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What is the Report About? (Executive Summary)

1. The report is to request authorisation to award a new framework for the 
procurement of external contractors to deliver the County’s capital works 
programme. The works are expected to include; highway maintenance and 
improvement schemes, schools and corporate property maintenance and 
improvement works, new build highways & property schemes, flood prevention 
schemes and economic development or regeneration schemes.

Recommendation of the Executive Director

2. That authorisation is given to establish a new framework for the procurement of 
capital programme works with a fixed term of 4 years and comprising 2 core lots 
(Property & Civils) each with two sub-lots (works cost estimate below £450k and 
above £350k). The estimated expenditure on the framework is circa £25-30m 
per year. The suppliers recommended to be included on the framework are as 
follows:

 Lot 1A – Property (lower value)

o Cruden Property Services
o Cubby Construction
o Jacobs Stobbarts Limited
o Lambert Gill Ltd
o Leck Construction
o Michael Thompson Ltd
o Morris & Spottiswood
o Roland Hill
o Rosslee Construction Limited
o Stobbarts Ltd
o Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd
o Top Notch Contractors Ltd

 Lot 1B – Property (higher value)

o Cubby Construction
o Eric Wright Construction
o F Parkinson Ltd



o Lambert Gill Ltd
o Roland Hill
o Story Contracting Limited
o Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd
o Top Notch Contractors Ltd

 Lot 2A – Civils (lower value)

o A E Yates
o BDB Special Projects
o Bethell Group PLC
o Cubby Construction
o DSD Construction Ltd
o Eric Wright Civil Engineering
o Esh Construction Ltd
o J N Bentley Ltd
o Jacobs Stobbarts Limited
o Metcalfe Plant Hire Ltd
o Story Contracting Limited
o Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd

 Lot 2B – Civils (higher value)

o A E Yates
o Bethell Group PLC
o Cubby Construction
o Eric Wright Civil Engineering
o Esh Construction Ltd
o Metcalfe Plant Hire Ltd
o Story Contracting Limited
o Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd

Background to the Proposals

3. The Council first introduced works frameworks following the end of the Term 
Maintenance arrangement in 2012. The initial framework was limited to highway 
works but attempted to cover all the possible highway works through a single 
framework with multiple lots and multiple suppliers on each lot involving some 
element of repricing or ranking each year or mini-competition. When the 
framework was re-procured, it was decided that a number of the work streams 
better suited term contracts. These comprised programmes of work rather than 
individual schemes such as core surfacing and specialist surface treatments. A 
framework was then needed to procure the individual schemes elements of the 
capital programme. It was decided to incorporate the whole capital programme 
(including both property and highway works) into a single framework to; 
encourage consistency, allow some flexibility of management internally and 
capitalise on contractors with both property and highways capability.

4. The existing Capital Schemes Framework commenced in on 1st February 2016 
and expires on 31st January 2020. There are no possible extensions and there 
is a need to procure a new arrangement to deliver the “schemes” element of the 
capital programme. The existing framework has two lots (property and 



highways) and each lot has two sub-lots based on value (below £750k and 
£750k and above). Each lot has 12 contractors and work is procured through an 
expression of interest and then a mini-competition between up to 4 contractors. 
There are 24 different contractors on the framework in total across all of the 
Lots. 

5. The objectives of the framework was to form a framework that would provide a 
breadth and depth of capability to deliver a diverse programme of work and 
generate economic benefit to the local economy. The objectives have been 
broadly achieved with a good range of contractors included on the framework 
including both local and regional based businesses and a European based 
contractor. 

6. In the first 3 years of the current framework, some 140 schemes have been 
awarded with work awarded to 16 different contractors winning between 1 and 
29 schemes each. Approximately £80m of works have been awarded through 
the framework in 3 years with between £50,000 and £12m going to each of the 
successful contractors. Over half of the value of the schemes awarded has 
been awarded through the high value highways lot with the other 3 lots having 
awarded between £9m and £12m each. The peak in highways works is directly 
attributable to the Infrastructure Recovery Programme that has awarded around 
£35m worth of schemes. In general, the framework has been successful in 
delivering an intense programme of work, efficiently and with good value for 
money whilst also achieving considerable local economic and social benefit.

