LOTAG HIGHWAYS MANAGEMENT GROUP 2

MINUTES OF MEETING HELD ON 2nd OCTOBER 2001

PRESENT:

Graham Morse
London Borough of Redbridge             - Chairman

Bob Hetherington
London Borough of Bromley               - Vice-Chairman

Tony Putt
Royal Borough of Kensington & Chelsea

Geoff Buckley
London Borough of Newham

David Yeoell
City of Westminster

Tony Davis
London Borough of Enfield

Ian Powrie
London Borough of Bexley

Peter Blanchard
London Borough of Barking & Dagenham

Frank Paine
London Borough of Croydon/LoBEG

Barry Ayres
London Borough of Bromley/ASELB

Gordon Prangnell
London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham

Cliff Woolnoth
London Borough of Redbridge


	1.
	APOLOGIES:

Dennis Chamberlin   London Borough of Hillingdon

John Barkley

Peter Heather            Transport for London

Jim Brennan              London Borough of Croydon

Steve Barriff             Corporation of London

John Roberts             City of Westminster
	

	
	
	ACTION

	2.
	MINUTES OF THE MEETING - 10th April, 2001

Agreed.
	ALL

	
	
	

	3.
	MATTERS ARISING:

Dealt with under appropriate agenda item.
	

	
	
	

	4.
	DRAINAGE MATTERS:

Meeting of southern ATDA in September in Dorking; only 4 out of a possible 23 London Boroughs attended. Following last years storms Thames and Environment Agency stated they are looking for funding for alleviation works. 

On liaison GM had contacted EA and Thames regarding regular liaison with London Boroughs to discuss land drainage problems and role/responsibilities of LA’s.  Responses still awaited.

BH advised that Thames kept issuing updated sewer maps but without highlighting changes. This causing difficulties. Hope to get Thames to be more helpful.

Section 24 sewers; on Council housing estates an issue. Are they Sect.24 or Private. Thought Hillingdon had gone to court and won but not yet verified.

Thames want to charge £225 for each gully connection on top of actual cost. Bromley have taken legal advice, which says they cannot charge. SUGGEST NOBODY PAYS!!

Land Drainage- This needs to be raised on the political agenda to get funds to prevent further flooding.

Thames keep trying to change the status of watercourses to change ownership and hence maintenance liability Be on your guard for this.

Thames is passing the issue of Building over Sewers to the local authorities under Building Regs.
	ALL

ALL to

NOTE




	5.
	HIGHWAYS MAINTENANCE:
	

	5.1
	GP advised of the need to find a replacement for Chris Wilson as Chair of the NW group.[post meeting note: Ian Knott from Richmond has agree to chair the North West sector]
	

	5.2
	GP advised he is on the “Roads Board” which reports to the Roads Liaison Group. This Board will amalgamate the old NRMCS, UKPMS and Best Value committees, which are being reformed under the new system. The remaining technical subcommittees of these groups will remain and report directly to the Board. 

Ed Lawrence chairs the UKPMS Technical sub-group; and the Owners Forum continues under Chris Briton. The annual £395 fee for the Owners Forum is to continue next year but in the long run funding from the RLG may be possible.
	ALL



	5.3
	Road 2000

The review of the network had been completed and was being tested. SCRIM should be completed in a couple of weeks with TRACS to be completed by December. 

Ground Radar survey had started and the DVI’s were well underway and should be finished by Xmas. The indicators should be available by the end of the financial year.

Will shortly be able to compare TRACS and visual surveys for first time, which could be interesting.

Need to focus limited resources on TfL/Borough roads rather than NRMCS research.

Footways report in final form in next couple of weeks.


	

	5.4
	NRMCS

Change of data collection now fundamental to the continuance of NRMCS; it was noted the BVPI’s keep changing.

On Principal roads the use of either visual or TTS will be permitted in 2002/03 however from 2003/4 visual surveys to be replaced by TRACS surveys.  London will only be doing TTS in 2002/03 having completed 100% visual surveys in 2001/02.

