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1 Executive Summary

1.1 Purpose

The ORR have a responsibility to hold Network Rail (NR) to account for efficient
use of public funds and sustainable management of the network to ensure value
for money. Historically, NR has provided ORR with Cost and Volume data as
required by the data protocol agreed under Part C paragraph 8.1 of the Network
Licence.

As part of the evolution of the regulatory process for CP6, the ORR and NR
agreed to undertake detailed reviews of the structures work bank at Regional
Level. To assure the structures portfolio is being maintained to an acceptable, safe
and sustainable level.

As part of the devolution of NR each Region is responsible for the management
and delivery of their work bank; the five Regions are:

1. Eastern
2. North West & Central
3. Scotland's Railway

4. Southern and

5. Wales & Western

Network Rail centrally retain a role overseeing asset management as part of the
Technical Authority.

The purpose of the review was to investigate changes from the baseline
programme, the robustness of the change control processes in place, justification
as to why changes were accepted and the impact this has had on outcomes across
the portfolio at a Regional Level.

Arup, in their role as the Independent Reporter, have assessed Network Rail’s
delivery of the structures CP6 Year 1 work bank in support of the progressive
assurance of the control period.

1.2 Methodology

Initial observations indicated that the recent formation of the NR’s Regions,
meant that multi route regions in year 1 had not operated under common practices
for the development and delivery of the Structures work bank. It was therefore
agreed with ORR that the assurance assessment is conducted for eight instead of
the five groups as initially planned. For each of the following routes & regions a
review of the work bank has been conducted:

1. Eastern Region: Anglia Route
2. Eastern Region: East Routes (incl. (i) East Midlands route, (ii) North and

East route, and (iii) East Coast route
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3. North West and Central Region

4. Scotland's Railway

5. Southern Region: South East Routes (incl. (i) Kent route and (ii) Sussex

route)

6. Southern Region: Wessex route

7. Wales & Western Region: Wales route

8. Wales & Western Region: Western route
It is noted that the Network Rail High Speed route (geographically located in the
Southern Region) and the separate processes and their application undertaken by
the Technical Authority were outside the scope of this review.
Arup have developed a standardised review framework and methodology for
reviews of this nature, which has been modified to meet the needs of the ORR’s
evaluation of NR. The methodology, outlined in Figure 1, has been used to assess
routes and regions through workshops and quantitative, and qualitative
investigation and analysis.
Figure 1 — Assessment Methodology

Evidence
Familiarisation Collection & Moderation Reporting
Assessment

Agree the review
framework

Gathering of
documents from the
Regions based on
supplied lists

Meet with Regional
teams to discuss
framework questions

Play back to the
Regions the results
of the analysis and

initial scores

The compilation of
the Evidence Pack

Gather further

evidence

Production of the
draft review report
and presentation of

findings

Briefing to the
Regions about the
review

Review of the
evidence against the
framework questions

and provide initial
scoring

Production of final
report with agreed
recommendations

Final assessment of
each Region's
performance

In addition, to assessing the performance of NR and its Regions the review acts as
a learning opportunity for the business to drive asset management best practice.
Accordingly, clear development observations and recommendations were
identified and agreed, as appropriate. Implementation of these recommendations
in the future will drive best practice across the organisation and ensure lessons
learned are shared across all Regions and with the Technical Authority.
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1.3 Findings from Evidence Assessment

The framework uses five evaluation topics, see table below, to cover the regional
management and delivery of the work banks. Each topic was divided into a series
of supporting exploratory questions to understand in depth the process and tools
used by each region. A total of 34 questions were asked across the evaluation
topics.

Table 1 — Evaluation Topics

Evaluation Description TOt?I
\ Questions
Topic

A Workbank Changes 16
B Risk Quantification 4
C Regional Assurance 5
D Costs 7
E Completed CP6 Projects 2

To evaluate regional performance the following confidence levels were used to
quantitively assess the evidence collated against each assessment question.

