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VBlfZOkpk3BZySTnHJn20lACoNFLYkH4YAIt6p8R4%2F4%3D&reserved=0
mailto:RFP@wellcome.org
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2022-03/Wellcome%20General%20Terms%20and%20Conditions.pdf?_gl=1*1vetgq4*_gcl_au*MTg3MDEzNjM1NC4xNzcxNDI0MzI5*_ga*MTc4OTMzNDg4Ni4xNzYzNTU4NDcx*_ga_SR4SNCD7KD*czE3NzI0NjMzOTYkbzgyJGcxJHQxNzcyNDY0NDk2JGo0NiRsMCRoMA..
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2022-03/Wellcome%20General%20Terms%20and%20Conditions.pdf?_gl=1*1vetgq4*_gcl_au*MTg3MDEzNjM1NC4xNzcxNDI0MzI5*_ga*MTc4OTMzNDg4Ni4xNzYzNTU4NDcx*_ga_SR4SNCD7KD*czE3NzI0NjMzOTYkbzgyJGcxJHQxNzcyNDY0NDk2JGo0NiRsMCRoMA..
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2024-11/Wellcome-Consultancy-Agreement-individual.pdf?_gl=1*7psbe9*_gcl_au*MTg3MDEzNjM1NC4xNzcxNDI0MzI5*_ga*MTc4OTMzNDg4Ni4xNzYzNTU4NDcx*_ga_SR4SNCD7KD*czE3NzI0NjMzOTYkbzgyJGcxJHQxNzcyNDY0NTEzJGoyOSRsMCRoMA..
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2024-11/Wellcome-Consultancy-Agreement-individual.pdf?_gl=1*7psbe9*_gcl_au*MTg3MDEzNjM1NC4xNzcxNDI0MzI5*_ga*MTc4OTMzNDg4Ni4xNzYzNTU4NDcx*_ga_SR4SNCD7KD*czE3NzI0NjMzOTYkbzgyJGcxJHQxNzcyNDY0NTEzJGoyOSRsMCRoMA..
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2022-03/Wellcome%20General%20Terms%20and%20Conditions.pdf?_gl=1*1vetgq4*_gcl_au*MTg3MDEzNjM1NC4xNzcxNDI0MzI5*_ga*MTc4OTMzNDg4Ni4xNzYzNTU4NDcx*_ga_SR4SNCD7KD*czE3NzI0NjMzOTYkbzgyJGcxJHQxNzcyNDY0NDk2JGo0NiRsMCRoMA..
https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2024-11/Wellcome-Consultancy-Agreement-individual.pdf?_gl=1*7psbe9*_gcl_au*MTg3MDEzNjM1NC4xNzcxNDI0MzI5*_ga*MTc4OTMzNDg4Ni4xNzYzNTU4NDcx*_ga_SR4SNCD7KD*czE3NzI0NjMzOTYkbzgyJGcxJHQxNzcyNDY0NTEzJGoyOSRsMCRoMA..
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Regarding intellectual property, please confirm that any 
background materials (for example, frameworks, 
methods) we bring to the assignment shall remain our 
property and only newly developed outputs for 
Wellcome are assigned to Wellcome. 
 
Would a prior professional relationship with Studio 
Susegad constitute a disqualifying conflict of interest, or 
would this be acceptable with appropriate and agreed 
mitigations? 
 
Will you require CVs of the team members at full 
proposal stage, and if so, do they have a max page 
limit? 
 
Are you able to accept a PPT slide deck (with the 
applicable word count) as a proposal? 
 
How many EOIs were submitted for this evaluation? 
 
 
What is the process following EOI - will a selection of 
suppliers be invited to submit a full proposal? 
 

 
Broadly agree, but please see IP clause in Ts& Cs for 
specific wording.  
 
 
 
 
This would be acceptable. If in doubt please outline the 
nature of the professional relationship when submitting a 
proposal. 
 
 
No, please just answer the questions listed in the RFP 
 
 
 
Yes 
 
 
Around 50 
 
 
All suppliers are able to submit a full proposal 
 
 

8.  Is Wellcome open to more creative or non-traditional 
reporting formats (e.g. frameworks, infographics, 
narratives) within the IRCC synthesis report, provided 
accessibility standards are met? 
 

Yes, we are open to this 
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9.  Is Wellcome open to phased submission of interim 
learning outputs to support internal reflection during the 
evaluation period? 
 

Yes, Wellcome is open to phased submission of interim 
learning outputs and would welcome periodic updates on 
emerging findings throughout the evaluation. 

10.  Are there expectations regarding engagement with 
senior institutional leadership versus project teams only? 
 

There is no expectation that you engage with senior 
institutional leadership. However, if you feel that doing so 
would strengthen your methodology or overall design, please 
do include it in your proposed approach. 
 

11.  Do you anticipate any in-person engagement during this 
evaluation, or should the delivery be fully remote? 

We anticipate that the evaluation can be delivered fully 
remotely. We do not expect any in‑person engagement and 

are confident that all activities, including workshops, 
interviews, and feedback sessions, can be effectively 
facilitated online. If the supplier wishes to propose optional 
in‑person elements, we would be happy to consider them, 

but they are not required. 
 

12.  Are there any specific expectations regarding the 
balance between funded and unfunded teams within the 
sample? 

The balance will depend on which teams put themselves 
forward to be involved in the evaluation. However, we would 
ideally like a 75:25 balance between funded and unfunded 
teams. 
 

13.  Are there particular strategic decisions or future funding 
designs that this evaluation is intended to inform? 

Yes, the evaluation is intended to inform strategic decisions 
about how Wellcome can most effectively design and deliver 
future funding aimed at strengthening equitable research 
ecosystems. The insights generated will help us understand 
what forms of support are most impactful, where gaps or 
barriers remain, and how our approaches can be improved 
to promote more inclusive, sustainable research cultures. 
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Findings will directly shape future funding models, 
mechanisms, and priorities in this area. 
 

14.  Are there any known sensitivities, risks or areas of 
contention that Wellcome would like the evaluation team 
to be particularly mindful of? 

Yes, there are a few sensitivities that we would like the 
evaluation team to be mindful of. At this stage, Wellcome is 
not continuing this particular funding stream, which means 
that some individuals’ contracts will come to an end. As a 
result, certain project teams may disperse, and some 
activities may no longer be able to continue in their original 
form. 
This creates sensitivities around staff transitions, 
organisational uncertainty, and the potential winding down of 
work that teams have invested in. We therefore ask that the 
evaluation team adopt a considerate and empathetic 
approach in their engagement with participants, being 
mindful of the implications this situation may have for 
individuals and organisations. 
 