BVPI 97(a) & (b); on classified non-principal and unclassified roads each authority should do 30% and 25% respectively each year. 

GP was on a Footways Working Group which was funded by the HA using TRL to do research. The group had recommended to use DVI survey data for NRMCS performance indicator purposes above a defined threshold. A new footway hierarchy was proposed and therefore highway authorities would have to consider new inspection arrangements. . Details of these proposals would be included in the DTLR consultation proposals on Best Value Performance Indicators due out later in the year. .


	ALL



	5.5


	HM&M SUB-COMMITTEE

Discussion on the future role of this group in light of low attendance and establishment of RLG and its three groups. Noted possibility of linking with CSS group, which had similar remit. In general felt this sub-committee of TAG Transportation could not be sustained/justified. 

	GM

	6.
	ROADS LIAISON GROUP:

GM tabled a schematic of the structure of the Roads Liaison Group and its three “Boards”. TAG and LoTAG were represented on the RLG and the three Boards.
	

	
	ROADS BOARD

Gordon Prangnell attended this for LoTAG and Eric Lowson for TAG. Jeff Romanis chairs it.

Its responsibilities cover Maintenance Code of Practice; NRMCS; UKPMS; BVPI’s for Carriageways/Footways.
	

	
	LIGHTING BOARD

Terry Felstead attended this for LoTAG and Matt Williams for TAG. Roger Elphick chairs it.

Its responsibilities cover Development of LA Street Lighting Management System; BVPI’s for Street Lighting.
	

	
	BRIDGES BOARD

Frank Paine attends for LoTAG and David Yeoell for TAG. David Lynn chairs it.

Its responsibilities cover New Code of Practice for Bridge Maintenance; BVPI’s for Bridges/Structures.
	

	
	All three Boards had held initial meetings and were looking at their terms of reference and how they would operate in the future through the RLG.


	ALL

	
	LoTAG is well represented and it is hoped positive results will flow from these Boards and that they will free up funds from the RLG (DTLR) for research in future.

The papers from the Boards were noted; it was also noted that the Bridge Owners Forum was going to link into the Bridges Board.
	

	7.
	TfL:
No representative present; apologies tendered. 

On the issue of tendering GM tabled a letter from TfL to the LGA in response to their concerns. This is attached at Appendix A. 

Concerns expressed over the format of the various contracts that some Boroughs had just received. Those who had seen the Contracts less worried than others. Looks like few, if any, Boroughs will try and contract outside their Borough Boundary. Decided no current issues to be referred back to PH at this time. His offer to liaise was noted.
	ALL

	
	It was hoped TfL would be able to attend future meetings.
	PH

	8.
	STRUCTURES


	

	 a).
	LoBEG:

Frank Paine is new Chair and he tabled list of all Committees etc attended by LoBEG. This is attached at Appendix C. GM advised contact list for LoBEG available at http://www.lobeg.com/lobeg/directory.htm1

BV working party looking at four PI’s in consultation with CSS.

Assessment of the Railtrack bridges 60%-70% complete with target of completion by end of year.


	GM

	
	450 bridges in London needing strengthening works but year by year funding still causing problems. Need a five-year programme so bridge availability and funds can be available at the same time. Issue paper attached at Appendix B.
	ALL

	
	Railtrack made a research suggestion concerning through girder deck bridges/rivet shear. FP to provide GM with details, once available, so he can feed into the Roads Liaison Group.

Railway boundaries have become an issue following the incident at Great Heck.

Better links into London Underground are needed consequent upon their restructuring. This being led by C.Palmer.
	FP/GM



	
	Bidding through the London Package makes it essential that Boroughs provide the relevant data for the central database. If LoBEG don’t receive the data from each Borough this could affect the funding made available. Please ensure data is provided.

The latest version of the London database to be launched shortly. It is hoped to be out by end of year so get the data in!!
	ALL

	   b)
	ASELB:

Feedback from any Borough on the “Guidance on Inspections” documents issued previously would still be appreciated. 

