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Final Report of the South Lowestoft Relief Road Working Party

Purpose of the Report

1. The purpose of this report is to enable the Committee to consider the conclusions and recommendations of the South Lowestoft Relief Road Scrutiny Working Party.

ACTION RECOMMENDED
	2. To bring to the attention of the Portfolio Holder and Director any findings and suggestions the Working Party have put forward and to recommend that:

a) There needs to be good analysis of business continuity risks in future projects. 

b) Suffolk County Council should consider how it can retain sufficient experience gained through major projects of this kind.

c) Site staff should be empowered to effectively monitor any changes to timescales and to take appropriate action.

d) Long term maintenance costs should be identified at an early stage in the development of a project and minimised through the design process where practical (MAINTCHECK).

e) An update bulletin is presented to the full Scrutiny Committee and interested parties  at a later date,  following completion, monitoring and analysis of the project.




Reason for the recommendation

3. The recommendations, if implemented, will contribute to the effective use of resources, particularly for large scale projects similar in nature to that of the South Lowestoft Relief Road.

Alternative options

4. The Committee could change the recommendations or make alternative recommendations to those proposed by the Scrutiny Working Party.

The following questions, which focus on the main issues for scrutiny are relevant to the committee’s discussions:

5. Has the Scrutiny Working Party addressed the terms of reference set by the Committee?

6. Is the Committee satisfied that the Scrutiny Working Party has obtained sufficient evidence for its findings?

7. Are the recommendations of the Scrutiny Working Party consistent with the findings?

8. Does the Committee agree with the recommendations of the Scrutiny Working Party?

9. Are there any additional recommendations that the Committee wish to make?

Introduction from the chairman of the Scrutiny working party

10. Following an interim report to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee in February 2006, this final report of the South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Working Party has identified suggestions to be considered by the full Scrutiny Committee for application to future large scale capital projects in order that “lessons learnt” are best utilised.

11. With the commencement of the Stowmarket Relief Road in April 2007, (subject to   Department for Transport funding approval) the outcomes of the South Lowestoft Relief Road Scrutiny Working Party may provide a timely input.

terms of reference of the Scrutiny Working party 

12. The terms of reference for the South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Project Working Party were agreed by the Roads and Transport Committee on 21 September 2005.

f) Funding of the preparation costs for major projects up to full approval stage, with the associated risks of recovering only part of the preparation costs (or none if the scheme fails to achieve full approval).

g) Human resources - project management, design and supervision.

h) Human resources - financial monitoring and support, reporting processes.

i) Post project review of consultation and performance indicators for major schemes.

j) Long-term maintenance costs.

Key findings and conclusions Against areas for investigation

13. At its meeting on 21 September 2005 the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee established a scrutiny Working Party to conduct a review of the South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Project. Its focus included funding, human resourcing issues, performance and long term maintenance costs. 

14. At the interim report stage, the Working Party identified the need for clarity regarding how funding was managed in relation to:
k) Landscaping 

l) Scheme preparation and development

m) Maximising developer contributions

n) Traffic control and management systems

15. The Working Party heard how mutually beneficial relationships and agreements had been made with local companies such as Asda, Breheny, Jewsons, MR King, but noted that forecasting  of costs is difficult due to the dynamic
nature of any agreements and their development.  Approaches were made to other agencies to co-ordinate and offer partnership working. e.g. Anglia Water. 

Funding of preparation costs

16. There is a need to identify as many potential costs as possible from an early a stage - even if they cannot be accurately assessed - as changes to government funding processes make it increasingly unlikely that higher than originally predicted outturn costs will be accepted. 

17. It was reported previously that the DfT were to reimburse £850,000 of scheme preparation costs, this has now been received.

18. Of particular importance is the need to identify long-term maintenance costs as an integral part of the scheme development processes and consideration given to how those costs are managed.

19. At its first meeting, the Working Party considered the differences between larger, established contractors who may be able to provide a good sales pitch and high quality media, against smaller companies who may be less effective in that area, but whose work is equally satisfactory.

20. This led to consensus that more account should be taken of previous work of companies considered for tender, providing an ideal opportunity to examine any previous contracts they have worked on, whether for Suffolk County Council or other customers.
21. A number of variations to the project had been agreed during construction. While difficult to monitor funding against current spend through the life of the project, the specific assignment of a Suffolk County Council officer to the project had reduced this risk to an acceptable level.