15.  The RFP does not specify any administrative 
documentation requirements at this stage. As we are a 
company registered in Belgium, could you please 
confirm whether any administrative documents will be 
requested at a later stage or for contracting purposes? If 
so, can you indicate which ones and whether French 
documents are acceptable or English translations are 
required? 
 

New suppliers will need to register on our FInance Portal. 
See Oracle Supplier Portal Guides and Contract guidance - 
Contract opportunities | Wellcome 
 
Typically, Company registration, and bank details will need 
to be submitted as a minimum. 

16.  Please would Wellcome consider extending the deadline 
for questions? The full RFP response is not due until 30 

We are not able to extend the deadline for questions. The 
current timeline has been set to ensure we can meet our 
internal decision‑making milestones, so the existing deadline 

https://cms.wellcome.org/sites/default/files/2025-12/New-Wellcome-Registering-on-Oracle.pdf
https://wellcome.org/about-us/work-with-us/contract-opportunities/contract-guidance
https://wellcome.org/about-us/work-with-us/contract-opportunities/contract-guidance
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March, and it is likely that suppliers will have additional 
questions once into the detail of response drafting. 

will remain in place. Suppliers are welcome to submit any 
further clarifications within the RFP response itself if needed. 
 

17.  Can you confirm what contact details you hold for key 
stakeholders / audiences in-scope of this research. Are 
you able to share these with the successful supplier 
and/or make introductions? 

Wellcome will ask teams to volunteer to be involved in the 
evaluation. Once we have a list of individuals who have 
agreed to take part, we will send this list to the chosen 
supplier 
 

18.  Can you advise what, if any, consent arrangements 
have already been established for organisations to take 
part in the evaluation, e.g. is there an expectation or 
requirement that successful organisations take part? 
 

Wellcome will get explicit consent from people to take part 

19.  When planning out project timelines, should we work on 
the assumption that all End-of-Grant reports (EoGR) will 
be submitted by end of January 2027? And can 
Wellcome also advise approximately how many such 
reports will be available earlier in 2026, and at what 
points? 
 

Yes, all end of grant reports included in this evaluation will 
be submitted by the end of Jan 2027. 7xEoGR will be 
submitted by the end of May 2026. A further 6x EoGR will be 
submitted by the end of September 2026 and the remaining 
6x EoGR will be submitted by the end of Jan 2027. 

20.  Of the institutions that did not receive funding, did all 
apply but were unsuccessful, or did some choose not to 
apply at all? 
 

All of the organisations invited to apply for the funding 
applied.  

21.  Would Wellcome be interested in proposals that speak 
to institutions beyond the 42 invited to apply for funding, 
or should the review be strictly limited to this IRCC 
group? 
 

This review should be limited to the IRCC group 
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22.  Further to this, are there any wider external stakeholders 
whose views and insights you would like to capture? 
 

This would be outside the scope of this project 

23.  Does an evaluation framework or logic model exist for 
IFRC? If so, can Wellcome share with suppliers? 
 

No, a framework was not created 

24.  We note there was an expectation for projects to 
conduct evaluations - did they all do so?  And if so, will 
we be able to access grant-level evaluation reports?   
 

All teams were asked to do an evaluation of their project, but 
we have not asked for these to be shared with Wellcome. 
We are instead asking them to complete the End of grant 
report (which will be uploaded as an appendix) 
 

25.  Given teams have already participated in evaluation and 
learning activities, to which extent does Wellcome feel 
there is appetite for further engagement? 
 

Teams are very keen to share what they have learnt with the 
wider sector, and they are equally enthusiastic about 
ensuring that the sector can benefit from the extensive work 
the IRCC has carried out. Although they have already 
contributed to evaluation and learning activities, we hope 
their appetite for further engagement remains strong, 
particularly where it supports drawing together insights from 
across the IRCC and translating these into learning that can 
be shared more broadly. They are also keen to be involved 
in contributing to something that will shape future Wellcome 
activities. 
 

26.  Are research teams aware that more evaluation will be 
forthcoming?  And if so, is there a contractual obligation 
for them to take part?  Will Wellcome facilitate access to 
research team contacts? 
 

Teams are aware that we are commissioning an evaluation 
of IFRC and IRCC. There is no contractual obligation for 
them to take part but we expect that the supplier will pay 
participants for their time which we hope will support teams 
to contribute. Wellcome will share a list of IRCC members 
who have agreed to take part in the evaluation. 
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27.  Is there potential to disseminate the findings of the study 
through a programme of knowledge translation within 
Wellcome and potentially more widely? Will the 
appointed evaluation team have a role in this? 

We are keen to ensure that the outcomes of this project are 
shared widely, both within Wellcome and across the wider 
sector. Dissemination will be an important part of maximising 
the value of this work, and we would welcome the appointed 
supplier’s support in developing and delivering an 
appropriate knowledge‑translation and dissemination plan. 

 

28.  What was the total quantum of funding for the grants + 
learning component of the programme?  
 
 
Are there any additional materials (e.g. early evaluation 
findings) that might be made available to respondents? 
  

The total spent on grants was 23 million. About 500,000 was 
spent on the community convenings and social research 
element. 
 
There are currently no early evaluation findings as all of the 
grants are currently active. 

29.  What was the motivation for this program? 
 

Information about the motivation for this program is included 
in this publication: The Luck of the Draw: Wellcome's ... | 
Wellcome Open Research 
 

30.  Is the intervention focused on the researchers, the 
impact of research, or both? 
 

The evaluation should focus on the impact of the research 

31.  How many individuals participate in community activities 
from funded partner institutions? How many individuals 
participate in community activities from unfunded partner 
institutions? 
 

4-people from each team are invited to attend each 
community event in person. In previous events funded teams 
tend to use the full allocation of spaces and unfunded teams 
tend to use slightly less (2-3 spaces). An important thing to 
note is that each team may invite different team members to 
each event. This has allowed all team members the 
opportunity to attend an IRCC event. 
 

https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/8-525
https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/8-525


  
 

  

 

  15 

 

32.  Will Wellcome facilitate communication from the 
evaluation team to partner institutions? 
 

We will provide the evaluation team with contact details of 
IRCC members who are interested in taking part in the 
evaluation. 
 