Seminar being held on Friday, in wake of Sept. 11th events. Looking at changing floor loading on MSCP’s plus talk on “Partnerships”.

Inspection of buildings was an issue. All Authorities are advised to keep up to date with guidance on this. Failure to inspect could have significant implications on your insurance policies/premiums.

Standing Committee on Structural Safety issue guidance on inspection regimes.
	ALL

ALL

ALL

	9.
	TAG:

GM advised that Joe Weiss at the Corporation of London has taken over from John Barkley as Chair of LoTAG. The other positions are as advised at the Annual Seminar.
	ALL

	10.
	LHAUC:
	

	
	BH advised that the study by Halcrow to monitor the effect of Section 74 is on going. They have selected various London Boroughs to study. It is a nine-month project with a report next January. Halcrow will be attending the next LHAUC meeting.

If the Section 74 measure does not achieve the required results the DETR have indicated that they would move to full Lane Rental. Consultation currently out on “lane rental” which is being trialled by Camden & Middlesborough.
	ALL

	
	BH advised that TTS (ex. TCSU) are not an Undertaker as defined in NRSWA. They act as agents on behalf of highway authority’s.

The number of Telecom licensees is now shrinking with some changes of network ownership. Concern over who will be responsible for failed networks. BT is particularly hard to communicate with at the moment.
	ALL

	
	As Utilities consolidate they are making more use of Consultants; similarly some highway authorities are employing consultants. Group felt highway authorities should continue to deal with NRSWA matters.
	ALL

	
	HAUC had met with a number of “user groups” and may expand its membership to include users, Railtrack and Post Office.

The Utilities “charm” offensive had started. They have a charter and aim to give a “branded” image. Launched two weeks ago but little change on the street to date.
	ALL



	
	Group asked to ensure they supported Chris Tunstall and the appointment of Graham Eaton to work full time on NRSWA issues. He was already having a positive impact so please ensure your Authority financially supports this initiative. 

GP advised that H&F’s attempt to charge Utilities for access to their inspection records had not yet led to any payments.  


	ALL

	11.
	WINTER MAINTENANCE:

Annual Surveyor conference was on 3rd October at Nottingham. Any items of specific interest to be reported to next meeting.


	ALL

	12.
	ANY OTHER BUSINESS:

a).  GB expressed concern that in the LTP settlements outside London money had been allocated to non-principal roads but this had not been the case in London. TfL/GLA had decided not to allocate any funds to non-principal roads. This issue to be raised through LoTAG to try and attract funds next year.
	GM

	13.
	 DATE OF NEXT MEETING:

15th January 2002 at the Guildhall commencing at 10.30am.
	ALL










                  APPENDIX A

Our ref:
TfL 0077

24 August 2001



Dear Frank


Thank you for your letter of the 25 June 2001 about future arrangements for works on the TLRN. I am sorry for the delay in replying.

I would be surprised if there were any confusion in the Boroughs about what is proposed. All the relevant boroughs that had active agencies with TfL were written to in January 2001, in order to extend the existing arrangements for the maximum of one year allowed for in the agreements. They would therefore be well aware that new arrangements are required from April 2002.

Two separate letters were subsequently sent in April 2001 to every council with the TLRN in their borough, whether they had an agency agreement with us or not, suggesting that they might like to express an opinion on how future arrangements for the TLRN might be most effectively administered. A copy of the advert that was to appear in the technical press in April inviting all service providers with an interest to comment was enclosed. We received comments from several Councils and these were very useful in helping us formulate our thoughts in developing the new contracts.

More recently we wrote to them all again, drawing their attention to the notice in OJEC in case they had not seen it, while they still had time to express an interest in entering into a contract before the closing date.

Apart from these formal approaches, my staff are in regular contact with individual councils, and have discussed future arrangements on several occasions. I believe we have gone far beyond what is required of us in such circumstances and it is hard to see what more we could have done to make individual councils aware of proposed changes.