7. The proposed new framework has built on the lessons learned from the existing 
framework and incorporates the following key elements:

 Scope to include civils and property capital schemes from circa £50k to 
£5m with flexibility to incorporate lower or higher value schemes by 
exception

 Separate lots for civils and property each with two sub lots by value. (low 
value up to £450k, high value above £350k)

 Call-off terms and conditions based on the NEC3 Engineering and 
Construction Contract and the Engineering and Construction Short 
Contract

 12 contractors accepted on the lower value lots and 8 contractors on the 
higher value lots

 Call off process to incorporate mini-competitions between a preference of 
4, but up to 6, contractors

 Key Performance Indicators to be measured quarterly for all live 
commissions and to include incentives relating to the award of future 
commissions and penalties relating to exclusion from mini-competitions

 Social value and collaborative working throughout the supply chain 
written into the framework agreement and a significant element of the 
tender assessment to decide the recommended contractors

8. The procurement method was an open process advertised in the Official 
Journal of the European Union in accordance with the Public Procurement 
Regulations 2015. The OJEU was published on 12th July 2019 and the tenders 
were returned on 30th August following a six-week tender period. The 
assessment process involved a 2-stage assessment with the first stage based 



purely on experience and evidence of capability and the second stage based on 
a Most Economical Advantageous Tender assessment focused on proposals 
and a price model. Tenderers who failed to achieve an acceptable score on the 
first stage were excluded from further consideration.

9. Bids were received from 40 contractors for one or more of the framework lots. 
Bids from 29 contractors were taken through to the stage 2 assessment process 
for one or more of the four lots.  One of the Tenderers has gone into liquidation 
during the assessment stage and were therefore removed from the tender 
assessment process. Appendix 1 shows a detailed breakdown of the 
assessment scores. Names of unsuccessful tenderers have been removed from 
the analysis as this is not public information.

10. Each bid was assessed by three experienced officers and a moderation process 
was carried out to ensure consistency of scoring. Price scores were assessed 
using an indicative model against rates and percentages submitted by the 
tenderers.

Options Considered and Risks Identified

Option (a)

 Award the framework as recommended. This is the preferred option.

Option (b) 

 Do not award the framework and retender a different framework 
arrangement. The current arrangements will expire before a new 
framework could be established and a period of ad-hoc tendering would 
therefore be required. The proposed framework arrangement is based on 
the existing framework, which has been successful. A new and different 
framework arrangement would be untested and therefore carry risk. 
There is no obvious alternative arrangements that would offer any 
significant benefit to the Council

Option (c)

 Do not award the framework and carry out ad-hoc procurement of 
schemes. Ad-hoc procurement would be time consuming and resource 
intensive, it would not allow long-term relationships and performance 
management to be established. It would be more difficult to encourage 
long term local economic benefit and the delivery of the Council’s 
strategic objectives

Option (d)

 Do not award the framework and look to appoint 1 or 2 term contractors 
for the delivery of all the works. This would allow long-term relationship 
development and performance management. It would restrict capacity and 
choice and would limit the involvement of a variety of smaller businesses.



Risks – If the framework is not awarded there is a risk that the delivery of the 
capital programme will be delayed by the need to establish alternative 
arrangements. 

Reasons for the recommendation/Key benefits 

 Enables procurement of external contractors to deliver capital 
programme works schemes in an efficient and legally compliant manner.

 Allows the development of long-term working relationships with a trusted 
and competent supply chain.

 In-built mechanisms to address poor performance.
 Encourages maximisation of economic benefits from capital programme 

investment

Financial – What Resources will be needed and how will it be Funded?

11. The report recommends that Cabinet approve the recommendation contained 
within this report.  Option a) the preferred option is to award a new framework 
for the procurement of external contracts detailed in paragraph 2 above to 
deliver the Council’s Capital works programme.  The works to be undertaken 
are funded through the Capital Programme 2019-2022 agreed by Council in 
February 2019, updated by Council in April and June 2019 and by Cabinet in 
September 2019.

12. Resources to procure and manage the framework are funded through the 
existing Procurement and Capital Programme Team budgets.

13. Option (b) - Should Cabinet decide not to award the framework and retender a 
different one, there is a risk that the current framework will expire before a new 
one is in place.  The new framework may as a result not be able to deliver the 
Councils requirements for the next 4 years.  

14. Option (c) - Should Cabinet decide not to award the framework and carry out 
ad-hoc procurement of schemes this is likely to place increased demand on 
both the Procurement and Capital Programme teams due to the volume of 
schemes to be tendered. The Council may also find it difficult to build 
relationships with the local supply chain which may result in an increase in 
costs.

15. Option (d) – Should Cabinet decide not to award the framework and look to 
appoint 1 or 2 contractors, whilst this would allow long term relationship 
development it could restrict capacity and choice and the involvement of smaller 
businesses, which may result in an increase in costs.  

Legal Aspects – What needs to be considered?

16. Section 111 of the Local Government Act 1972 enables local authorities to enter 
into contracts to deliver their functions. Due to the potential spend under the 
framework it has to be procured and operated in accordance with the Public 
Contract Regulations 2015.  Legal advice has been sought at each stage of the 
procurement. 



