
1 

CHRISTCHURCH TOWN COUNCIL 

Resources Committee 

7 June 2022 

 Agenda Item 9  
Ti t l e: 

Druitt Hall Window Replacement – Award Contract 

  
Report Type: Public Report for Decision 

  
Purpose of Report: To present Councillors with the Tender returns for the 

replacement of windows at Druitt Hall  

  Recommendations: It is RECOMMENDED that: 

 The Town Council: 

(a) Members consider the report and the prices 
received.  

(b) Delegates Town Clerk to award contract to preferred 
supplier and to sign on behalf of the Town Council 

(c) Delegates to Town Clerk to publish the contract 
award notice  

  
Wards: Priory Ward 

  
Contact Officer: James Atkinson – Projects Officer 

  

1. BACKGROUND 

Window replacement Tender 

1.1. An independent inspection and report at Druitt Hall found the original Crittall windows are now 
in a state of ‘poor repair’ or in some cases ‘disrepair’. There is corrosion to the frames, 
defective catches and handles and cracked glazing. The windows have been screwed shut 
and secured which prevents ventilation into the open space.   

1.2. At the Resources Committee meeting on the 8th March 2022, it was resolved that RESOLVED 
that the Town Council: 

(a) Considered the report and attached Tender Documents;  

(b) Agreed with the contents of the documentation prior to the contract for works being put to Tender; 

(c) Delegate to officers to upload the documentation to contracting websites and commence in the 
Tender process; and 

(d) Following the return of the Tenders to evaluate and recommend preferred contractor to committee. 

Voting: unanimous 

Proposer: Cllr P Hilliard 

Seconder: Cllr A Coulton 

2. TENDER RETURNS  

2.1. Following the publication to the .gov.uk Contract Finder procurement site five companies 
enquired and expressed an interest in tendering.  

2.2. Three companies attended a site visit with Elcock Associates and have submitted a price for 
the works. The other two companies decided not to complete a site visit and submit a price 
as they found it beyond their experience due to the sensitive nature of the building.  
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2.3. The Tender returns received are: 

1. Company 1 - £37,687.50 (Ex VAT) 

2. Company 2 - £70,240.33 (Ex VAT) 

3. Company 3 - £81,500 (Ex VAT) 

 

2.4. At first glance companies 2 & 3 seem much higher than company 1 and that stands out – this 
has been investigated in detail to confirm if companies 2 and 3 are inflated. Company 1 have 
not provided a breakdown of costs and there are concerns from Elcock Associates at to what 
the price includes.  

2.5. Clarifications have been requested by the Council’s retained surveyor from Company One 
but it has been confirmed by the Surveyor that no reply, explanation or clarification has been 
received. 

2.6. Comments on Company one includes: 

- They have not included contingency, if we add this to their quote it would be a further 
£3,600. 

- They are having the windows manufactured and supplied by a third party, Company 1 will 
then fit them. This leaves risk as the supplier will have had the deposit and we would 
recommend a financial check on all parties here.  

- Having a third party supply a window and not install will have a greater risk for blame and 
parties falling into dispute and we are unsure of the installing parties experience in this 
respect. 

- Making good of frames, new cills and all the associated works in respect of the window 
replacement works appear to be excluded from the quote. 

- The lack of detail in the quote and requests for clarification leave us concerned about their 
ability to property complete the works at the price quoted. 

2.7. Comments on Company 2 include  

- Following Investigations into the costs the price for their windows in the breakdown is 
higher than Elcock have sourced separately. Company 2 have confirmed they will now 
alter their price as they have been given a more competitive quote. 

- The quote includes for repairs and making good, new cills, repairs for heads and reveals 
as well as all other associated damage which will likely arise in the works. 

- They are also on the approved register for the Local Authority (BCP).  

- The price is higher than we would have expected, but Company 2 have indicated that they 
would be willing to review this price as they believe they can make some savings in the 
works being carried out. 

2.8. Company 3 has been disregarded as it is unwilling to adjust its quote.  

3. SURVEYOR INPUT AND ADVICE 

3.1. The Town Council has retained the services of Elcock Associates to provide advice and 
assistance during the design/procurement and installation phases of the scheme. The advice 
received has been summarised below: 

3.2. “My recommendation is limited as we have not had a detailed breakdown from Company 1. 
If on the face of it their price is totally in line with the tender requirements then we would 
recommend they are appointed, however given the lack of detail and ambiguity, it would be 
highly likely that their end contract sum would be higher and closer to that of Company 2.  
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3.3. “Also, given they are sourcing windows and fitting themselves and this is an important 
historical building, I have concerns that the installation and quality will not be as high as other 
installers such as Marco Windows who will take fully responsibility for the supply and install”. 

