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XCHANGING / AGENCYPORT SOFTWARE EUROPE MERGER 
INQUIRY 

Summary of hearing with NIIT Insurance Technologies on 
8 January 2015 

Background 

1. NIIT Insurance Technologies Ltd (formerly known as ROOM Solution) is part 

of NIIT Technologies Limited. Room Solution was purchased by NIIT 

Technologies Ltd (NIIT) in 2006. The parent company is a technology provider 

with customers across a wide range of sectors. NIIT had provided insurance 

products to the London market since 1993/94. The London market includes 

managing agents and syndicates that are regulated by Lloyd’s and the 

London Companies market. The London Companies market operated outside 

of Lloyd’s regulatory reach.  

2. NIIT is a company with an annual turnover of []. It has 3 products of 

commercial value. Navigator – a policy administration system used to manage 

policies, risks, reinsurance and claims. Exact Advantage – an exposure 

management system and Acumen – an analytics engine. All three cater to the 

London Lloyds and Companies market as well as the International Insurance 

Market Place capable of serving the wider market. The three products were 

launched together under one suite called AdvantageSuite on 1 October 2014.   

3. AdvantageSuite was well received in the market. It provided customers with a 

system of decision making, ie it was capable of analysing risk at the point of 

underwriting as opposed to a system of record keeping, ie a system purely 

dedicated to the retrieval of information and management of claims. 

Customers were able to buy one or more combinations of the software 

packages and as AdvantageSuite was componentised, they were also able to 

purchase one of more components within the three individual software 

packages (eg the geocoding engine within Exact).  

4. There is an economic advantage to purchasing the entire suite as overall cost 

of ownership was lower and it improved productivity and efficiency. Individual 

components could be purchased and combined with components from 

another supplier but there was a risk in terms of efficiency, quality of data and 

data flows, upfront implementation costs and overall running costs.   

5. [] 
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6. [] 

7. Some competitors offered installed software, web-based software or cloud-

based solutions and some functionalities were more suited to particular 

solutions. There were question marks over data security in the case of cloud-

based solutions, and these were therefore not suitable for the entire PAS, but 

might be for certain elements (eg geo-coding). Web-based solutions were 

suitable for transactions that needed to be accessed outside of the office 

environment. In general larger insurance companies preferred installed 

systems and smaller companies preferred web-based systems. PAS were 

generally an off-the-shelf product with a typical lifecycle of eight to ten years. 

Well over 20 years ago, bigger organisations with large IT departments had 

developed their own in-house PAS solutions but this is not the case anymore, 

although some still developed their own exposure modelling, analytics and 

reporting solutions. Now customers bought an off-the shelf PAS product and 

customised it to suit their individual needs. The cost of maintaining in-house 

capability was too high to make the option of bringing PAS back in-house 

realistic. Customers only very rarely mentioned the possibility of switching to 

in-house solutions in negotiations. 

Procurement 

8. [] 

9. [] 

10. NIIT reviewed each tender on a case by case basis and might not bid if the 

core requirement related to a product it did not focus on (such as non-

proportional re-insurance). 

11. Xchanging’s suite of products (Including that of Total Objects) consisted of 

policy administration, claims, messaging and an outbound reinsurance 

product called ELGAR. It did not have an exposure management system or a 

clearly articulated/marketed analytics solution. Total Objects had a global re-

insurance solution and a policy administration system.  

12. Agencyport’s suite consisted of PAS – policy and claims, and it had an 

exposure management system.  

13. NIIT did not have non-proportional re-insurance, binder management or global 

solutions.  
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Competition and competitors 

14. Xchanging launched Xuber in 2012. This was a rebrand of its old system IRIS 

under a new platform called Xuber. However it still had gaps in what it offered. 

The acquisitions of Total Objects Limited (TOL) and Agencyport helped fill 

those gaps (eg by adding a cloud-based solution from TOL and exposure 

management software from XChanging). 

15. [] 

16. NIIT said that the size of clients Xchanging had were far larger than those of 

Agencyport. Smaller sized clients appreciated the attention they received from 

a smaller sized organisation. NIIT commented that with regards to PAS 

specifically, Agencyport’s product was no less componentised than NIIT’s or 

Xchanging’s. 

17. [] 

18. Innovation in the market was driven by a number of factors – principally from 

the regulatory requirements affecting the Lloyd’s market and competition 

between insurers. When NIIT invested in the new suite of products, it 

promoted them both to the London market in general and to the players within 

Lloyd’s – many of which had a global presence. NIIT would market its new 

PAS product first to its existing customers, then to the London market, before 

European countries and in the longer term the US. Exact and Acumen were 

products that were not Lloyd’s or country-centric and could be sold elsewhere 

in the world. Of the 50 or so Lloyd’s managing agents, it was estimated that 

15 to 20 could be looking at requirements beyond Lloyd’s due to its 

international operations. This was the NIIT view.  

19. NIIT had concerns that Xchanging now had access to the entire end-to-end 

set of products that a player in the market needed and could leverage its 

central processing function to distort the market to the detriment of its 

competitors. NIIT was not concerned with bundling as such. 

20. [] 

Barriers to entry 

21. [] 

22. The credit control facility of a PAS was not required in the Lloyd’s market, as 

this was handled by the bureau. On the other hand, there was a messaging 

element which was unique to the Lloyd’s market and data needed to be stored 

in a certain format to meet the specific reporting requirements of the Lloyd’s 
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market, including the need to run reports on a daily basis. Lloyd’s was 

different in this respect from the London Companies market, which did not 

have reporting requirements. The Lloyd’s market was also highly regulated.  

23. NIIT said the London market was a closed market. Vendors had found it 

difficult to gain entry because of the challenges and complexities of entry. 

Most of the products available were developed by people who came from the 

market. There were four or five such vendors, but with this acquisition the 

number was reduced from three to four. 

24. [] 

25. NIIT said that even selling to a general insurer in the US would not be 

guaranteed entry into the Lloyd’s market element of that business as it was a 

very specialised and niche market with its own reporting requirements. The 

parent was likely to let its Lloyd’s operation carry on with its own software. 

There were also specificities in other regions but the specific needs of the 

Lloyd’s market were much higher in Lloyd’s as opposed to the rest of the 

insurance market 

26. NIIT said that componentisation and Accord compliant messaging should, in 

principle, make entry easier. 

Transaction and the counterfactual 

27. NIIT was not officially aware that Agencyport was for sale. There had been 

unconfirmed rumours in the market for 9 to 12 months. 

28. NIIT said if the merger had not taken place, competition would have continued 

as before. Smaller clients would have continued to look to Agencyport as a 

supplier as Xchanging was too expensive for them and they would not get the 

care and attention to detail they required. Alternatives to Agencyport for 

smaller companies were NIIT, Sequel and Eurobase. The merger would 

therefore result in a lower level of service to smaller clients. 

29. Agencyport also had some large Lloyd’s and London Companies Market 

Clients.  