Table 2 — Confidence Ratings Description

Confidence e
. Description
Rating

4 Evidence largely complete / consistent explanations with sound rationale

3 Evidence reasonable but with some gaps / inconsistencies in a few areas

2 Partial evidence with some significant gaps / inconsistencies identified
Evidence incomplete / contradictory with major gaps identified
Insufficient information provided

1.3.1 National Results

The use of a matrix to visually demonstrate the strengths and weakness evidenced
through the review across the Regions / Routes and framework topics contributed
to the process of the identification of areas of improvement — both nationally and

in certain Regions / Routes.

The performance matrix summarising the outcomes is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 — Framework Question vs Region / Route Performance Matrix
REGIONS

t
Eastern p Scotland Southern Wales & W
& Central

Anglia t Midla s d 3 Western

HuwhasAssetFuicybwnappiedndevdopm
workbanks?
Hnwareﬂemrsdecldmseleemnofmmn
s and timings?
Huwhmmkmsofwnﬂ:bnnpmrinednme
workbanks?
What evidence is there of a consistent approach
across Regions (e.g. are nationally consistent
choices being made? Is there communication

To what extent can the compaosition of the planned
renewals workbank be presented visually (ie.
mmm:mwmm

To what extent can the delta between planned vs

actual renewals be identified via analytical methods?

To what extent does the actual delivered renewals
-u\'earidn‘fetfmmmepiaumdrenewals

How were swapped / accelerated schemes justified?
Mnnwasﬁ\ewodﬁaﬂ:aqmedmmslwed

(What, imM,wasmmednmeYeatlpunas
iterns deferred or which had fallen out of the previous
|year's plan?
What is the regional process for quantifying the
nwcldmm(umlxcm

ToMmemhasUuempaclonpﬁma\ceot
g (actual | accelerated ti )and / o

Tomatemrldo Regorsﬂmdualmec\sreman

Towemnmmmmmﬂmh

impact as a result of devolution? - e.g. a Route
cmledmﬁcmhmﬁomwasmgy\-

Tomﬂemm(amm)hmemmofmbeen
identified and costed?

To what extent can the defta be between estimated vs|
actual renewal cost be identified via analytical
methods?

To what extent does the estimated renewal costs for
Year 1 differ from the actual renewal costs for the

'What is the potential impact on the Business Plan of
the difference between the estimated vs actual _ 3 3
renewal costs for Year 17
D il
or volume is exceeded?

What are the specific causes for costivolume

variances of greater than +/- 5% (e.g. changes to
pe, etc)?

What was the operational impact (if any) of changes

and how were these were factored into the selection

lequation, e.g. TSRs as a result of the change in

To what extent have completed schemes met their
expected outcomes?

'What measures of effectiveness are in place for each
Region?

274279-04 | V 2 | 29 January 2021 Page 6

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\EUROPE\MIDLANDS\JOBS\2740001274279-04 #16354 STRUCTURES\ INTERNAL PROJECT DATAW4-09 REPORT#16354 STRUCTURES YEAR 1 WORK
BANK DELIVERY_FINAL REPORT_V2.0.DOCX



Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail #16354 Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery

Final Report

1.3.2 National Current Practice

Based on the evidence provided by the Routes and Regions for each evaluation
topic the current practice and processes observed within the organisation have
been established. Table 3 below summaries these findings.

Current best practice within the organisation is demonstrated through
maximum/minimum confidence ratings across all regions. Confidence ratings of 4
and 3 relate to practices with limited opportunity for improvement.

Where responses from regions were weak nationally, confidence scores of 1 to 2
where given; these have been highlighted (see pink shaded cells in Table 3) for
driving potential improvement themes.

Where a mixed performance has been observed Regional opportunities have been
identified separately within specific route and region analysis.

Table 3 — Organisational Current Practice

Ref | Question Current Practice Observations

MAX
MIN

Each Region / Route articulated a robust process

How have Regions for the development of their work bank.

Al | developed / agreed work | 4 3 . . .
banks? Regions scoring '4' demonstrated this process

through a report, document, or presentation.

Asset policy was applied consistently across all

How has Asset Policy Regions / Routes on the network.
A2 | been applied in 4 3 Regions / Routes scoring '4' tracked, in their work
developing work banks? banks, the policy level/ target each scheme
achieved.