33.  Is Wellcome interested in grant application and award 
outcomes, and if so, what access to grant administrative 
data can be provided or facilitated? 
 

No, this is not part of the evaluation.  

34.  Is the commissioner able to advice their target sample 
size for the number of funded and unfunded projects for 
participation in FGs? 
 

We hope that at least 75% of funded and 25% of unfunded 
groups participate in the project 

35.  Can Wellcome confirm the word count / page count for 
the event summaries, the team guides, the notes / 
transcripts? 
 

We do not have the word count for the event summaries yet 
as they are still ongoing, but these will be notes from 7x 1-
hour meetings. The teams guide responses will be max 800 
words long and we expect that 50-75% of teams will submit 
this. The lightening talks will be 5-mins long.  
 

36.  Can Wellcome share the end of grant report template 
and word count for the applications? 
 

The end of grant report will be uploaded to the final PDF. 
Sorry this was missed off the initial RFP. The proposal 
section of the application, which is the main section that 
needs to be reviewed, is max 3000 words. 
 

37.  Are Wellcome looking for a single organisation to deliver 
the evaluation or are consortiums able to apply? 
 

We are happy to consider this. Please note we prefer to 
contract with the lead organisation and list other partners as 
subcontractors 
 

38.  Alignment with decision cycles: Are there any specific 
strategic moments or decision cycles that the evaluation 
should align with to maximise its usefulness? 

No 
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39.  Role in real‑time learning: How would you like the 

evaluation to support real‑time learning and adaptation 
while maintaining appropriate independence? Is there 
any internal guidance?   

Yes, Wellcome is open to the phased submission of interim 
learning outputs and would welcome periodic updates on 
emerging findings throughout the evaluation. At this stage, 
there is no internal guidance on the specific mechanisms or 
formats for real‑time learning. We therefore encourage the 

appointed team to propose an approach that balances timely 
insight‑sharing with the rigour and independence required of 
the evaluation. This could include periodic learning briefs, 
interim synthesis notes, or facilitated reflection sessions, 
whatever is most appropriate to the design. 
 

40.  Balance of priorities: What balance do you expect 
between assessing near‑term signals of progress 

(including surface-level compliance with research 
assessment, systems or promotion criteria) and 
longer‑term cultural outcomes and structural change that 

may extend beyond the evaluation period? To what 
extent is the evaluation expected to identify common 
change mechanisms across initiatives, versus 
addressing the effectiveness of individual interventions?  
   

We would like a balance between assessing near‑term 
signals of progress and considering longer‑term cultural or 

structural change, but we expect that most of the observable 
outcomes will be near‑term given the timeframe of the 

evaluation. The study should also comment on the 
longer‑term shifts the IFRC may be enabling, even if these 

extend beyond the evaluation period. 
We are interested in both identifying common change 
mechanisms across the IRCC community and understanding 
the effectiveness of individual interventions. The evaluation 
should therefore look at patterns and transferable practices 
across institutions, while also assessing what worked well, or 
not, from both a process and strategic perspective within 
specific projects. 
 

41.  Uncertainties in the research sector: Stakeholders may 
be experiencing a period of significant financial 
pressures, job uncertainty, and reporting demands from 

Yes, we expect the evaluation to be mindful of the wider 
pressures facing institutions and to consider whether reform 
fatigue or unintended consequences from multiple 
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funders and other stakeholders. Is there an expectation 
that the evaluation considers potential reform fatigue 
and unintended consequences associated with multiple 
culture change initiatives (and assessment thereof) 
across the sector? 
 

culture‑change initiatives are affecting engagement or 

outcomes. This doesn’t need to be a full sector analysis, but 
the evaluation should reflect the context in its interpretation 
of findings. 

42.  Access and engagement expectations: What level of 
access to internal data, teams, and funded partners 
should we anticipate?   
 

Suppliers will be given access to the grant applications and 
end of grant reports. You will also have the opportunity to 
speak with the Wellcome staff who were involved in the 
development and delivery of IFRC and IRCC. Wellcome will 
provide the contact details of all IRCC members who are 
interested in taking part in the evaluation.  
 

43.  What is the expected timeline for this evaluation? When 
is the final report expected, keeping in view the 
timeframe for the last end-of-grant report submissions? 
 

We hope that the project will be carried out in 9-12 months.  

44.  What kind of monitoring and reporting data - apart from 
the end-of-grant reports - is available for this evaluation 
for both IFRC and IRCC? 
 

This is the main dataset that is available will be the end of 
grant reports. Suppliers will also be given access to the 
recordings of the lightning talks and will be provided the 
notes from the themed sessions held by Studio Susegad. 
 

45.  Are there specific institutional types you want 
represented (e.g., size, geography, research intensity) 
within the existing sampling frame? 
 

Ideally we would like a variety of institution types, in terms of 
geography, size and research intensity to be included within 
the sampling frame 

46.  Beyond scheme improvement, how does Wellcome 
intend to use the findings of this evaluation in practice 
(e.g. strategic repositioning, future funding design, 
sector guidance)? 

Wellcome intends to use the findings to inform wider 
strategic thinking about the research ecosystem, including 
future funding design and how we best support institutions. 
We also plan to share the outcomes more broadly with the 
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 sector, so the learning can inform collective practice and 
future culture‑improvement efforts. 
 

47.  To what extent is Wellcome seeking a forward-looking 
element (for example, strategic options, futures and 
horizon scanning, or practical implementation tools) 
alongside retrospective evaluation? 

Wellcome is seeking a balance between retrospective 
evaluation and a forward‑looking element. While the core 

focus is on understanding what has worked and what could 
be improved, we would also welcome insights that help 
inform future strategic choices, such as emerging trends and 
options for future activity. The forward‑looking component 
does not need to be extensive, but it should draw on the 
evaluation findings to help guide Wellcome’s future work in 
the research ecosystem. 
 

48.  Should bidders explicitly incorporate wider research 
culture and funding landscape analysis into their 
methodology?    

Bidders do not need to provide an extensive landscape 
analysis, but the evaluation should be informed by 
awareness of the wider research culture and funding context. 
We expect teams to draw on relevant sector trends where 
this helps interpret findings or understand institutional 
experiences, without undertaking a full standalone landscape 
review. Any contextual analysis should be proportionate and 
focused on supporting the core aims of the evaluation. 
 

