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Report from the Deputy Director of 
Finance 

 
  

Wards Affected: 
[ALL] 

  

Award of the leasehold, right to buy and mortgaged 
property insurance contract 

 
 
Appendix 4 is not for publication. 
 
1.0 Summary 
 
1.1 This report concerns the award of the Council’s leasehold, right to buy 

and mortgaged property insurance contract.   
 

2.0 Recommendations 
 
2.1 The Executive to give approval to award the Leasehold, Right to Buy & 

Mortgaged Property Insurance contract to Acumus Ltd for a period of 3 
years (with an option to extend for a further 2 years). 

 
3.0 Detail 
 
3.1 Background 
 
3.1.1 At its meeting on 15th October 2012 the Executive gave its approval to 

invite tenders in respect of the proposed insurance contract to start on 
1st November 2013.  

 
3.1.2 The previous contract was tendered in 2010 and Acumus was awarded 

the contract for a 3 year term.  
 
3.1.3 Brent Housing Partnership’s officers managed the procurement and 

were involved in the evaluation of this tender, which enabled Officers to 
recommend award of the contract to Members.  

 
3.2 The Tender Process  



 

 

   
3.2.1 On 3/12/12 a contract notice was sent to the Official Journal of the 

European Union (OJEU) seeking expressions of interest.  
 
3.2.2 A restricted (two stage) electronic tender process was carried out 

using Delta e-sourcing. 7 companies downloaded the PQQ and 
accompanying documents and 4 companies uploaded their 
completed questionnaires.  

 
3.2.3 Short listing was carried out on the basis of the companies’ financial 

viability, technical ability, and other criteria.  References were also 
obtained and scored. The PQQ documents stated that bidders would 
be required to demonstrate their financial ability to deliver the 
programme by having a Standard & Poor’s (“S&P”) (or equivalent) 
rating of BBB+ or above. One of the applicants, referred to as PQQ 1 
(Members are referred to Appendix 4 for the identity of the applicant 
and their nominated insurer) had an S&P rating of BB and their 
proposed insurer had a rating of BBB, so they were eliminated at this 
stage. The other 3 applicants, Acumus (“ITT 1), (“ITT 2”) and (“ITT 3”) 
all passed the PQQ evaluations and were invited to tender. 

 
3.2.4 A tenderers seminar was held on 18th February 2013 to explain to the 

tenderers exactly what is required from the contract and what they 
have to submit in their tender. It also gave tenderers the opportunity to 
ask questions. Representatives from all tenderers attended.  

 
3.2.5 Tenders had to be submitted by 2pm on 19th March 2013. BHP’s 

Director of Finance’s representative opened the electronic tender box 
after the deadline for receipt of tenders had passed. After this time it is 
not possible for tenderers  to upload any further documents into the 
tender box which ‘locks’ automatically when the deadline is reached. 3 
tenders were received. 

 
3.2.6 The Instructions to Tenderers stated that the Contract would be 

awarded on the basis of the Tender which is the most economically 
advantageous to the Council and that the criteria which would be used 
to determine that a tender is the most economically advantageous are:   

 
Criteria and sub-criteria Weighting % 
Technical merit 

- Service standards, conditions & 
extent of cover 

- Resourcing and management 
arrangements 

16, of which 
8 
 
8 
 

Quality of proposal: 
- Systems and working methods 
- Customer and client care 
- Added value 
- Presentation on 1st year 

14, of which  
] 
] 9 
] 
5 



 

 

Price: 
- Premiums 
- Price sustainability 
- remuneration 

70 of which: 
50 
15 
5 

 
3.2.7 This differs slightly from the original weightings put to the Executive 

which were 60% price and 40% quality, but these were changed to 
70:30 following further consultation with officers and leaseholders. The 
reasons for this change were that the leaseholders were primarily 
concerned about price and the policy cover (in terms of wordings, 
insured perils, exclusions and limitations etc.) is very standard amongst 
insurers who are also governed by the Financial Conduct Authority 
(FCA) and the Prudential Regulation Authority (PRA) (previously known 
as the Financial Services Authority [FSA]) code of practice (e.g. policy 
written in plain English, no delays in claims handling, make payment 
within x days once a claim has been agreed etc.) so there did not seem 
to be an advantage to weighting the quality side more highly.  

 
3.3 Tender evaluation 
 
 Quality 
 
3.3.1 Evaluation of the tenders was carried out by a panel comprising the 

Council’s Insurance Manager, insurance officer, BHP’s Procurement 
Manager and Leasehold Services Manager and a leaseholder. 

 
3.3.2 The panel read the submissions and met to score them against the 

award criteria set out at Para. 3.2.6 above. 
 
3.3.3 Questions and clarifications arising from the evaluation were then sent 

to the tenderers to respond to. They had to send in written responses 
and be prepared to discuss them if required, at the interview. 

 
3.3.4 At the interview, which was held on 10th April 2013 the tenderers were 

also asked to give a presentation to the panel on their proposed 
activities and milestones during the following periods: 

 
i- from contract award to commencement of the contract  
ii- from contract commencement to the first renewal 
 

3.3.5 Following the interviews, the qualitative scores that were awarded for 
the submissions were reviewed and amended if necessary to take into 
account the responses to the clarification questions and the panel 
scored the presentations.  