Good capability was shown across Regions with

How are Regions clearly defined tools and methodologies in place.
deciding selection of Types and timings of activities were based

A3 | . 4 3 SO : .
intervention types and primarily on policy/standard compliance.
timings? Access planning and possession timing played a

significant role in the planning of the work bank.

Delivery of work items was prioritised based on
compliance to policy and standards by all

Regions using their appropriate tools.
How have volumes of

A4 | work been prioritised in | 4 3
the work banks?

Volumes were based on early stage scheme
estimates which were subject to change as
schemes developed.

Regions / Routes had the opportunity to smooth
volume delivery across their plans.
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Ref | Question ﬁ Z | Current Practice Observations
= | =
There was consistency in the principles used
across the Regions for developing and prioritising
work banks. However, within certain Regions
there were inconsistencies in the approaches and
What evidence is there tools used within their constituent Routes.
of a consistent approach There was some evidence to suggest that the way
across Regions (e.g. are in which the reporting of core planning and the
A5 | nationally consistent 2 contingent over-planning items was handled, was
choices being made? Is one factor in this variance. It was however noted
there communication that the final structure of the five Regions was not
between Routes?) in place during 2019/20.
The evidence collated from the Regions, in the
majority of cases, was that they were moving
towards integrating their planning and change
control approaches.
To what extent can the There was limited use of graphical analysis across
composition of the the Regions to communicate the composition and
planned renewals work movements in the work bank during delivery.
bank be presented Regions / Routes scoring '4' demonstrated use of
A6 ) . 2 .
visually (i.e. dashboard visuals to track volume and cost movement.
style volume / cost, by Regions / Routes scoring "2' did not use graphical
structure type, location, analysis in any way to communicate or manage
etc.)? changes in their work banks.
In general, it was possible to review work bank
To what extent can the chaqges’ tl’lroug.h analyﬂcal me':thods. Regions
scoring '3' had inconsistent primary keys for
delta between planned vs . . .
schemes which made analysis unnecessarily more
A7 | actual renewals be 3 . L .
. . . . complex. Opportunities exist in those Regions to
identified via analytical . . .
introduce primary keys for schemes that remain
methods? . .
unique between different spreadsheets /
documents and systems.
There was movement from the baseline plan
To what extent does the across all Regions / Routes. Routes scoring '4' had
actual delivered been able to justify the changes and could present
renewals work bank for the movement visually. Scores of '3' showed
A8 | Year 1 differ from the 2 consistency in the Year 1 reporting but lacked
planned renewals work clarity around the cause of the change. Regions /
bank for the same Routes scoring '2' demonstrated a lack of
period? consistency between the reported cost/volume for
Year 1 and the baseline.
All Regions / Routes clearly demonstrated the
A9 To what extent have 3 extent that schemes were deferred during Year 1.
schemes been deferred? Routes scoring '3' showed greater variances from
the baseline than 5%.
Deferrals were generally well justified across the
How were deferred Reglons / Ro'utes..Opportumtles e><.1sted to
Al0 S 2 improve justification for deferrals in Routes
schemes justified? NS o
scoring '3". Routes scoring "2' showed a lack of
clarity around justification of deferrals.
To what extent have There were no cancelled schemes in the CP6 Year
All 4
schemes been cancelled? 1 work bank.
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Ref | Question ﬁ Z | Current Practice Observations
= | =
When cancelled schemes arise, these would be
justified as part of the Change Control and
Deferral Renewal processes. The Change Control
How were cancelled .
Al2 schemes iustified? 4 processes implemented across the network
J ' showed it was possible to record the appropriated
level of justification needed for cancelled
schemes.
To what extent have Based on the documentation supplied and the
A13 | schemes been swapped/ | 4 workshops held there was a minimal acceleration
accelerated? of schemes across all the Regions / Routes.
Accelerated schemes were justified through the
How were swapped / .
Change Control process which showed the
Al4 | accelerated schemes 4 . .
. appropriate level commentary across all Regions /
justified? Routes
Across all the Regions / Routes there was
movement from what the ORR understood as
When was the work
bank agreed and was it expected cost/volume for Year 1, and what
AlS 4 Network Rail centrally forecasted at the start of
updated before the start .
the Control Period. It was clear that there was no
of the year? . .
baseline plan accepted by all parties to ensure
there was one source of the truth.
It was clear that there was a spill over of schemes
What, if anything, was from CPS into Year 1 of CP6. Routes scoring a '3'
included in the Year 1 lacked sufficient evidence that these schemes had
A16 | plan as items deferred or | 4 been completed based on the documentation
which had fallen out of provided. Routes scoring "2' demonstrated further
the previous year's plan? slippage of CP5 schemes programmed for Year 1
into later years in the Control Period.
Across the Regions / Routes good processes were
. . in place to manage risks arising from deferrals in
Whatis the reglorllal. line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This
process for quantifying . . .
; included evidence demonstrating sound
the impact of . L . . .
. engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with
undertaking (actual / T
B1 ) 4 scores of '4' clearly demonstrated good process,
accelerated timeframe) . :
. qualitative analysis and the use of CRAM to
and / or not undertaking 0 . .
support quantitative analysis of deferral risks.
(deferred / cancelled) o bl d
renewal interventions? Routes scoring 2 were not able to evidence
’ through documentation the use of CRAM to
support deferral risk assessment.
Across the business there appeared to be a lack of
understanding with no single sustainability metric
To what extent has the useq in Work bank development.or quoted by
. L Regions in the management of risk. There was
impact on sustainability . .
. also no evidence that the impact of the planned
of undertaking (actual / .
. and delivered renewals work bank, from a
accelerated timeframe) .. .
B2 . 4 sustainability perspective, had been evaluated. It
and / or not undertaking .
was also noted that the CRAM process included a
(deferred / cancelled) . .
. . metric for Asset Management which had been
renewal interventions L
. used as a proxy for sustainability by some Routes.
been quantified? h T .
It was articulated that sustainability funding had
been made available, but this had not been
associated with changes to the plan.
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Ref