49.  How does Wellcome define impact in the context of 
research culture change, particularly where outcomes 
may be cultural, behavioural or long-term? 
 

For the purposes of this evaluation, Wellcome defines 
“impact” as changes that advance healthier, more inclusive 
research cultures. This includes:  
 

• Institutional change: Evidence of meaningful shifts in 
policies, practices, and behaviours that foster 
equitable, supportive research environments.  
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• Sector influence: Identification of approaches, 
insights, or models that show potential for scalability 
or transferability across the wider research 
ecosystem.  

 

• Equity, diversity, and inclusion (EDI): Tangible 
improvements in inclusivity, wellbeing, and 
representation within research communities.  

 

• Sustainability and legacy: Actions, structures, or 
relationships that enable continued progress beyond 
the funded period, including embedded practices and 
long-term collaborations.  

 
Impact may be evidenced through quantitative indicators, 
qualitative insights, and narrative accounts of change, 
recognising that cultural shifts are often complex and 
context-dependent. 
 

50.  Are there related internal or external reviews that this 
evaluation should align with or avoid duplicating? 
 

No 

51.  Did the applying universities already have to address 
specific targets and impact indicators specified by the 
Wellcome Trust in their grant application proposals, or 
were applicants free to define their own targets and 
impact indicators for their project? 
 
 
 

Teams were free to define their own targets and impact 
indicators. 
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52.  What specified criteria and indicators do the funded 
universities have to address in their end-of-grant 
reports? Is the reporting focus on quantitative or 
quantifiable impact indicators, or qualitative ones? 
 

Please see appendix-2 which has now been added to the 
RFP 

53.  To our understanding, Wellcome Trust is particularly 
interested in evaluation approaches that go beyond 
quantitative indicators alone. So quantitative indicators 
are expected or may be used, but should not be the 
main focus of the overall evaluation. Is this correct? 

Yes, that is correct. Quantitative indicators can be included 
where helpful, but they are not expected to be the primary 
focus of this evaluation. We are particularly interested in 
approaches that go beyond metrics alone, capturing 
nuanced, qualitative insights, understanding mechanisms of 
change, and exploring institutional experiences in depth. 
Quantitative data can complement this, but the overall 
emphasis should be on generating rich, explanatory learning 
rather than primarily numerical reporting. 
 

54.  Are there particular lenses Wellcome wishes to see 
applied (e.g. equity, inclusion, wellbeing, value for 
money, institutional resilience, systems change)? 

We do not require bidders to apply any single predefined 
lens, but we would welcome approaches that are sensitive to 
themes such as equity, inclusion, wellbeing, institutional 
resilience, and systems change where they are relevant to 
understanding outcomes. We are particularly interested in 
how different contexts shape institutions’ experiences and 
the mechanisms driving change. Any lenses used should be 
proportionate, purposeful, and clearly aligned with the aims 
of the evaluation. 
 

55.  For international evaluators, how does Wellcome define 
“strong familiarity with the UK research landscape”? 

By “strong familiarity with the UK research landscape,” we 
mean that evaluators should have a solid understanding of 
how the UK research ecosystem operates, its key actors, 
funding structures, policy drivers, and current pressures. 
This includes awareness of how UK universities and 
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research organisations are organised, how research is 
funded and assessed, and the major sector‑wide initiatives 
and debates related to research culture and institutional 
change. Evaluators do not need to be UK‑based, but they 
should be able to confidently navigate this context and apply 
it meaningfully within the evaluation. 
 

56.  Given that IFRC funded both UK and Ireland 
organizations, is there an expectation of familiarity with 
both the UK and Ireland research landscape? 
   
 

Yes 

57.  What evaluation data will be made available (e.g., 
project reports, IRCC participation records, all data 
collected by Studio Susegad, outputs)? 
 
 
Does Wellcome have any restrictions on the number, 
type, or amount of incentives that suppliers might offer 
to evaluation participants? 
                a. What, if any, differences in incentive 
structures will there be for funded and unfunded IRCC 
participants?  
 
 
b. Do funded participants have expectations around 
participation in evaluation activities? 

The selected supplier will be given access to the funded 
teams end of grant reports, their initial applications and the 
notes from the themed discussions run by Studio Susegad.  
 
 
Wellcome does not have specific restrictions on the number, 
type, or value of incentives that suppliers may offer, but any 
approach should be appropriate, ethical, and proportionate. 
Our expectation is that all evaluation participants should be 
compensated fairly and consistently for the time they commit 
to the evaluation, regardless of whether they are from funded 
or unfunded IRCC teams. 
 
No, there is no expectation that funded participants will 
engage in activities 
 

58.  The RFP indicates Wellcome will provide interview opt-
ins from the IRCC for the evaluator. Does Wellcome 

We hope that at least 75% of funded teams and 25% of 
unfunded teams will opt in 
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have an estimate for roughly how many IFRC awardees 
and non-awardees are expected to opt in? 
 

59.  Were there IFRC awardees who did not join the IRCC 
and whom the evaluator might be able to speak with? 
This question would not apply if all IFRC awardees were 
required to join the IRCC; the RFP indicates awardees 
were invited to join but does not clarify whether 
participation was mandatory. 
 

Participation in the IRCC was optional and all teams have 
engaged in some of the events. 

60.  How was the silver-funded group size determined 
(available budget, quality threshold, something else)? 

 

This was determined on the basis of available budget 

61.  As part of the IFRC call, funded institutions were asked 
to outline and undertake their own evaluation activities, 
often drawing on theories of change and combining 
qualitative and quantitative evidence (as suggested in 
the call text). Could you clarify the extent to which 
project-level evaluation outputs (beyond or as part of 
end-of-grant reports?) are expected to be available to 
the programme evaluator, and whether Wellcome has a 
view on their completeness, consistency, or intended 
role in informing the overall evaluation? 
 

We are not asking teams for their individual evaluation 
outputs. We are instead asking teams to complete the end of 
grant report (which has now been added to the RFP as an 
appendix). 

62.  Has a theory of change (ToC) or equivalent logic model 
been developed for this programme, and if so, can it be 
shared with the evaluation team? 
 

No a ToC was not created for this project 
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63.  Will it be possible for the evaluation team to access the 
original applications and associated assessment/scoring 
documentation for funded projects? Will any comparable 
documentation be available for unfunded teams who 
participated in the IRCC? 

