
1

AUDIT & GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE – 28TH SEPTEMBER 2021
PUBLIC QUESTIONS 

1. Questioner’s name: Elizabeth Hillary Respondent’s name: Cllr Colin Hay 
Director: Steve Mawson

Notes

1. Firstly, why has there been so little time given to the general 
public to question this report when it relates to the biggest 
public contract that Gloucestershire County Council has ever 
procured?  Also, the report is very long and difficult for a lay 
person to understand in a short space of time.

2. Secondly, why does the report not confirm one way or the  
other whether the contract for the incinerator at Javelin park 
is illegal or not?  It appears to say that it would be too much 
trouble to determine the legality of the report.  As a taxpayer, 
I find this alarming.

1. This is dictated by the Council’s constitution, which 
allows for up to 30 minutes for questions from the 
public, and 30 minutes for questions from Members 
of the council.  

However given the late publication of the reports, I 
have used Chair’s discretion under ‘Emergency 
Questions’ to allow questions received up to Noon 
the day before the meeting.

2. That is a question for Grant Thornton themselves, 
not for me as Chair of this committee, so I am 
unable to answer it directly, other than to say that 
their report addresses this point on page 9 (page 51 
of our committee pages), and that members of this 
committee will have the opportunity to put this 
question to colleagues from Grant Thornton under 
item 6 on today’s agenda.

2. 2. Questioner’s name: Tim Davies Respondent’s name: Cllr Colin Hay 
Director: Steve Mawson

Notes

1. Does the report establish that the award of the 2016 contract  
was lawful?

2. Does the report clear Gloucestershire County Council of 
management, oversight and scrutiny failures in the award of the 
Javelin Park Waste Incinerator Contract?

Q 1 & 2. As above, that is a question for Grant 
Thornton themselves, not for me as chair of this 
committee, so I am unable to answer it directly.  
However, I am sure the committee will wish to 
explore these matters with colleagues from Grant 
Thornton under item 6 on today’s agenda.
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3. What lessons have been learnt by the Council as a result of 
this auditors report?

Q3. The council received the final report on the 20th 
September. This committee will expect hear what 
lessons can be learnt from the independent 
auditors report in due course.

3. Questioner’s name: Lynn Haanen Respondent’s name: Cllr Colin Hay 
Director: Steve Mawson

1. In light of the fact that this report has been five years in the 
making and was only released to the public on Monday, 20 
September, what is the reasoning behind the short 
timeframe for public questions and will the Committee or 
the Council be providing another forum for the public to 
ask questions due to the fact that one day’s notice to read 
and understand a lengthy and complex document is 
unreasonable? 

2. How much as the GCC paid the firm Grant Thornton since 
the objection was raised by CR4C and how much has 
been paid out in legal fees on this issue? 

1. This is dictated by the Council’s constitution, which 
says that public questions have to be submitted by 
10am, 4 clear working days before the date of the 
meeting.  However, the constitution also makes 
provision for the public to ask urgent questions at 
my discretion as chair, it I consider that the 
question could not have been reasonably 
submitted by that deadline, providing that they are 
received by 12 noon the day before the meeting.  
Given the short timeframe, I have indicated to 
officers that I am minded to exercise this 
discretion. 

2. The Council made an interim payment of £32,861 
(excluding VAT) in April 2019 but has not yet 
received a final invoice from Grant Thornton for the 
work carried out on the objection since that date.   
As a result, we do not yet know what those full 
costs will be.

 
    The Council has incurred no legal costs in relation 

to the Value for Money (VfM) objection.  As you 
would expect, the Council sought legal advice at 
the time of the procurement of the original contract 
and during the variation to that contract in 2015.  
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Other legal costs have also been incurred 
defending separate challenges since 2017, but 
these costs did not arise from the VfM objection 
that is before the committee today.  

4. Questioner’s name: Adrian Oldman Respondent’s name: Cllr Colin Hay 
Director: Steve Mawson

1. What was the total tonnage of waste sent for incineration  
          in 2020/21?
2. What was the total cost paid by the Council to UBB for 
         disposal of waste in 2020/21 and what was the average    
         cost per tonne (CPT)?
3.  What was the total cost paid by the Council for disposal     
         of waste, and what was the CPT under the previous   
         landfill contract 2018?
4. How does this CTP identified in question b compare to 
        the national average CPT for waste disposal for    
        comparable councils, both overall, and specifically for  
        those with incinerator contracts?
5. Does the Governance & Audit Committee agree that this 

contract fails to offer value for money for the people of 
Gloucestershire?  

6. In July 2020 the High court ruled on two preliminary issues 
in the procurement case brought by Community R4C. 
Notably the court ruled that (quote from Duncan Sinclair, 
Barrister for the applicant): GCC was found, by the High 
Court, to have hidden the true cost (to the tune of more 
than the annual education and social care budget of the 
Council) of its largest contract, not only from taxpayers but 
from its own Councillors including some on the audit 
committee.  In the light of this, does the Governance & 
Audit Committee agree that the key facts relating to the 
cost of the contract were hidden from the committee and 

 
Q 1-4:  These questions are not within the remit of the 

Audit & Governance Committee and are best 
addressed by the council’s Environment Scrutiny 
Committee. Scrutiny committees do not have 
either public or member questions but I’m sure 
some councillors will wish to raise these questions 
there. You can of course, ask questions at full 
council meetings.

Q5-7:  I cannot speak for the committee as a whole on 
these matters as they have as yet not been 
discussed. However a number of serious 
questions have been raised and should be 
addressed in response to the Independent 
Auditors report. We will discuss those issues at a 
future meeting of this committee.
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others until December 2018, more than two years after the 
contract had been agreed?

