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Notes of Meeting of Sub-committee of the Board of Trustees 
of The Barlow Charity
27th July 2020 @ 4.00pm, SOCIALLY DISTANCED IN THE BARLOW HALL

Review of the tenders for the heating system works.
  
Participants: Phil McDermott, Trustee & meeting lead; Mike Fay, chair of Board of 
Trustees; Paul Allen, Trustee; Phil Grundy, Barlow H&S & general works manager; Grant 
Prescott, consultant from Buttress Architects & Conservation Design Services; Andy 
Tighe, secretary to the Board of Trustees.
Apology received from Martin Proffitt, community projects funding consultant.

1. PM distributed an information pack & reminded all present that the info is 
commercially sensitive & must not be shared or discussed with anyone other than 
those present. 
He informed that 6 companies had been invited to tender, of which 1 had declined 
due to their heavy workload and 1 return was solely a price offering without any 
supporting information, therefore this wasn't to be considered further.
PM briefly summarised the 4 remaining tenders and some initial discussion was 
held.

2. It was agreed that the lowest priced, compliant tender should be accepted unless 
there were justifiable reasons to select a higher priced tender e.g. that it had 
aspects of added value &/or less risk. It was also acknowledged that it was 
preferable that the contract was placed with a local company, ideally from within 
the Blackburn with Darwen area.
It was unanimously agreed that because the highest priced tender was 
significantly higher than all others, it wasn't to be considered further.
Therefore, this left 3 tenders for further consideration.

GP suggested that a formalised scoring system against a set of agreed criteria 
might be helpful e.g. price, track record, accreditations & memberships of 
professional bodies, location.
PM stated that he believed there would be greater 'strength in depth' with a bigger 
company.
PG stated that accreditations &/or memberships of professional bodies was not a 
requirement, only Gas Safe certification, which all 4 tenderers do have.
PG also stated that it was the representative of the smaller company that had 
identified the 'pressurised system' technical issue. 

3. PG recommended that the new boiler system has a gas safety valve, as had been 
advised by the representative of the smaller company. The safety valve isn't in the 
specification that had been tendered against but it was unanimously agreed that it 
would be added to the contract with the selected company.

4. PG informed that he expects there to be some asbestos gaskets/seals within the 



heating system. All 3 tenderers had included sums associated with the asbestos 
risk but with variances in what was & wasn't covered.

5. The 3 tenders were reviewed & compared against each other, which raised a 
number of areas that merited further clarification from all 3 companies: -
-  Dealing with the asbestos
-  Routing & associated works for the discharge flue
-  Boiler specification (make & model?)
-  The automatic/remote controls system & 'user-friendliness'
-  Definite commitment that the works would commence by September 1st 2020.
PM agreed to contact the 3 companies for this clarification. 

6. It was agreed to continue this tender review meeting on Friday 31st July at 10.30, 
at which 1 of the 3 companies would be selected for recommended to the Board of 
Trustees at the scheduled Board meeting on August 5th.

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Continuation meeting on 31st July 2020 @ 10.30am (socially 
distanced in The Barlow main hall).

Participants: Phil McDermott, Trustee & meeting lead; Mike Fay, chair of Board of 
Trustees; Paul Allen, Trustee; Phil Grundy, Barlow H&S & general works manager; 
Grant Prescott, consultant from Buttress Architects & Conservation Design 
Services; Andy Tighe, secretary to the Board of Trustees.
Apology received from Martin Proffitt, community projects funding consultant.

7. PM had previously emailed the amended tenders from the 3 companies & he gave 
feedback on the meetings held with each of them. He also informed that a 
representative of the 4th company (highest priced tender from the initial stage of 
tendering - see paragraph 2 above) had made contact to enquire about their 
exclusion from the clarification stage. GP confirmed that their de-selection at the 
initial stage was on merit & justified them not being included in the clarification 
stage.
PM informed that in the clarification discussions it was recognised that 
alternative hot water supply arrangements would be needed in the building for 
the approximate 6 weeks duration of the works, therefore this was raised with 
bidders to allow a response but was not added to the specification & scope of 
works.

8. The 3 amended tenders were discussed in detail. 
All 3 are Gas Safe certified, have adequate insurances and have confirmed they 
can meet the requirement to commence the works before September 1st. 
All 3 are offering: -
-  boilers from recognised reputable manufacturers
-  similar flue systems
-  similar 'user-friendly' auto/remote control panels located in the boiler room 
and/or office.

9. The focus of the discussion was of achieving the required quality of work and the 



perceived risk of cost & duration overrun.  
-  One company required a full asbestos survey, irrespective of the known status 
of this within the building, (PG had reported that asbestos surveys had been 
carried out in 2013 & 2016 and there is no exposed asbestos in the boilerhouse) 
which was additional cost & risk, whilst the other 2 companies were comfortable 
with the extent of possible asbestos existence in the current heating system (& 
how to safely deal with it e.g. not splitting 'gasketed' joints).
-  One company had included the 1st periodic inspection & service in their price.
-  The competence & capabilities of all 3 companies was considered to be good.

10. It was unanimously agreed that cost was the key determining criterion for 
selecting which company to propose to the board of Trustees. Competence & 
track-record ('Quality') was the 2nd criterion, and post-code (i.e. preferential to 
use a local company) was the 3rd.
For these 3 criteria a 60% 20% 20% weighting respectively was agreed to be 
applied against each tender, which resulted in selection of a preferred company 
(& 2nd & 3rd). This outcome was unanimously agreed by the participants for 
proposing to the board of Trustees. (GP has a standard form on which he agreed 
to record the scoring & issue to the attendees - ACTION).

11. It was agreed that the contract that is placed with the successful company must 
contain a a 5% retention until completion and a suitable penalty for late 
completion (with a reasonable contingency margin included). ACTION by GP.

12. It was agreed that these minutes & Grant Prescott's scoring sheet be sent to all of 
the Trustees in advance of the next scheduled Board meeting (Wednesday 5th 
August) - ACTION by AT.
Also, Phil McDermott to have all the tender information available at that meeting 
to enable any questions to be answered. ACTION.
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