We will be providing the chosen supplier with access to the 
funded teams applications. Scoring documentation will not 
be provided, beyond what is included on the scheme page. If 
the supplier believes it would strengthen their study to also 
review the applications from the unfunded teams, Wellcome 
will ask these teams if they are open to having their 
applications included in the evaluation.  
 

64.  Has any survey or structured feedback been collected 
from participants at previous IRCC events, and if so, can 
that data be shared with the evaluation team? 

This is outside the scope of this project as these surveys just 
focused on participants experience of the IRCC, which has 
been evaluated by Studio Susegad 
 

65.  Will there be any further IRCC activities or events 
scheduled after March 2026 during the evaluation 
period? 

Studio Susegad will be hosting a couple more themed 
discussions. (more information is available here: IRCC 
Themed Peer Learning Meet-Ups - Google Docs) 
 

66.  Assessing what worked well and what could be 
improved (bullet point 1 on the first page) implies that 
Wellcome is looking for a process evaluation as well as 
an impact evaluation. Mention of a process evaluation is 
then repeated in the first bullet of the Objectives in 
Section 1.1 but isn’t then mentioned in the expected 
activities or deliverables. Can you please confirm that 
you are looking for both a process and an impact 
evaluation as part of this Study?  
 

We can confirm that the study should include both a process 
evaluation and an impact evaluation. Although it isn’t 
explicitly repeated in the activities and deliverables, it is an 
essential part of the overall picture, and we would welcome it 
being reflected in the final IFRC report.  

67.  If a process evaluation is required, please can you 
confirm what administrative data will be made available 
to the evaluator – both in terms of the type of data and 
the level of detail that will be made available. By 

For this study, we are not expecting the evaluation to 
examine internal Wellcome processes or the detailed 
administration of the original grant call. The process 
evaluation should focus on what worked well, and what did 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/15HAo4Z05i9tlIIox97F14gLeD4gLEU2zsDTQ3R4r3Vo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.uj6po2wciew6
https://docs.google.com/document/d/15HAo4Z05i9tlIIox97F14gLeD4gLEU2zsDTQ3R4r3Vo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.uj6po2wciew6
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administrative data we mean data regarding the running 
of the initial grant call process and the subsequent 
operation of the fund.  
 

not, for the IRCC community itself, including both funded and 
unfunded participants when applying for IFRC. 
 
As such, we do not anticipate providing extensive internal 
administrative data. We can share high‑level information 

about the scheme’s design, aims, and overall delivery 
approach where this helps contextualise findings, but the 
emphasis should remain on participants’ experiences and 
the mechanisms that supported or hindered progress within 
institutions. 
 

68.  The first sentence under “2. Conduct interviews or focus 
groups” at the bottom of page 4 of your RfP refers to the 
evaluator engaging with a “sample of funded and 
unfunded teams”. However, bullet points two and three 
in your Objectives statements at the top of page four 
make no mention of sampling. Please can you therefore 
confirm whether: 

a. Wellcome expects all funded projects to be evaluated, 
or whether a sample of these would be sufficient? If the 
latter, does Wellcome have a target sample in mind – 
e.g., six grants (~25%), 11 grants (~50%) etc?  

b. For the unfunded projects, we recognise that these 
will self-select into the evaluation but does Wellcome 
have a target sample size in mind?  
 
 

We expect that the supplier will review all of the submitted 
end of grant reports compared to the initial applications. In 
terms of engagement in interviews or focus groups, we hope 
that 75% of the funded and 25% of the unfunded teams will 
participate. 

69.  Would you be willing to increase your proposed word 
limits for the questions we will need to answer in our 

Thank you for raising this. We are expecting a very high 
volume of applications for this commission, so unfortunately 



  
 

  

 

  25 

 

proposal, as set out on page 7 of your RfP? On page 4 
of your RfP, under the section called Scope of work, you 
rightly recognise that research culture is a nuanced and 
“messy” subject, and that you therefore encourage 
innovative approaches that reflects this complexity. We 
have some exciting ideas for how to tackle this but it will 
be difficult to explain these fully within just 750 words. 
Whilst we recognise (and agree with) the value of 
concision, overly constrictive word limits hinder 
opportunities to explain and justify more innovative 
approaches. We would suggest that word limits in the 
order of twice those shown on page 7 would be more 
appropriate – and ideally increased to say 2000 words 
for methodology and 1000 for experience.  
 

we are not able to increase the word limits set out in the RfP. 
We appreciate that research culture work is complex and 
that innovative approaches sometimes need more space to 
articulate fully, but to ensure fairness and consistency across 
all bids we need to keep the limits as they are. 
If helpful, you are welcome to include links to publicly 
available materials (e.g., examples of frameworks, previous 
work, or methodological resources) that provide useful 
context or illustrate your rationale, as long as the core 
explanation sits within the stated word limits. While we 
cannot guarantee that assessors will review all external 
materials in detail, links can help signpost your thinking 
without increasing the formal submission length. 
We encourage you to focus the narrative on the most 
essential elements of your approach, with any optional detail 
placed in linked resources where appropriate. 
 

70.  Could you clarify whether you expect all 22 funded 
projects to receive evaluation at a consistent depth? 

We expect the supplier to review all end‑of‑grant reports 

from the 22 funded projects and compare these with the 
original applications. This will help build a consistent 
baseline understanding of intended versus delivered 
activities and outcomes. 
However, we do not expect every funded project to be 
evaluated at the same depth. The level of depth will naturally 
vary depending on each team’s engagement with the 
evaluation. The evaluation should therefore apply a 
proportionate approach, ensuring all projects are covered, 
while allowing for deeper exploration where teams are more 
actively involved or where learning potential is greatest. 
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71.  The RFP notes that outputs should meet WCAG 2.2 
AAA compliance. Could you confirm whether full AAA 
compliance is required for both reports, whether an 
accessible PDF format is sufficient or if web-native 
formats are expected? 
 

We expect the supplier to deliver fully WCAG 2.2 AAA 
compliant outputs. An accessible PDF format is sufficient.  

72.  How often does the IRCC community of practice meet, 
or has this network now been concluded?  

Wellcome has convened the IRCC community on a yearly 
basis (3x in total). Studio Susegad has also hosted a number 
of regional events, the first of which are detailed in their 
latest report. 
 

73.  If practical, would grantees/Wellcome be open to the 
evaluation team joining one of these existing IRCC 
sessions to convene online learning and reflection 
activities?  
 