7. What action will the Council take to ensure that councillors 
and oversight committees are never kept in the dark like 
this again?

5. Questioner’s name: Sue Oppenheimer, Tom Jarman, 
Tricia Watson, Jon Scott (submitted by email by Tom 
Jarman)

Respondent’s name: Cllr Colin Hay 
Director: Steve Mawson

Notes

1. The original objection on value for money grounds of the 
contract with UBB was raised in March 2017, before the 
incinerator had been built. We did not have the benefit of 
actual running cost data, which must now be available. For 
the year 2020/21:

a. What was the total tonnage of waste sent for incineration 
in 20/21?

b. What was the total paid by the Council to UBB for disposal 
of waste in 20/21 and what was the average cost per 
tonne?

c. What was the cost per tonne under the previous land fill 
contract in 2018?

d.      How does this cost per tonne compare to national 
averages for waste disposal for comparable councils, both 
overall, and specifically for incinerator contracts

e.      Given these numbers does the Audit committee agree that 
this contract does not offer value for money for local 
citizens?

2. In July 2020 the High court ruled on two preliminary issues 
in the procurement case brought by Community R4C. 
Notably the court ruled that (quote from Duncan Sinclair, 
Barrister for the applicant): GCC was found, by the High 
Court, to have hidden the true cost (to the tune of more 
than the annual education and social care budget of the 

Q1- Q3: I cannot speak for the committee as a whole 
on these matters as they have as yet not been 
discussed. However a number of serious 
questions have been raised and should be 
addressed in response to the Independent 
Auditors report. We will discuss those issues at a 
future meeting of this committee.
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Council) of its largest contract, not only from taxpayers but 
from its own Councillors including some on the audit 
committee.  

a. Does the audit committee agree that the key facts relating 
to the cost of the contract were hidden from the audit 
committee and others until December 2018, more than two 
years after the contract had been agreed?

b. What action will the Council take to ensure that councillors 
and oversight committees are never kept in the dark like 
this again?

3. Since the objection was raised how much has GT been 
paid for work for the Council, and in what capacities?

4. Questions of Grant Thornton (GT)
a. What representations were made to John Gregory, the 

independent auditor under the Act, by GCC and by his 
colleague at Grant Thornton Peter Barber that led the 
change in the conclusion? Were these representations 
fully disclosed to the objectors so they could comment?

b.       How did GT ensure that the objectors were dealt with on 
an equal footing to the party being audited when 

Q3.  GT’s audit fees have been reported annually to 
the committee as part of their audit plan.  The most 
recent example being presented to the committee 
at the end of July 2021.  

In summary the total payments for 4 year period 
(2017/18 to 2020/21) are: 

- £32,861 Work on Objection
- £26,000 Audit of grants
- £35,000 CFO Insights / Benchmarking System
- £357,400 Annual Audit Fee
Total £452,261

Q4.  These questions should be addressed to Grant 
Thornton direct rather than to this committee.
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considering this change in conclusion?
c.       The report includes a conditional statement that the Public 

Interest Report would be omitted ‘on the understanding 
that’ … How did John Gregory negotiate this with GCC?

d.       Were the objectors informed or consulted in the 
conclusion regarding a public meeting of the audit 
committee as the only outcome of the report, and were 
their views on the effectiveness and timing of public 
questions considered?

e.       What processes did GT engage to ensure that John 
Gregory was not unduly influenced by his separate duties 
to Grant Thornton, the views of his colleague Peter Barber 
and the input from GCC officers? 

f.        How have Grant Thornton dealt with the substantial, and 
well documented criticisms of the process conducted by 
Grant Thornton and the allegedly inappropriate and 
apparently highly influential role of Peter Barber was 
allowed to take?

g.       There are serious conflict of interest concerns about the 
performance of Grant Thornton in undertaking this 
statutory function under S27 of the Act. How can these be 
effectively and independently reviewed, and will Grant 
Thornton fully support such an investigation? Who is the 
appropriate body?

5. Questions of the Audit committee.
a.       In Grant Thornton’s draft Provisional View issued 

December 2020, they stated that they were minded to 
issue a Public Interest Report.  Will the audit committee 
investigate the change in heart by GT to ensure that there 
was no undue influence on their independent duties under 
the Audit Act 2014 either from their colleagues in Grant 
Thornton responsible for the Audit function, or from GCC 
officers and Members? 

Q5 a&b: I cannot speak for the committee as a whole 
on these matters.  The views of the committee will be 
determined by today’s discussion.  It should be noted 
that the committee has no powers to investigate Grant 
Thornton

Throughout the process, the timing of publication of 
either report to committee or public interest report is in 
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b.       What actions will the Council take to address the serious 
concerns raised by Nigel Robins, then Chair in March 21, 
when he addressed the failure to issue the report, at that 
stage a formal Public Interest Report, prior to local 
elections, and the fact that the Audit committee had been 
undermined in their ability to undertake their duties 
effectively?

c.      When is the audit contract up for renewal, and will the 
audit committee consider appointing an alternate auditor? 

the hands of the independent auditor. The whole 
council has been anxious to see the matter come to a 
conclusion and that was communicated to Grant 
Thornton on a number of occasions.

5c) Responsibility for the appointment of the Council’s 
external auditors falls to Full Council, rather than to this 
committee.  Gloucestershire County Council is 
currently opted into Public Sector Audit Appointments 
Ltd, which means that PSAA appoints our external 
auditors, and they also agree any alterations to the 
payments due to external auditors before the council is 
requested to pay.  