Question

MAX

MIN

Current Practice Observations

B3

To what extent has the
impact on performance
of undertaking (actual /
accelerated timeframe)
and / or not undertaking
(deferred / cancelled)
renewal interventions
been quantified?

Across the Regions / Routes good processes were
in place to manage risks arising from deferrals in
line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This
included evidence demonstrating sound
engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with
scores of '4' clearly demonstrated good process,
qualitative analysis and the use of CRAM to
support quantitative analysis of deferral risks.
Routes scoring 2' were not able to evidence
through documentation the use of CRAM to
support deferral risk assessment.

B4

To what extent has the
impact on safety of
undertaking (actual /
accelerated timeframe)
and / or not undertaking
(deferred / cancelled)
renewal interventions
been quantified?

Across the Regions / Routes good processes were
in place to manage risks arising from deferrals in
line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This
included evidence demonstrating sound
engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with
scores of '4' clearly demonstrated good process,
qualitative analysis and the use of CRAM to
support quantitative analysis of deferral risks.
Routes scoring 2' were not able to evidence
through documentation the use of CRAM to
support deferral risk assessment.

Cl

What regional work
bank Change Control
process is adopted?

The Change Control processes adopted by
Regions / Routes were generally robust. One
Route failed to provide evidence of a Change
Control process leading to a score of '0'. Scores of
'2' were given where the documentation provided
did not provide sufficient clarity for the process to
be understood. Regions scoring '3' had a process
document but the Change Log lacked the
expected level of detail.

C2

What evidence is there
of a consistent Change
Control approach across
Regions?

Within Regions where the Year 1 plan had been
assembled in the constituent Routes there was no
alignment of Change Control process. It was
however noted that the final structure of the five
Regions was not in place during 2019/20. The
evidence collated from the Regions in the
majority of cases was that they were moving
towards integrating their planning and Change
Control approaches.

C3

To what extent do
Regions individual
projects remain aligned
to policy requirements
through the work bank
Change Control process?

Regions demonstrated that schemes were policy
aligned through the use of their Change Control
processes. Any change or deviation in policy
would be documented in the Change Log.
Opportunities exist for Regions/Routes to
demonstrate any change to a scheme's policy
objective over its life cycle.
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Ref | Question ﬁ Z | Current Practice Observations
= | =
Change Control processes across Regions /
To what extent are there Routgs were noted as evplving .with all the
any notable descrlbed' processes h'avmg their own
C4 shortcomings in the 2 s'ho'rtcomlngs. These' 1nclud§d, but were not.
Change Control process? llm}teq tp, evolving 1gtegrat10n of tools, reliance
) on individuals, not being a bespoke to structures,
etc.
To what extent has there There had been no impact on scheme delivery in
Cs been any cross-Route 4 Year 1 as a result of impacts in other Regions.
impact as a result of Regions had mitigations in place to limit this type
devolution? of issue.