All of the events will be concluded by the time a supplier has 
been selected 

74.  Sections 3 and 4 (Experience and Team) in the proposal 
section requirement are scored together in the RFP 
evaluation criteria (“Team and experience, 25%”). The 
RFP suggests the proposal should treat them as 
separate sections, each with a 250 word limit. We 
anticipate that our response would more naturally 
integrate both of these into a single coherent narrative. 
In our proposal, can we return a single section “team 
and experience” to the 500-word limit? 

Yes, that would be fine. 

75.  What selection criteria will Wellcome use to provide 
access to funded and unfunded teams? For example, if 
all teams agree to participate, will Wellcome share the 
details of all teams with the evaluator, or will a selection 
process be applied? 

Wellcome will be asking teams to express their interest in 
participating in the evaluation. If we received more interest 
than the evaluation requires/ can provide space for, a lottery 
could be used to determine which teams participate (with the 
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aim of the final sample being 75% funded and 25% unfunded 
teams). 
 

76.  Will the embedded consultancy’s work be completed 
before our evaluation begins, or will both processes run 
concurrently – and if concurrent, how should we 
coordinate or avoid interference? 
 

Studio Susegads work will be finishing around the time this 
project starts. 

77.  For the projects/universities that were not funded but 
have joined the learning community, did any of them 
attempt to deliver their change programme without 
funding, or was their involvement limited to the learning 
community and sharing of ideas, etc.?   
 

Yes, many of the teams that were not funded have been 
working on embedding culture change activities in their 
institutions.  

78.  On average, what was the duration of the grants you 
awarded? 

 
Was evaluation a requirement of receiving funding?    
 
How did you or grantholders monitor progress and / or 
achievements of funded teams? Were funded teams 
required to report against any ‘standard’ indicators? 
 

Grants were 2-years long and all were given the chance to 
request no cost extensions, at a maximum length of a year. 
 
Yes, all projects included an evaluation stage. 
 
Grantholders only have to complete an end of grant report, 
see added appendix. 
 

79.   
Did participation in the IRCC extend beyond the core 
teams delivering the funded culture change project? 
 
 
When will the IRCC end? 

 
No 
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The final event is due to take place in March but Studio 
Susegad will be holding some smaller themed events which 
will run until April 
 

80.  Would you expect, or be open to, a survey of 
grantholding teams and research communities as part of 
a suite of evaluation methods? 
 
 
Have you set up a Steering Group for this evaluation, or 
are planning to do so?  
 
 
What is your policy and preference on use of AI as part 
of this evaluation? 
 

This community has received a large number of surveys 
from both Wellcome and Studio Susegad so another survey 
will not be an ideal way to obtain engagement from this 
community. 
 
We do not anticipate establishing a formal external steering 
group; instead, governance will be managed through regular 
check-ins with the core team at Wellcome. 
 
We do not have a formal policy about the use of AI within 
Wellcome commisions, and suppliers are welcome to use AI 
tools where appropriate. However, any use of AI should be 
transparent, responsible, and clearly aligned with ethical and 
data‑protection standards. 

 
Our preference is that AI is used in support of, rather than in 
place of, robust analytical and qualitative methods. We 
expect core evaluative activities, such as interpretation of 
findings, and generation of insights, to be led by the 
evaluation team, not delegated to AI systems. 
 

81.  Are any performance measures  / other arrangements in 
place to monitor funded projects?   

No 

82.  We would like to propose including in our research WT 
grantees who were not part of this project. Will we have 
access to data to help identify a suitable sample? 

A clear justification would need to be provided as to why this 
is important for the study. If it was deemed appropriate the 
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Wellcome team would reach out to the proposed sample to 
see if they are interested in participating in the evaluation. 
 

83.   
Have all IFRC-funded projects and IRCC participants 
been made aware of the independent evaluation? Are 
there any requirements, particularly for funded projects, 
to engage with the independent evaluation? 
 
Were all projects awarded funding at the same time, or 
was this staggered? 
 
Are there any smaller IRCC events/activities planned 
after the final whole community meeting in March? 

 
Yes, they are aware but there is no expectation that teams 
engage in the evaluation. 
 
 
 
Staggered 
 
 
There are just the final themed sessions: IRCC Themed 
Peer Learning Meet-Ups - Google Docs 
 

84.  What is the geographic spread of the funded 
organisations? 
 
Does Wellcome have any preferred approach regarding 
in-person, hybrid, or virtual engagement with 
participating organisations? 
 
Is there an estimated or typical length for End-of-Grant 
reports to support planning of the document review 
phase? 
 

The list of organisations can be found in the added appendix 
 
 
Virtual engagement would be our preferred approach 
 
 
 
An example end of grant report has been added to the 
appendix 
 
 

85.  Regarding the 22 funded grants, is the expectation that 
each project will receive an individual structured 
assessment (e.g., case study), or should the evaluation 

We do not expect that there is a case study for every single 
funded group. A significant proportion of the analysis should 
focus on cross cutting analysis and thematic synthesis. 
 

https://docs.google.com/document/d/15HAo4Z05i9tlIIox97F14gLeD4gLEU2zsDTQ3R4r3Vo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.uj6po2wciew6
https://docs.google.com/document/d/15HAo4Z05i9tlIIox97F14gLeD4gLEU2zsDTQ3R4r3Vo/edit?tab=t.0#heading=h.uj6po2wciew6
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focus primarily on cross-cutting analysis and thematic 
synthesis? 
 
Could you please clarify the governance arrangements 
for the evaluation (e.g., steering group, reporting lines), 
and the anticipated level of iterative engagement with 
Wellcome’s Equitable Research Ecosystems team over 
the course of the assignment? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Could you please confirm whether agencies based 
outside the UK are eligible to apply for this RFP? 

 
 
The evaluation will be overseen by Wellcome’s Equitable 
Research Ecosystems team, who will act as the primary 
point of contact throughout the assignment. We do not 
anticipate establishing a formal external steering group; 
instead, governance will be managed through regular 
check‑ins with the core team at Wellcome. 

We expect an iterative and collaborative relationship, with 
periodic meetings to discuss emerging findings, clarify 
questions, and ensure the evaluation remains aligned with 
the study’s aims. These touchpoints are intended to support 
real‑time learning without compromising the independence of 

the evaluation team. 
 