3.4. “It would be my recommendation that Company 2 enter into further discussions with the 
Council and subject to a more competitive price being received, they are appointed to carry 
out the works”. 

4. CONTRACT AWARD 

4.1. This project requires a specific process of production. The manufacture and installation is a 
bespoke scheme within a very niche sector of window manufacture. The size of each window 
is of course based on the aperture and made custom to the project. Moreover, the 
specification of Crittall style windows also requires a high level of design and experience; as 
evidenced by two companies withdrawing from the process due to the project being outside 
the realm of their expertise. 

4.2. Within the Tender it was also made clear that the Town Council offered no guarantee that the 
lowest priced Tender would be recommended for acceptance.  

4.3. The law provides a general guiding principle when awarding contracts - The Public Contracts 
Regulations 2015, at section 67 makes it clear that “contracting authorities shall base the 
award on the most economically advantageous tender assessed from the point of view of the 
contracting authority”. The tender documentation did not provide award criteria other than 
making it transparent that the cheapest tender was not necessarily the determinative factor 
when awarding the contract. Members are reminded when making their decision they should 
consider all the options available to them when making their assessment.  

4.4. Secondly the law also provides guidance when dealing with “abnormally low tenders”. 
Regulation 69 of the 2015 Regulations provides: 

 

“Abnormally low tenders 

69.—(1) Contracting authorities shall require tenderers to explain the price or costs proposed in the tender where tenders 

appear to be abnormally low in relation to the works, supplies or services. 

(2) The explanations given in accordance with paragraph (1) may in particular relate to— 

(a)the economics of the manufacturing process, of the services provided or of the construction method; 

(b)the technical solutions chosen or any exceptionally favourable conditions available to the tenderer for the supply 

of the products or services or for the execution of the work; 

(c)the originality of the work, supplies or services proposed by the tenderer; 

(d)compliance with applicable obligations referred to in regulation 56(2); 

(e)compliance with obligations referred to in regulation 71; 

(f)the possibility of the tenderer obtaining State aid. 

(3) The contracting authority shall assess the information provided by consulting the tenderer. 

(4) The contracting authority may only reject the tender where the evidence supplied does not satisfactorily account for the 

low level of price or costs proposed, taking into account the elements referred to in paragraph (2)” 

 

 When applying Regulation 69 Members should not automatically reject the lowest bid out of 
hand. Regulation 69(4) directs councillors to have in mind the evidence before them and any 
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explanations received and decide whether or not the “evidence supplied does not 
satisfactorily account for the low-level price or costs proposed…” . As already highlighted 
company 1 was provided the opportunity to explain the rationale of its low tender and to give 
a breakdown of how this was arrived at, but it did not take up the opportunity to provide an 
explanation. 

4.5. In light of the matters presented, Members are asked to consider the above and to decide 
which company to award the contract to. 

5. IMPLICATIONS 

Legal 

5.1. Key aspects of the legal framework have been identified in the report. Following the award of 
the contract the Contract Award Notice shall have to be published pursuant to the 
Regulations. 

Environmental 

5.2. None directly from this report. 

Financial and Risk 

5.3. There is a risk of entering into a contract where the details are not clear with the contractor, 
and they are not forthcoming to change this. Furthermore, the quotations received have 
surpassed the earmarked reserves for this project which was set at £40,000. There is some 
headroom in the Town Council’s unspent general fund and Community Infrastructure Levy to 
finance the shortfall here, or other alternatives can include the Council’s budgeted 
contingency.  

Equalities 

5.4. None directly from this report.  

Consultation and Engagement 

5.5. Consultation has been made with a representative of the Trustees of Druitt Hall during the 
site visit and since has been informed the documentation has been received.  

6. CONCLUSION 

6.1. In Summary  

- Three prices have been received.  

- Members are asked and approve a preferred supplier.  

- This will allow officers to appoint and begin discussions on the next stage to arrange a 
start period.  

Appendices: 
 
 
 
 