17. Under part 2B of the Constitution Cabinet is empowered to establish this 
framework as recommended. 

Health and Safety Aspects – What needs to be considered?

18. The County Council has a responsibility under the Health & Safety at Work Act 
1974 and associated Management of Health & Safety at Work Regulations to 
ensure as far as is reasonably practicable that there are arrangements in place 
to ensure a healthy and safe working environment for all services for which it 
has responsibility

19. All work packages are subject to Construction & Design Management (CDM 
2015) regulations. Appointed contractors will undertake the role of Principal 
Contractor in regard to all schemes. Health & Safety performance is included as 
a Key Performance Indicator to be measured quarterly. Overall Health & Safety 
performance is to be reported by all suppliers annually to ensure good levels of 
health and safety competence are demonstrated.     

Council Plan Priority – How do the Proposals Contribute to the Delivery of 
the Council’s Stated Outcomes? (Outcomes - People in Cumbria are 
Healthy and Safe, Places in Cumbria are well connected and thriving, the 
Economy in Cumbria is growing and benefits everyone)

20. The proposals contribute to the delivery of the Council’s stated outcomes in the 
following ways:

 “People in Cumbria are Healthy and Safe” – The framework enables the 
Council’s assets to be maintained to ensure they are safe. Works are 
carried out by trusted, competent contractors operating safe systems of 
work.

 “Places in Cumbria are well connected and thriving” – The framework is 
integral to the delivery of the Council’s capital programme which 
develops and maintains the highway and property infrastructure to 
ensure that the county is well connected and facilitates economic 
development

 “the economy in Cumbria is growing and benefits everyone” – 
Encouragements are built into the framework to ensure that the 
investment in the capital programme benefits the entire supply chain 
including local SMEs and communities

What is the Impact of the Decision on Health Inequalities and Equality and 
Diversity Issues?

21. No impact.

Appendices and Background Documents

Appendix 1 – Detailed summary of tender assessment.

Key Facts

Electoral Division(s): All



Executive 
Decision 

Key 
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Forward 
Plan

Exempt 
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call-in

Exemption 
agreed by 
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chair

Considered 
by 
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Yes No No

Approved by the relevant Cabinet Member/s on 31 October 2019
 

Previous relevant Council or Executive decisions

ODR Authorisation to commence procurement (16 April 2019 – Angela Jones)
Tender Document sign off (8 July 2019 – Stephen Hall)

Consideration by Overview & Scrutiny

Not considered 

Background Papers

None

Report Author
Caroline Leigh, Senior Manager Capital Programme, t: 07825 103595, e: 
caroline.leigh@cumbria.gov.uk).  

mailto:caroline.leigh@cumbria.gov.uk


Appendix 1
Tender Assessment Summary

Names of unsuccessful tenderers have been anonymised as this is not public information.
Stage 1 
The stage 1 assessment scores are as follows:

Lot 1b - Property above £350k
Contractors Score Rank Contractors Score Rank Contractors Score Rank Contractors Score Rank
Cubby Construction 933.3 1 Eric Wright Construction 906.7 1 Story Contracting Limited 866.7 1 Story Contracting Limited 853.3 1
Roland Hill 933.3 1 Tenderer M 866.7 2 Tenderer F 866.7 1 Eric Wright Civil Engineering 840.0 2
Stobbarts Ltd 866.7 3 Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd853.3 3 Metcalfe Plant Hire Ltd 853.3 3 Metcalfe Plant Hire Ltd 800.0 3
Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd 866.7 3 Lambert Gill Ltd 773.3 4 Eric Wright Civil Engineering 800.0 4 Tenderer M 800.0 3
Jacobs Stobbarts Limited 826.7 5 Leck Construction 746.7 5 Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd800.0 4 Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd800.0 3
Top Notch Contractors Ltd 826.7 5 Morris & Spottiswood 746.7 5 Jacobs Stobbarts Limited 773.3 6 Esh Construction Ltd 773.3 6
Lambert Gill Ltd 813.3 7 Cubby Construction 733.3 7 DSD Construction Ltd 733.3 7 JN Bentley Ltd 773.3 6
Cruden Property services 800.0 8 F Parkinson Ltd 733.3 7 A E Yates 706.7 8 A E Yates 760.0 8
Michael Thompson Ltd 800.0 8 Roland Hill 733.3 7 Bethell Group PLC 706.7 8 Bethell Group PLC 733.3 9
Tenderer A 760.0 10 Story Contracting Limited 693.3 10 Cubby Construction 706.7 8 Cubby Construction 733.3 9
Morris & Spottiswood 733.3 11 Rosslee Construction Limited 680.0 11 JN Bentley Ltd 706.7 8 Tenderer N 720.0 11
Rosslee Construction Limited 720.0 12 Top Notch Contractors Ltd 666.7 12 Esh Construction Ltd 693.3 12 Tenderer F 706.7 12
Tenderer B 706.7 13 Cruden Property services 640.0 13 Tenderer C 666.7 13 DSD Construction Ltd 666.7 13
Leck Construction 600.0 14 Stobbarts Ltd 533.3 14 BDB Special Projects 600.0 14 Jacobs Stobbarts Limited 626.7 14
Tenderer C 600.0 14 Esh Construction Ltd 506.7 15 Tenderer O 573.3 15 I & H Brown Limited 600.0 15
Esh Construction Ltd 573.3 16 Tenderer A 506.7 15 Tenderer G 560.0 16 Tenderer I 600.0 15
Tenderer D 426.7 17 Jacobs Stobbarts Limited 386.7 17 Roland Hill 560.0 16 Tenderer O 586.7 17
Tenderer E 66.7 18 Tenderer B 333.3 18 Stobbarts Ltd 560.0 16 APK Construction Services UK 493.3 18