 
 
Yes 
 

86.  What will the deliverables and the successful 
accomplishment of this project enable you to do – e.g. 
do you foresee a need for materials to support 
dissemination of results and active engagement with the 
research community on findings? 
 
Would bringing on an expert panel for guidance within 
the project result in any concerns for the delivery of the 
project? 

Yes, it is important that the outputs from this study are widely 
disseminated and so materials to support this are required. 
 
 
 
Bringing an expert panel on board is fine and would not raise 
any concerns for project delivery, as long as panel members 
do not have any conflicts of interest with the project. We 
would simply ask that any potential conflicts are considered 
and managed appropriately.  
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87.  Engagement scope: It would be useful to better 
understand the scope of the evaluation – e.g., number of 
interviews or focus groups expected? 
 
 
Primary audience: Who is the primary audience for the 
evaluation? 
 
 
 
 
 
Report design and production responsibilities: 
Regarding the ‘IFRC Evaluation Report’ and ‘IRCC 
Project Summary Report’ deliverables, are suppliers 
expected to provide full graphic design, professional 
typesetting, and accessibility-compliant formatting to 
meet Wellcome’s publication standards, 
 

We would ideally like the study to encompass the views of at 
least an individual from 75% of funded teams and 25% of 
unfunded teams. It is up to the supplier how they deliver this. 
 
The primary audience for the report about IFRC is Wellcome, 
but we expect it will be of interest to the wider sector. The 
primary audience for the IRCC summary report is the wider 
research sector and funders. 
 
 
 
 
Yes 

88.  When do you anticipate being able to confirm the 
volume of data from the IRCC event? If the volume 
significantly exceeds the amount stated in the Request 
for Proposals, will there be an opportunity to amend the 
costings?    

We can confirm the volume of data following the event in mid 
March. If this varies significantly from what was initially 
indicated, suppliers will be informed if invited to interview. If 
selected, there will be time to amend costings relating to this. 
 

89.  With regards to Environmental Sustainability do you 
have an expectation concerning the use of remote and 
in-person meetings (ie remote by design)? 
 

We would like the supplier to carry out this study online 
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90.  Additional resources (page 3): The ToR states that the 
supplier should 'draw on a wider range of additional 
resources to deepen and extend' Studio Susegad's 
insights. Could Wellcome clarify what types of additional 
resources you envisage? For example, should this 
include external literature on research culture change, 
comparative analysis of similar initiatives by other 
funders, or other specific data sources beyond the 
programme documentation and community engagement 
specified in Activities 1-3? 
 

In this instance we were referring to the end of grant reports 
and interviews/focus group discussions. Apologies, this was 
not clear. 

91.  Engagement with Wellcome programme team: Should 
suppliers assume that interviews or consultations with 
Wellcome's programme/implementation team will be 
part of the evaluation methodology, or is the focus 
exclusively on funded institutions, applicants, and 
community members? 

Yes, suppliers should assume that interviews or 
consultations with Wellcome’s programme and 
implementation team will form part of the evaluation 
methodology. While the primary focus is on funded 
institutions, applicants, and wider community members, we 
expect some engagement with the Wellcome team to 
provide context, clarify decision‑making processes, and 

support interpretation of findings. This should complement, 
not replace, the core focus on participant experiences. 
 

92.  Flexibility in deliverables: The ToR specifies three 
deliverables (Evaluation Plan, IFRC Evaluation Report, 
and IRCC Project Summary Report). Is Wellcome open 
to suppliers proposing modifications or additions to 
these deliverables (with clear rationale), or should these 
be treated as fixed requirements? 
 

Wellcome would be open to teams proposing modifications 
or additional deliverables as long as the overall aims of the 
project are covered. 

93.  Key dates and dependencies: Are there any specific 
internal deadlines, reporting cycles, or external factors 

No 
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that suppliers should incorporate into their proposed 
delivery timeline? 
 

94.  Participatory methodologies: Would Wellcome be 
supportive of approaches that engage the IRCC 
community in more participatory ways, or does it prefer 
a more traditional external evaluator model? 
 

Wellcome would be open to this 
 
 
 

95.  Please clarify whether the Evaluators are expected to 
produce the deliverables independently, or if the 
deliverables will be developed collaboratively with 
Wellcome’s internal teams? 

The supplier is expected to develop all deliverables 
independently, drawing on their expertise and proposed 
methodology. However, these deliverables should be shared 
with the Wellcome team for review and feedback at agreed 
points. 
 

96.  Wellcome Trust funding basis and cost eligibility for the 
contract: Can it be clarified whether project lead and co-
lead (investigator) salary costs for time input and 
institutional overheads are eligible costs that can be 
included in the budget.  
 
Can it also be clarified whether institutional rates for 
inflation can be included in the budget. 
 

The contract is a fee for service, we would ask for a full 
breakdown of costs so we can evidence Value for Money. 
 
 
 
Inflation and exchange rates are not typically reviewed for 
short contracts. 

97.  Clarification is required as to whether members of the 
IRCC are eligible to submit a proposal to the 
opportunity.  
 
 
  

Members of the IRCC community would not be eligible to 
apply for this commission due to a conflict of interest. 
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Will involvement as a lead evaluator of an IFRC grant 
beconsidered as an unsurmountable conflict of interest?  
 
 
 
Could you please provide some examples of evidence 
you would like a successful evaluator to provide to show 
impartiality and independence between previous pieces 
of evaluation work conducted for projects included within 
the Wellcome IFRC portfolio and a potential 
commissioning of the overall portfolio’s evaluation?  
 
 

Previous involvement as the lead evaluator for an IFRC 
project would not be considered an unsurmountable conflict 
of interest. We recognise that many organisations working in 
this space have engaged with individual IFRC‑funded 
projects, and this does not prevent them from applying.  
 
We would welcome evidence that demonstrates the 
evaluator’s impartiality and independence. This does not 
need to be extensive, but it should give us confidence that 
any previous work carried out for projects within the IFRC 
portfolio will not create conflicts of interest. Examples of 
evidence you might provide include: 
 

- A clear statement of independence, outlining how 
your organisation ensures separation between teams 
working on different commissions. 

- Identification of any previous work conducted for 
IFRC-funded institutions, with an explanation of how 
you will ensure impartiality when evaluating those 
projects within the broader portfolio. 

