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Action Points from Insurance Services Sub-Group Meeting held
at EMCoE Nottingham on the 30th April 2007
Present:
Jonathan Jones (Chair)
West Midlands Regional Centre of Excellence

Andrew Foster 

East Midlands Regional Centre of Excellence 

Momtaz Islam    

South East Regional Centre of Excellence
Mike Wood      

East of England Regional Centre of Excellence
Bruce Matthews   

South West Regional Centre of Excellence 
Chris Elliott

Staffordshire Moorlands District Council 

Roger Bennett

Tamworth Borough Council
Mark Griffiths 

The Risk Factor
Mike Thomas

Bassetlaw Council




Tony Hall

The Welland Partnership
Apologies: 
James Armstrong

	Agenda Item
	Details


	Actions


	1.


	Welcome, introductions and progress so far

JJ welcomed everyone to the sub group meeting with the aims of this meeting feeding back findings from meeting with the insurance underwriters.
Also at this meeting were Mike Wood (preparing the procurement programme best practice document) and Momtaz Islam (looking the shared services agenda, risk management and the pilot study taking place at Kent).
This meeting also reflected some of the discussions from the meeting at Gatwick.

	ALL



	2.


	Feedback form the discussions with the underwriters
Discussion took place around the meetings that had occurred with the Insurance Underwriters (as agreed at the last meeting in February 2007), the points raised were as follows;
(a) Other Regions
· How was the need identified for the work carried out at Kent and Sussex on Insurance Services.

· The strong political issues that surround the shared services agenda and the potential unwillingness of Councils to give up services.
· Finance Directors will tend to take as personal interest insurance provision due to the risk management issues.
(b) Feedback from Zurich (Roger Bennett)

· Many authorities don’t put operational risk documents in place i.e. what actions have been taken to reduce risks. This is also linked to risk policy and claims i.e. strategic risk documents and corporate risks.
· Providing the insurance companies with more information on what has happened at authority level will allow for more accurate pricing by the underwriter.

· Bulk purchasing will not provide greatly improve pricing, standardised excess levels will support optimized pricing.

· Catastrophic loss – you can have one premium for all in the group i.e. £50 million to spread the cost and risk.

· Long term agreements tend to fall in the insurers favour, could also consider risk premiums i.e. money back.

· Don’t tie yourself into an agreement early on before you have assessed all of the options.

· Get the right information to your provider i.e. triangulation and raw data.

· A key weakness is do we know what we are covering? Land charges, terrorism cover, fire policies and malicious damage etc – do we need all of these risks covered?
(c) Feedback from AIG (Additional from meeting 14 May 2007)
· AIG are now able to offer “one stop shop” cover for all insurance provision for local authorities.
· Effective information on risk management going into a tender will deliver savings by way of more organisations wishing to tender for the work as opposed to a sole tender.
· Under a consortium arrangement cover can be spread over 10 to 20 authorities, there can still be a flexibility for individual authorities and still have separate policy codes and rate separately.

· They are happy to support the development of a standard tender allowing for different excesses and work up a matrix and portfolio approach, a smaller portfolio will have very few residual risks.

· All authorities would need to be brought up to a reasonable standard before joining a group.

· The more information available on risks and how those risks are managed the better.

· Claims experience – if grouped into five years this will make pricing very difficult, a year on year picture will allow for more market interest and more accurate pricing. Also details of larger claims (anything above £10,000 for a district).

· Detail the actions taking place to reduce losses, this will allow you to optimise your pricing via better risk management.

· If a consortium arrangement was put in place, additional benefits could be; a pool of risk control training days to build capacity and capability vas part of the consortium approach (A resource pool with access to risk control and the underwriters, this could also act as an umbrella to share claims data.
· Suppliers can’t quote unless they can see the risks – this would allow for more bidders coming to the marketplace.

· Consideration could be given to streamlining the policies you buy, also what is it you wish to insure.

· If a consortium was considered a clear indication of which authorities wish to participate at the start, 5 to 6 authorities would be a minimum viable position.
· Being part of a consortium means that the group does not have to carry the worst risk but authorities would have to operate to a minimum standard.
AIG will send a standard questionnaire framework on an agreed format.
(d) Feedback from Aspen, UP2U and RSA (Mark Griffiths)

· They are interested to support a consortium approach, however, the number of authorities in the consortium and the definition / terms of engagement for the consortium need to be clearly set out to ensure commitment and engagement (even if offered lower quotations by incumbent provider).
· Concerns around suppliers bidding and then prices being used to negotiate a better arrangement with chosen suppliers.
· Concerns around this project being “procurement lead” rather than led by an insurance qualified professional (not necessarily a broker).
· Concerns around authorities not having an genuine appetite to change to alternative providers or arrangements, only keen to hand over smaller segments to the marketplace. A scroll on approach can be considered due to varying contract start dates.
· Ensuring the right data is supplied to the marketplace.
· Also an exit strategy for authorities if they wish to leave the consortia due to going Unitary status etc.
· If a consortia gets too big (above 8 – 10) it will potentially get too complicated, better to join together via risk profile rather than geography and phase in renewal dates. This is also linked to risk profiles (housing or leisure centres etc) consistent profiles and data.

	ALL


	3.

	Meeting Outcomes
The status of this project now stands as follows;

(a) Consortia or cluster arrangement – still too early to say at present, work prior to this still needs to be done.

(b) Feasibility study – much of the groundwork is now done but need to be more clear on what needs to be done – is this work going to save anything?
(c) Need to develop terms of reference for the group work and what authorities are willing to do and develop common terms.

(d) Actions (when formed) need to be articulated to the wider group.

(e) Insurance excess levels need to be standardised and optimised in accordance with the marketplace.

	ALL


	4.


	Post Meeting Actions
(a) The police consortia – JJ has arranged meeting, they are happy to present to our group how their police consortia has developed and the benefits being achieved.

(b) Mike Wood (EECoE) will share the early draft of the best practice guidance for insurance.

	ALL
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