Human Resources – project management, design and supervision
22. The Working Party reported that there were project management risks due to the fact that largely there was only one person involved who knew all the aspects of the scheme, and gave consideration to what might happen should the Project Manager become unavailable.

Recommendation (a)

There needs to be good analysis of business continuity risks in future projects. 

23. Despite being almost two years into the construction contract, negotiations continued with some land owners regarding accommodation works and boundary finishes which would result in further variation orders being issued. Land valuation issues were ongoing, particularly where landowners were claiming residential value. Some negotiations commenced almost ten years ago.
24. These factors emphasise the benefit of having in-house expertise which can be made available when required. The Working Party agreed that this would help ensure that knowledge is not lost from project to project.
Recommendation (b)

Suffolk County Council should consider how it can retain sufficient experience gained through major projects of this kind.

Human Resources – financial monitoring and support, reporting processes

25. The Working Party heard that although there were penalties written into contracts for work running over time, there were also clauses written in which enabled negotiation of timescales due to unavoidable changes in the work or conditions found.

26. A number of variations to the project had been agreed during construction. While difficult to monitor funding against current spend through the life of the project, the South Lowestoft Relief Road is coming in close to budget, much to the credit of staff engaged in the process.

Recommendation (c)

Site staff should be empowered to effectively monitor changes to timescales and take appropriate action.

Post Project Review of consultation and performance indictors for major schemes
27. Following the on-site meeting of the 8 November 2006, the Working Party discussed a number of areas of the project. Contributing to this were local District Councillors, local County councillor Jane Hore, Site Supervisor Andy Bilby, Project Manager Nigel Panting and Site Manager Andy Bilby.

28. Much emphasis was placed on the requirements and feelings of local people. Consideration was given to the difficulty of consultation and ensuring that the right target audience was reached and engaged, and that issues were addressed wherever possible .

The achievements of the South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Project that might contribute to future projects include:

o) Involvement of stakeholders and Local People (e.g. regarding appropriate pedestrian crossings, placement of bollards, pull off zones, BMX track)

p) Mindfulness of local Knowledge

q) Adaptation of design standards to suit local driver behaviour.

r) Monitoring and analysis of traffic when scheme fully operating and user movements are well established.

s) Post scheme monitoring of environmental concerns e.g. success of habitat creation and migration routes of wildlife.

t) Engagement of Media and clarity of reporting, particularly with regards to traffic management  arrangements, closure, re-routing etc. (PR Strategy development)

u) Engagement with Mapping agencies and Satellite Navigation providers.

Long-term maintenance costs
29. The Working Party had previously identified the need for clarity regarding how funding is managed in relation to:

v) Scheme preparation and development 

w) Maximising developer contributions 

x) Traffic control and management systems 

y) Landscaping

30. In Lowestoft the newly created route adjacent to the Relief Road forms part of the national SUSTRANS network and a high level of usage is anticipated. In icy conditions, cycle paths are not usually “gritted” but consideration is now being given to the purchase of equipment, by the District Council to treat the surface with brine.

31. The Lowestoft Urban Traffic Management Control (UTMC) system, together with the new signalised junctions and numerous pedestrian crossings, will result in an increased revenue cost of approximately £150,000 p.a. which includes a significant saving by switching to wireless technology from BT land lines. Similarly the creation of the Kirkley Brook Linear Park will be an added revenue burden although it is hoped that costs can be spread across a number of agencies (e.g. Anglian Water, Suffolk Wildlife Trust, SCC, WDC and volunteer groups) through the setting up of a Management Trust.

32. During the design of major schemes more consideration is needed to be given to the impact on the maintenance revenue costs and, through value engineering exercises, the optimum solution(s) sought. Currently, designers complete an environmental checklist (ENCHECK) to ensure appropriate consideration is given to environmental issues. It is suggested that a similar approach should be given to maintenance concerns, by way of a “MAINTCHECK”. 

Recommendation (d)

Implement a “MAINTCHECK” in the same way designers have to carry out the current  ENCHECK (Environmental Check).

33. Developer contributions can often be used to reduce capital costs but there needs to have been early involvement with the relevant parties to maximise the benefits.

34. Close working relationships need to be maintained between the Development Control team, Transport Policy and scheme development staff to ensure the appropriate level of developer contributions are obtained.

Site Visit Summary

35. Site visits to South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Project have been attended by Councillors Mark Bee, Julian Swainson, Jane Hore (Local Member), the site construction engineer and County Council officers. Waveney District Councillors David Young and Andrew Shepherd were also in attendance.