 

98.  Regarding research aim 3 (Examine practices across 
the entire Institutional Research Culture Community, 
both funded and unfunded teams ...)  
o Are there representatives of all 42 eligible 
institutions in the IRCC? 
o What practical and capacity support was offered 
to non-funded institutions to fully engage in the IRCC? 
E.g., was Studio Susegad’s Radical Care and Finance 

 
 
 
Yes 
 
Wellcome paid for all IRCC teams travel, accommodation 
and meals to ensure that all teams could attend IRCC 
events. Studio Susegads bursary scheme was open to all 
IRCC teams. 
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Pilot bursary scheme open to all IRCC members, 
including nonfunded teams? 
 
To what extent do you expect analytical depth of impact 
to be assessed at the individual team level? For 
example, would a light-touch assessment within teams 
(supported by methodological deep dives) be 
appropriate, with the main emphasis of the evaluation 
placed on cross-team analysis, programme-wide 
learning, and ecosystem change? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Are there any key dates identified for either interim 
reporting or final reporting? 

 
Yes. We expect the analytical depth at the individual team 
level to be relatively light‑touch, supported where appropriate 

by more focused methodological deep dives. The main 
emphasis of the evaluation should sit at the cross‑team and 

programme‑wide levels, drawing out shared learning, 

identifying patterns across the IRCC, and exploring 
contributions to wider ecosystem change. This approach 
allows us to capture meaningful insights without placing 
unnecessary additional burden on teams, while still 
generating a robust understanding of impact at the 
programme and sector levels. 
 
 
The reports from Studio Susegad should be finalised by 
June/July. 
 

99.  Is Wellcome expecting the evaluation to adopt a specific 
evaluative framework (e.g. a Theory of Change), or 
should suppliers propose the most appropriate 
methodological approach? 
 

Suppliers should propose the most appropriate approach. 

100.  What are the approximate expected lengths of the IFRC 
evaluation report and the IRCC project summary report? 

Each should be no more than 25 pages 

101.  Does Wellcome have any plans for future funding of the 
Institutional Fund for Research Culture (IFRC) scheme? 

Wellcome has not yet made any decisions about future 
funding for the Institutional Fund for Research Culture 
(IFRC). We are currently focused on understanding the 
outcomes and learning from the existing scheme, and the 
insights generated through this project will help inform any 



  
 

  

 

  36 

 

future considerations. At this stage, no commitments have 
been made, but the findings will play an important role in 
shaping our thinking. 
 

102.  Of the three strands of the evaluation, the IFRC scheme 
itself, the funded projects, and the wider IRCC learning, 
is there one you see as carrying slightly more weight in 
the final synthesis, or should they be treated as broadly 
equal? 
 
As end-of-grant reports will be arriving on a rolling basis, 
would evaluators have access to them as they are 
submitted, or would the evaluation formally begin once 
all reports are in? 
 
In thinking about culture change across research-
intensive institutions, is there any particular interest in 
examining how scale, funding concentration, or 
institutional context may have influenced outcomes? 

All three strands carry equal weight.  
 
 
 
 
 
These will be given to the supplier on a rolling basis. 
 
 
 
Yes. We are interested in examining how factors such as 
institutional scale, levels of funding concentration, and the 
broader institutional context may have influenced outcomes. 
Understanding how these contextual variables shape 
culture‑change efforts will be valuable for interpreting the 
results and for informing how future initiatives might be 
tailored or targeted across different types of 
research‑intensive institutions. 
 

103.  Assessment framework: Does Wellcome have specific 
indicators, frameworks, or theories of change for 
assessing what "worked" in promoting research culture 
change, or is developing these frameworks part of the 
evaluator's remit? 
 
 

Developing the assessment framework is part of the 
evaluator’s remit. While Wellcome has existing work and 
emerging thinking around research culture, we do not have a 
predefined set of indicators or a fully developed theory of 
change for assessing what has “worked” in driving research 
culture change across the IRCC. We would expect the 
appointed evaluation team to lead on developing an 
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Community ethics: Are there expectations around how 
evaluation findings will be shared with participating 
IRCC teams? For example, will teams have the 
opportunity to review and respond to findings before 
publication? 
 
 
 
 
Ethics review: Given that the evaluation involves primary 
data collection with research participants, will formal 
ethics approval be required? If so, is this the evaluator's 
responsibility to secure, or will Wellcome facilitate this? 
 
 

appropriate framework, drawing on sector knowledge, 
existing evidence, and insights from the programme, to guide 
the evaluation in a robust and meaningful way. 
 
 
Yes, this is a good approach. We expect evaluation findings 
to be shared with participating IRCC teams in a transparent 
and respectful way, and providing teams with an opportunity 
to review and respond to findings before publication aligns 
well with our principles for community ethics. 
 
 
 
 
We do not believe that formal ethical approval will be 
required. 

104.  Given grants conclude as late as January 2027 and the 
contract start is June–July 2026, does Wellcome 
anticipate the contract running to mid-2027 to capture all 
final reports, or will a separate mechanism handle late-
concluding grants? 
 

Yes, we imagine that the contract will take 9-12 months 

105.  The TOR states that the exercise will last between 9 and 
12 months. Do you have a more specific Level of Effort 
in mind, in terms of working days? If not, do you have a 
preferred team size in mind? 

We do not have a specific Level of Effort or preferred team 
size in mind. Determining the appropriate number of working 
days and the composition of the team is for the evaluator to 
propose, based on their understanding of the brief, the 
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methodological approach they intend to take, and what they 
believe is required to deliver a robust and insightful 
evaluation within the 9–12 month timeframe. We welcome 
proposals that clearly justify the suggested level of effort and 
team structure. 
 

106.  Are there wider teams or areas of work at Wellcome this 
evaluation is expected to engage with? 

No 

107.  Do you have any further guidance or expectations of 
how and in what format you would like the final findings 
will be presented to you?   

We would like the final findings to be presented in an 
accessible and easily digestible format that supports 
effective understanding and use across Wellcome and the 
wider sector. Beyond that, we are open to the supplier’s 
recommendations on the most appropriate formats and 
presentation styles. We expect the appointed team to 
propose an approach that aligns with the aims of the 
evaluation and ensures the insights are communicated 
clearly and effectively. 
 

108.  Are you interested in more participatory and creative 
evaluation and communication methods being costed as 
part of the proposal?   

Yes, we would be open to this 

109.  When engaging with grantees, are they expecting / have 
they accounted for any contact time or will there need to 
be a participation budget available for this? 

A participation budget should be included within the proposal 

110.    

 

 