 
3.3.6 The quality evaluation results are set out in Appendix 1.  As can be 

seen, ITT 2 and ITT 3’s quality scores were very close with Acumus’s 
being considerably higher.  

 
  



 

 

Price  
 
3.3.8 Tenderers were asked to price for providing the required insurance 

broken down according to the size of the property to be insured. This 
ensures accurate recharge to the individual leaseholders. They were 
also asked to provide alternative premiums if the Council wanted to 
reduce the excesses for subsidence from £2,500 to £1,000 and/or 
malicious damage from £250 to £100. 

 
3.3.9 The tendered rates and the pricing scores are set out in Appendix 2. 

ITT 3’s prices were substantially more expensive than the other 
providers for all options, which meant they were not successful. 
Although ITT2 was cheaper for the basic premium, their and Acumus’s 
prices were almost identical with the reduced malicious damage 
excess. In addition, ITT 2 did not price for a reduced excess on 
subsidence, instead stating that their excess would be £2,500 per 
property rather than per claimant. In some circumstances (where there 
are more than 2 leaseholders claiming) their proposal would benefit 
leaseholders but in others (e.g. single dwellings) it would not. ITT 2’s 
score for this element reflected this.  

 
3.3.9.1The sustainability scores were based on the company’s ability to 

guarantee the premium charged over the 3 years of the agreement and 
the remuneration scores were based on the reasonableness of the 
remuneration for providing the service (not the premium). 

 
 Overall 
 
3.3.10 The prices tendered by ITT 2 and Acumus were very similar but the 

quality of Acumus’s proposal was much better, convincing the panel 
that both their cover and the service they will provide to the Council 
and BHP will continue to meet the tender requirements.  

 
3.3.11 The total scores are set out in Appendix 3.  
 
4.0 Financial Implications 

4.1 The Council’s Contract Standing Orders state that contracts for 
supplies and services exceeding £500,000 shall be referred to the 
Executive for award.  
 

4.2 The value of these services contracts in total for 5 years is £2.17m 
(including 2 years option to extend). This is a saving of £308k a year for 
leaseholders as these costs are recharged to them.  

 
5.0 Legal Implications 
 
5.1 The value of the contract is higher than the EU threshold for Services 

and the nature of these services means they all fall within Part A of 
Schedule 3 of the Public Contracts Regulations 2006 (“the EU 



 

 

Regulations”).  The tendering of the services is therefore governed in 
full by the EU Regulations.  As the value of the contract over its lifetime 
is in excess of £500k, the procurement and award of the contracts are 
also subject to the Council’s own Contract Standing Orders in respect 
of High Value Contracts and Financial Regulations. 

 
5.2 The tender was undertaken in accordance with the EU Regulations by 

Brent Housing Partnership’s Procurement Team on behalf of the 
Council; who together with Officers and a Leaseholder undertook the 
evaluation of bids received and have set out the relevant 
recommendations within the body of the report. 

 
5.3 As this procurement is subject to the full application of the EU 

Regulations; should Members approve the recommended award of this 
contract to Acumus, the Council must observe the requirements of a 
mandatory minimum standstill period imposed by the EU Regulations 
before the contract can be awarded. The mandatory standstill period of 
10 calendar days will provide unsuccessful tenderers with an 
opportunity to challenge the Council’s award decision if such challenge 
is justifiable.  However if no challenge or no successful challenge is 
brought during the period, at the end of the standstill period the Council 
can issue a letter of acceptance to the successful tenderer, awarding 
the contract and confirmation of the commencement date, which is 
anticipated to be 1 November 2013.  

5.4 In accordance with the Statutory requirements set out in the Service 
Charges (Consultation Requirements) (England) Regulations 2003) 
leaseholders must be consulted if the Council is entering into a 
Qualifying Long Term Agreement (i.e.12 months or more) or if their 
individual contribution will be in excess of £100 pa. The necessary 
consultation was undertaken by Brent Housing Partnership’s 
Leasehold Management team which expired on 3rd June 2013. No 
comments were received from leaseholders.  

5.5 In considering the recommendation of this report, Members need to 
satisfy themselves that an award of contract to the recommended 
tenderer, Acumus will ensure best value for Leaseholders and the 
Council. 

  
6.0 Diversity Implications 
 
6.1 The proposals in this report have been subject to screening and 

officers believe that there are no diversity implications. 
 
 
7.0 Staffing/Accommodation Implications (if appropriate) 
 
7.1 This service is currently provided by an external contractor and there 

are no implications for Council staff arising from retendering the 
contract.   
 



 

 

8.0 Background Papers 
 
8.1 Report to Executive 15 October 2012.  
 
APPENDICES: 
 
Appendix 1: Quality scores 
Appendix 2: Pricing and scores 
Appendix 3: Total scores 
Appendix 4: Tenderers Identities  and Update on company ownership 
(Appendix 4 is confidential- not for publication) 
 
Contact Officers 

Joe Delaney 
Insurance Manager,  
Exchequer & Investment,  
Finance & Corporate Resources,  
Brent Town Hall.  
Telephone 020 8937 1161.  
Email joe.delaney@brent.gov.uk. 
 
Jennie Rosenthal 
Procurement Manager 
Brent Housing Partnership 
Telephone 8937 2297 
Email jennie.rosenthal@bhphousing.co.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Mick Bowden 
Deputy Director of Finance 
  


