
DELEGATED DECISIONS OF THE BOARD MEMBER, 
HOUSING NEEDS 

 
Monday 27 February 2012 

 
COUNCILLORS PRESENT: Councillor McManners. 
 
OFFICERS PRESENT: Nicky Atkin (Business Improvement), Shaibur Rahman 
(Housing and Communities) and William Reed (Law and Governance) 
 
 
20. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
 
None 
 
 
21. PUBLIC ADDRESSES 
 
None 
 
 
22. COUNCILLOR ADDRESSES 
 
Councillor McCready asked the following question:- 
 
‘When will the Council’s reflections on practices in other areas and the resulting 
quality criteria for assessing tenders be available for scrutiny so that councillors 
may know what ‘tough love’ for rough sleepers will amount to?’ 
 
The Board Member responded as follows:- 
 
‘The tender had been scored on a 65:35 weighting, with 65% allocated to the 
quality of the tender and 35% to the price. 
 
The tender followed the open procedure where the pre-qualification section and 
tender questions are contained in the same document.  If any tenderer failed the 
pre qualification section (which assessed the organisations finances, health and 
safety, environmental, business continuity, equalities and CSR credentials) then 
they would not be progressed to the tender evaluation stage – in any event all 
tenderers passed. 
 
The tender document comprised 29 qualitative questions.  The majority of the 
scoring was centred around the questions requesting method statements that 
demonstrated the organisations approach to outreach and capacity to deliver a 
consistent service.  It also included the submission of two case studies that could 
show where the organisation had delivered similar services before.  The 
questions aimed to extract information about previous successes that the 
organisations had when working with entrenched rough sleepers with complex 
needs. 
 
The second stage of the tender process involved the short listed organisations 
attending a clarification interview.  The reason for the second stage was so that 
the panel could question the organisations on any element of their tender 
proposal.  This approach always helped to get beneath the “slick bid writing” 275



 

façade that sometimes prevailed. The panel also got to meet the people who, if 
successful, would be delivering the service.  Organisations were informed that 
the panel may choose to use any information that had been clarified to re-visit 
their previous scoring on the bid.’ 
 
The Board Member permitted supplementary questioning and Councillor 
McCready pressed for responses specifically on best practice and the 
application of quality criteria in assessing tenders.  The Board Member 
responded by explaining that the new provider would adopt a similar approach, 
but more effectively, to the present provider.  The street outreach team would 
seek out rough sleepers and encourage them at the time to move to overnight 
accommodation.  The approach to be used had been probed in the course of the 
interview process. 
 
 
23. STREET OUTREACH REPORT 
 
The Head of Business Improvement submitted a report (previously circulated, 
now appended). 
 
Resolved to delegate authority to the Head of Housing and Communities to enter 
into a new Street Services and Reconnection Service contract for three years 
with the option of a two year extension at the complete discretion of the Council, 
it being noted that the contract would contain break clauses to terminate the 
contract early without penalties if that proved necessary. 
 
 
 
The meeting started at 5.30 pm and ended at 5.46 pm 
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