I acknowledge that the ALG was involved in the discussion with GOL to set up the current arrangements, but I do not feel that it would be appropriate or necessary for the ALG to be involved in what will be commercial contracts with councils or companies. Any discussions or negotiations will be a matter for individual councils or consortia direct with TfL Street Management. However, you raise some issues that you feel are relevant and I am happy to answer them as far as possible:

· Time scales- Notice of termination of the agency agreements is not necessary. They will end automatically on the last day of March 2002. The process for ‘recruiting’ new service providers is well under way, as outlined above.

· There is not a question of “possible SLA termination”. It is quite clear that existing agreements will end in March and boroughs will no doubt be making plans for this, including decisions on whether to tender for the work in future. Councils have already been asked for staffing details for TUPE purposes.

· “Super agency SLA’s” is not an appropriate term. These will be contracts rather than SLA’s and the term “agent” or “super agent” will not be used. We are using the description of “steward” to reflect our approach of keeping overall day to day control at TfL, while the stewards administer various aspects of the Network under our instruction. However, it will certainly be possible for councils or others to submit alternative rates for a contract combining two or more areas.

· I do not understand your reference to “contractors quotes being absorbed by the boroughs”.

· Monitoring of maintenance agreements- The monitoring of certain maintenance by the works contractor will generally be by the steward on our behalf.  Monitoring of the steward’s contracts will be by my staff.

· Performance Indicators will certainly be required, but many should be familiar to council staff already as the Best Value regime is long established. Far from being so onerous as to deter boroughs from tendering, I would have thought that their current experience gave them an advantage in this area.

· The stewards’ contracts will include duties associated with recurring notices under NSWRA, co-ordination and inspections on the TLRN. The maintenance of the gazetteer is a local authority function and not the responsibility of the street authority, so will remain with the Council as it does now.

Other associated issues:

· Parking enforcement is specifically excluded from the current agreements and will not feature in the new contracts. Future arrangements for enforcement of the TLRN, whether decriminalised or not, are matters that are already being discussed elsewhere with the ALG amongst other interested parties.

· Only the borough councils can negotiate Section 106 agreements, as TfL is not a planning authority. No duties under section 106, nor indeed Section 278, are included in the current agreements so there is no need for any change in the borough's role.

· There is provision in the agency agreements for a Council to complete any task that has been started before April 2002 but not completed (Clause 2.3). It is the duty of a council to notify TfL of any such outstanding matter.

· There is no anticipation that litter and other street cleaning duties of the boroughs under the Environmental Protection Act will be changed. The boroughs will remain responsible for this function on the TLRN. Borough have “traditionally not recovered costs for cleansing from Highways Agency” because there is no reason for the HA to pay for a duty that is the borough’s responsibility, and this will not change. TfL will remain responsible for removing material that causes a safety hazard through the new contracts.

I trust the above has been useful in clarifying the position where you were unclear before. I do not see the need for the range of meetings with the ALG, your advisors, LoTAG and others that you envisage. I am aware of the recent e-mail correspondence you have had with Dave Johnson, but please write again if you feel the need for further clarification on any point, subject of course for our need to keep confidential any contractual or commercially sensitive information.

Yours sincerely

PETER HEATHER

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR STREET MANAGEMENT SERVICES

CC Dave Johnson, Dana Skelley, Alan Morgan, Zyg Kowalczyk










APPENDIX B

LONDON BRIDGES ENGINEERING GROUP
STRENGTHENING OF RAILTRACK BRIDGES – FUNDING

Borough representatives and Railtrack are becoming aware of a coming serious incompatibility between the LoBEG prioritisation process, based on year-to-year financing, and programmes for strengthening Railtrack bridges.  When a bridge reaches a prioritisation level which qualifies it for funding, the scheme will then have to wait at least two years before it starts, because of notice required for possessions and other long lead time factors.

In the meantime, other schemes, of possibly greater priority, may demote it so that funding is no longer available, after possessions have been booked etc.