Tenderer E 40.0 19 Tenderer H 560.0 16 VHE Construction plc 493.3 18
Tenderer I 533.3 20 Tenderer J 400.0 20
Tenderer B 506.7 21 Tenderer H 373.3 21
Tenderer J 493.3 22 Tenderer E 160.0 22
Tenderer D 493.3 22
Tenderer K 466.7 24
Tenderer L 146.7 25

Key Tenderer E 0.0 26
Contractor Name Tenderer successful in moving to Stage 2
Tenderer F Tenderer successful in moving to Stage 2 but went into adminstration during stage 2 assessment

Lot 1a - Property below £450k Lot 2a - Civils below £450k Lot 2b - Civils above £350k



For the high value Lots (1b and 2b) up to 12 tenderers were taken through to Stage 2 (highlighted green). For the low value lots (1a and 
2a) up to 15 tenderers were taken through to Stage 2 (highlighted green). Only those submissions scoring a minimum of 600 pts were 
taken through to stage 2 assessment process.
Stage 2
The Stage 2 assessment scores were as follows:
lot 1a lot 1b lot 2a lot 2b
name score rank name score rank name score rank name score rank
Roland Hill 848.9 1 Story Contracting Limited 875.2 1 Story Contracting Limited 880.7 1 Story Contracting Limited 869.3 1
Cubby Construction 848.5 2 Eric Wright Construction 850.0 2 Cubby Construction 821.8 2 Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd820.0 2
Lambert Gill Ltd 837.7 3 Lambert Gill Ltd 831.7 3 Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd820.0 3 Cubby Construction 813.6 3
Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd818.2 4 F Parkinson Ltd 822.0 4 Jacobs Stobbarts Limited 805.7 4 A E Yates 775.0 4
Stobbarts Ltd 815.6 5 Thomas Armstrong (Construction) Ltd821.7 5 Eric Wright Civil Engineering 784.4 5 Eric Wright Civil Engineering 772.4 5
Jacobs Stobbarts Limited 814.0 6 Cubby Construction 821.6 6 A E Yates 777.0 6 Esh Construction Ltd 766.0 6
Top Notch Contractors Ltd 813.3 7 Roland Hill 811.7 7 Esh Construction Ltd 767.1 7 Bethell Group PLC 759.4 7
Michael Thompson Ltd 813.2 8 Top Notch Contractors Ltd 785.3 8 Metcalfe Plant Hire Ltd 763.5 8 Metcalfe Plant Hire Ltd 750.9 8
Rosslee Construction Limited 773.4 9 Rosslee Construction Limited 767.3 9 Bethell Group PLC 756.3 9 JN Bentley Ltd 727.0 9
Cruden Property services 753.6 10 Leck Construction 758.5 10 JN Bentley Ltd 720.7 10 Tenderer M 695.1 10
Leck Construction 739.9 11 Tenderer M 745.6 11 BDB Special Projects 716.8 11 Tenderer N 691.8 11
Morris & Spottiswood 714.5 12 Morris & Spottiswood 711.7 12 DSD Construction Ltd 694.2 12 Tenderer F 
Tenderer A 630.0 13 Tenderer C 554.1 13
Tenderer B 612.5 14 Tenderer F
Tenderer C 568.1 15

Key
Contractor Name Tenderer recommended for inclusion in the Lot
Tenderer F Tenderer excluded due to going into administration

Tenderer F went into liquidation during the stage 2 assessment process and were discounted.
Stage 2 assessment scores were weighted as follows:

 Stage 1 assessment score 15%
 Stage 2 Quality Questions 60%
 Price assessment 22.5%
 Premier Supplier Scheme discount 2.5%


