
Report to Audit Committee 25th September 2015 on actions taken in relation to 
key recommendations made in the audit report relating to the Public Transport 
Contracts – Decision Making audit 

Lead Officer - Nigel Riglar: Commissioning Director: Communities and 
Infrastructure

Summary of Audit Area 

Gloucestershire County Council subsidises 105 ‘socially desirable’ bus services 
(net cost in the region of £2m) that otherwise would not be provided on a 
commercial basis. 
The procurement of these services is overseen by the Integrated Transport Unit 
(ITU). Due to their value, this may require the contract to be awarded following a 
formal tendering process and in some cases undertaken in accordance with EU 
procurement legislation.
In 2013/14, against a budget of £9,894,984, the ITU reported a £139,420 
overspend. At the end of 2014/15, after funding/allocation adjustments, against a 
budget of £10,012,266 there was a £24,145 underspend. 



Summary Terms of Reference of the Audit

The objectives of the audit were to:
 Establish the level of, and reasons for, the forecast budget over spend for 

2014/15 (November 2014 circa £170,000 overspend reported);
 Establish the decision making and authorisation process for the tendering 

and award of contracts; and
 Establish the effectiveness of the contract planning and monitoring process, 

with particular reference to the forward plan of contracts expiring and due to 
be re-tendered.

Risks

 Contracts are rolled over - possible poor value for money. 
 Procurement legislation not followed - claims received from unsuccessful 

operators. 
 Fines imposed / contracts set aside by the Courts. 
 Collusion with operators /fraud. 
 Damage to the Council’s reputation.



Key Findings

 The budget forecast information, as at March 2015 (year-end), reported that 
the ITU had a budget underspend of approximately £24,145. Discussions 
with Strategic Finance highlighted that the 2014/15 ITU budget included a 
provision of £450,000 to cover costs of a new scheme for concessionary 
fares for apprentices and Children in Care. However, the take up of the 
scheme was slow and used less than half of the allocation. Without this 
funding, the budget forecast reported in March would have been an 
overspend in the region of £225,000.

 The Scheme of Delegation (part of the Council’s constitution) details the 
officers who have been authorised powers of delegation, and the limits that 
apply to that delegation. From the sample of contracts reviewed, it was 
confirmed that these had been authorised in accordance with the scheme of 
delegation.

 The documentation to support the rational behind the decisions made was 
not consistently held. It was recommended that the process would benefit 
from all of the documentation relevant to a particular contract being stored in 
one location, enabling the process to be followed from the point at which the 
need for the service is identified through to the issue of the contract and 
subsequent changes. 

 Once signed, the contracts are legal documents. The audit identified that 
there was no formal process for the safe retention of the signed contract 
documentation, with some contracts being held in Legal Services and others 
being held in the ITU. 

 The existing process for recording when a contract is issued and when the 
signed copy is returned needed to be reviewed and enhanced as there was 
no proactive approach to chasing contracts that have not been returned. For 
example, as at 11th February 2015, one contract which started 10th 
November 2014 and was due to expire 13th February 2015 had still not 
been returned to the ITU. This lack of a defined process could result in 
contracts going astray without anyone noticing which could be critical in the 
event of any legal challenge being made against the Council by the 
contractor or vice versa.   

 Eight of the 11 contracts/variation/extension reviewed during the audit had 
been raised retrospectively, and in one case this was 11 months after the 
contract start date. 



Conclusion
The contract monitoring and administrative processes to identify those contracts 
due to expire needed to be improved in order to effectively monitor and manage all 
contracts, particularly those that are nearing their expiry date. Existing work flow 
processes and expected time-frames also needed to be reviewed in order to 
significantly reduce the number of contracts (including extensions and variations) 
that are being signed retrospectively.  

The ITU was advised that to meet the requirements detailed in the Officers 
Scheme of Delegations (and the ‘Guidance Note to Executive Decisions Taken by 
Officers’), it was imperative that improvements were made in respect of how 
decisions (including the rationale behind them) are formally recorded in a 
consistent manner. 

Following the audit, in order to address some of the issues raised, the Public 
Transport Hub was formed. Made up of the key decision makers responsible for 
public transport contracts within the ITU and Commissioning, it was agreed that the 
Hub would meet monthly.

Action taken as at the end of August 2015 and/or proposed

The Public Transport Hub, led by the Commissioning Director: Communities and 
Infrastructure, has been established and has met three times to discuss contract 
changes and issues. 

Improvements to how we record and store contract documentation are ongoing. 
Revised workflow processes including the use of the Education Management 
System to record comments about proposals concerning proposed contract 
changes or expiring contracts have been agreed. 

We are working with the Executive Support Manager to develop a new variation 
form that captures all the requirements in the report, including an options appraisal 
template for any extension to show we have undertaken a VFM study.

Another change the team have implemented is that we now record contracts sent 
to suppliers electronically and time is set aside each month to chase up any 
outstanding contracts. We are monitoring this. 

 


