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Who are we? 
 
We are based in Bath and we own and manage about 13000 rented and low cost 

home ownership properties throughout the South West region. We also have a 
small portfolio of homes let at market rents. We also have a housebuilding arm 

which builds new homes for sale and rent in the region. 
 
As a registered housing association we are considered a ‘public body’ for the 

purposes of EU public procurement directives. Our housebuilding arm is not 
registered in the same way, and therefore not subject to the same ‘public body’ 

regime. This response is therefore made from the perspective of the housing 
association. 
 

Current government policy aims to reduce the extent of regulation on housing 
associations, with the objective of them no longer being considered public 

bodies, although whether this will extend to designation under procurement 
directives is uncertain. 
 

Introduction 
 

We welcome the opportunity to contribute to the debate on public procurement 
post Brexit and recognise that this is one of many important issues that will 
require resolution.  Our response to the consultation is made in that context, 

and in our response we seek to address the questions posed in the consultation. 
 

Detailed response 
 

Would you like to see the UK’s domestic public procurement regime change? 
 
There’s clearly potential (1a) for a more UK focussed regime in future, but the 

key issues seem to us to be: 
a) The UK would still need a public procurement regime and (with the exception 

of the potential access from European companies) would that look fundamentally 
different to the EU regime?   



b) Although not directly affecting us, whether that would restrict the potential for 
(private) UK companies to access European markets? 

c) Whether other trade deals we enter into might come with their own 
procurement regulations, and possibly greater complexity. 

 
Our first concern over flexibility stems from the fact that we are a regional SME, 
wishing to promote and support other small local firms. We find that the current 

regime lacks the flexibility to support that. We are not an attractive purchaser 
for larger more remote companies but are required to go through the same 

procurement processes as much larger organisations.  
 
Often the length of time a public procurement exercise takes is disproportionate 

to the value of the contract; an example is our office consumables contract, with 
a value of just £30,000 per annum, for a five year contract, requires tendering 

through OJEU. 
 
The restrictions on the negotiation of certain aspects of pricing can stifle the 

ability to be creative and to agree commercial arrangements that suit both 
parties. 

 
The 2015 regulations added a requirement to advertise contracts over £25,000 

on Contracts Finder in order to assist local SMEs. We’ve spoken to many and 
most have never heard of Contracts Finder, whereas our own supplier portal has 
over 1000 local contractors and suppliers registered. We feel this is indicative of 

the difficulties the public tendering regime presents for local SMEs. 
 

The above are the principal areas where we’d like to see improvement and 
greater flexibility. 
 

We don’t think that it’s necessarily a binary choice between improving the 
current regime and maintaining consistency (1b). For us, and for the reasons 

above, the current regime does not always meet our needs. At the same time 
we recognise that public procurement requires many of the features of the 
current regime and that a good UK version may not be fundamentally different. 

For us the issue is perhaps more one of whether businesses like Housing 
Associations should come within its remit. 

 
As a local provider, not trading either nationally or internationally, it’s not 
important to us (1c) whether or not the domestic and proposed EU agreements 

are the same. 
 

What, if any, changes would you like to make to the UK’s public procurement 
regime? 
 

The key problems we’d like to see solved (2a) follow from the concerns about 
flexibility outlined above. 

 
We’d like to see changes to the thresholds. Potentially that could be achieved 
through greater flexibility, for example increasing the £s thresholds for longer 

contracts would avoid the scenario described above.  
 



We’d also suggest that there should be some greater flexibility around the size 
of the procuring business. The same level of bureaucracy, length of process and 

complexity for suppliers exists for us, even when we are advertising contracts 
that are clearly going to be unattractive to large national and international 

suppliers (and that same bureaucracy probably deters smaller local suppliers).  
 
We’d also like to see a speedier process for smaller contracts, greater flexibility 

to negotiate and more flexibility over advertising lower value procurements. 
 

We think these changes (2b) would speed up processes, especially for smaller 
contracts, and would encourage greater innovation in the UK public sector. 
 

We are not aware (2c) of any existing international regime that would fit our 
preferred UK model. 
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