Possible solutions:

· Do away with year-by-year funding, and treat bridge works on a more long term financial basis.  There are signs, in the ILIP guidance, that this may be the intention, to some extent. The prioritisation system can then still operate as it should.  This would require a long term rolling commitment from TfL

· Fund Railtrack directly.  It would be difficult for the prioritisation to work at all in this case.

· Establish a reserve or “sinking” fund, which could hold ring-fenced finance for specific schemes, between prioritisation and implementation.  Administratively difficult, but the prioritisation system could operate properly.

· Give a scheme “protected” status, when qualified through prioritisation, i.e. so that it cannot be displaced by another, possibly higher priority scheme, whilst awaiting possessions.  This could be by adding a “possessions booked” figure to the score, or by “top slicing” for it.

· Require such schemes to book possessions well in advance, effectively making them “committed schemes”.  This will tie up a certain amount of money by giving it to Railtrack.

It is important that the fundamental principles of the prioritisation system are preserved and that boroughs continue to have confidence in it, so any method to overcome the difficulty must not undermine it.









F.Paine









10/8/01

LONDON BRIDGE ENGINEERING GROUP
APPENDIX C

Schedule of Committees, Working Groups and Liaison Meetings – Lobeg Members attending:

Lobeg Executive Committee  -  
F.Paine(Chair), M.Potts(Sec), P.Long, R.Hames, C.Palmer(Vice-chair)  -   8/11/01, Westminster

Lobeg Package Steering Committee  -  
D.Yeoell(Chair), R.McFarlane, P.Long, R.Hames,.C.Palmer  -   Westminster

Lobeg Area Coordination Committees  -  
Borough Reps  -  Dates as on schedule, separate venues

Lobeg Thames Crossing Coordination Committee  -  D.Skelley(Chair), R.Hames, R.Lavender, F.Domaingue, P.Levett, S.Yeung, W.Adeyoyin, S.Bhadra, M.Olizar, R.McFarlane, V.Shan – 12/12/01, 13/3/02, 12/6/02, Faith Lawson House

Lobeg Best Value Working Group  -  
D.Yeoell(Chair), R.McFarlane, B. Dobson, M.Sooriasegaram, Sidanparanathan, -  Westminster

Lobeg Management Database Working Group  -  D.Yeoell(Chair), R.McFarlane,           S. Skinner, P. Levett, A.Warner -  Westminster

Lobeg Piped Subways Working Group  -  
R.Hames, R.Lavender, M.Coulthard, P.King, M.Sooriasegaram, G.Branton. – Westminster & City of London

Lobeg Abnormal Loads Working Group  -  
D.Rumsey(Chair), P.Redman, R.Hames, R.Lavender, W.Timpo,  

Lobeg /Railtrack Working Group  -  
C.Palmer(Chair), F.Paine, P.Long, R.Hames,  - 30/10/01, 8/1/02 -  Westminster

DTLR Roads Liaison Group, Bridges Board  -  
F.Paine, D.Yeoell – Eland House

DTLR Bridge Strike Prevention Group  -  
D.Rumsey  -  24/10/01, Marsham Street

CSS/Lobeg/Railtrack Commuted Sums Working Group  -  F.Paine  

CSS/Railtrack Working Group  -  
C.Palmer     

CSS Bridges Group  -  
F.Paine, M.Potts, S.Skinner.  31/1/02 

LOTAG Group 2  -  
F.Paine, D.Yeoell

Bridge Owners Forum  – 
F.Paine, D. Yeoell

TfL/ALG/Lobeg Liaison Group – 
F.Paine, D.Yeoell

ALG – 
D. Yeoell

I.Struct.E Bridge Management Study Group – 
D. Yeoell

Note: Members are requested to update this list via Frank Paine, with any dates, venues or additional names.





11/10/01

Direct line  : 020 7941 4212


General fax: 020 7941 4380


Email         : peterheather@tfl.gov.uk














Frank Baxter


Association of London Government


59 ½ Southwark Street


London 


SE1 0AL














		


									

















Contracts on the TLRN