36. The scrutiny working party supported the use of site visits as a tool for becoming more familiar with the actual “work on the ground” and agreed that seeing the project in action was very useful. 

37. Attendees of the 8 November meeting agreed that an information bulletin should be provided at a later date,  following completion of the project.

Recommendation (e)

An update bulletin is presented to the full Scrutiny Committee and interested parties  at a later date,  following completion, monitoring and analysis of the project  

Summary of Scrutiny EVIDENCE Considered  

	z) Site Visit to South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Project 23 November 2005 and again on 8 November 2006.

aa) Written submissions to Working Party meetings on:

I. Assessment of risks and impact of funding arrangements

II. Review of Procurement Arrangements 

III. Project Management Arrangements

ab) Verbal evidence was received from Councillor Jane Hore, local County Councillor for the area, site construction engineer and the Project Manager.

ac) Throughout the project ongoing consultation has taken place between officers and external parties in relation to longer term management of landscaping. 

ad) Verbal evidence received from Local District Councillors David Young and Andrew Shepherd.


	Abbreviations used in this report

ae) DfT – Department for Transport

af) SLRR – South Lowestoft Relief Road

ag) AMP – Associated Measures Project

ah) SWP – Scrutiny Working Party

ai) UTMC – Urban Traffic Management Control

aj) SUSTRANS – Sustainable Transport

ak) MAINTCHECK – Maintenance Check

al) ENCHECK – Environmental Check


	Background information

am) During the period January 2005 – December 2006, the South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Project has been the largest Capital project being undertaken by Suffolk County Council.

an) Following report RT06/7 to the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee in February 2006, the committee considered how the findings of the Working Party could contribute to subsequent, large scale projects

ao) Report RT06/7 “Interim Report of the South Lowestoft Relief Road and Associated Measures Working Party”

ap) RT06/8 “Minutes of the meeting of the Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee” of 22 February 2006



Appendix 1

	WORK PLAN updated 8/11/06

	
	Completed
	Outstanding

	Witnesses
	Nigel Panting, Project Manager

Andy Bilby, Construction Engineer

Councillor Jane Hore, local Councillor

Sunrise Group

Waveney District Council Planning officers (Malcolm Dixon on a regular basis)

Audit Services – financial audit & environmental

Urban Traffic Control Management (UTMC) Running and maintenance cost (revenue budget)

David Young (Waveney District Councillor invited to attend final WP meeting)

Andrew Shepherd (Waveney District Councillor invited to attend final WP meeting)
	

	External Visits
	SLRR site and Surrounding Area 23 November 2005

Site Visit 8th November 2006
	

	Consultation
	In relation to longer term management of landscaping – this has now been updated in a revised management plan

Suffolk Wildlife Trust (now including County and District Officers) – further discussions have taken place, dialogue ongoing

Country Parks – Peter Holborn and David Palk involved in ongoing discussions.


	

	Research
	Directorate resourcing issues / 

HR implications of scheme management from recruitment to conclusion

Government criteria for major schemes

How have potential outcomes been maximised e.g. BMX track – BMX track is subject to landscaping tender (ongoing), other elements (pedestrian and cycle routes) have been realised and well utilised. Also progress has been made  regarding art on roundabouts as part of the landscaping proposals.

UTMC control – we are already amongst the forefront of users of the latest (wireless) technology. 

Risk Management identification. There was a risk assessment on the potential funding shortfalls of Government funding (reviewed by Executive Committee) 

Safety audits commissioned at regular intervals throughout the life of the scheme.

Discussion around how and when Councillors get involved in a major project (Governance arrangements for the project) – to be discussed as part of the post project review, esp. as major projects are not usually subject to close councillor involvement. This resulted in a commitment to invite County and district members, at appropriate times to site visits and to the closure meeting, as well as receiving a widely circulated information bulletin 
	Review objectives against Local Transport Plan targets – identified as subject to monitoring, only feasible when scheme completed.

To be reviewed by way of information Bulletin to subsequent R&T SC meeting and made available to the attendees of the 8 November 2006 meeting.



	Other
	Paper RT05/6

Following confirmation that DfT would reimburse £850,000 of scheme preparation costs, this has now been received.


	

	Potential Outcomes
	Report back to Roads and Transport Committee 12 December 2006.

Discussion surrounding recommendations to inform other major projects e.g. Stowmarket.
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