Regions / Routes were able to demonstrate robust

processes to identify unit costs and the use of

appropriate guidance to develop volumes. They
developed their cost/volumes for schemes in the
work banks along different stages of the GRIP

To what extent (and process using different approaches to try to make

DI how) have volumes of ) them as accurate as possible. Costs were

work been identified and generally bespoke to Routes using evidence from

costed? CPS5 outturn costs, modelling, and unit rates from
the Technical Authority. There was however
evidence from a number of the Regions to
indicate that they would benefit from guidance in
the application of overlays associated with
scheme maturity and other activity factors.

It was possible to review movement of
g;t\:léif;t\;?egan the cost/vglume within the vyork banllc using
estimated vs actual ?malyn.cal methods. Regions scoring '3' hafi

D2 renewal cost be 3 inconsistent primary keys for schemes which
dentified via analvtical made the analysis more complex.
inZ?ho d4s? y Opportunities exist to introduce? primary keys for
) schemes where these do not exist at present.

There had been movement from the baseline

across all Regions / Routes. There were several
To what extent does the causes associated with over/under spend and
estimated renewal costs over/under volume delivery most notable were

D3 | for Year 1 differ from 3 the unreliability of unit costs and changes in work
the actual renewal costs bank makeup from the baseline. Routes scoring
for the same period? '3' had movement from the baseline but the
justification and recording of movement in
cost/volume could be improved.
Movement from baseline to Live Plan had not
. . impacted the ability for Regions / Routes to
?yngzt:isotr}llihl?];el?s,tiliss deliver future years of the work bgnk: Adoption
Plan of the difference of early contractor engagement pr}n01ples were
D4 between the estimated vs 3 seen across a number of Routes, glmed gt
actual rencewal costs for supporting scheme maturity and improving
Year 12 cost/volume accuracy. There was no clear trend
’ observed for cost/volume movements across the
entire Year 1 work bank.
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Ref

Question

MAX
MIN

Current Practice Observations

D5

How widespread are
variances where +/- 5%
to cost or volume is
exceeded?

On all Regions there was significant variance
from the +/-5% threshold for cost, with less
variation taking place in terms of volume
changes. This appeared to be driven through the
immaturity of scheme estimates at work bank
development stage and unit costs being unreliable
or not representative of the works actually being
undertaken.

D6

What are the specific
causes for cost/volume
variances of greater than
+/- 5% (e.g. changes to
scope, etc)?

Justification of scheme cost changes was well
recorded across most Regions and could generally
be understood using analytical methods.
Opportunities exist to record all movements and
their causes for schemes in a single source to
minimise the need for tacit knowledge when
reviewing cost/volume variances.

D7

What was the
operational impact (if
any) of changes and how
were these were factored
into the selection
equation, e.g. TSRs as a
result of the change in
plans?

There had been no TSRs or operational
restrictions as a result of structure renewal
changes during Year 1.

El

To what extent have
completed schemes met
their expected
outcomes?

Most Regions / Routes demonstrated that they
had processes in place for recording hand back of
completed projects to ensure outcomes had been
achieved.

There are opportunities to record that projects
have been completed and goals achieved, but this
was not recorded in the Live Plan.

E2

What measures of
effectiveness are in place
for each Region?

Some Routes had introduced a process which
allowed them to review their effectiveness in
planning and delivery of schemes. This acted as a
platform for developing best practice. There was
very limited use of cross Region / Route sharing
of lessons learned in evidence. Routes with a
score of '1' did not demonstrate any process for
measuring effectiveness and development of best
practice.
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1.3.3

#16354 Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery
Final Report

Improvement Themes

The following themes have been identified by the review team though use of the
performance matrix where several Routes or Regions have shown lower scores or
where there was a high degree of variance. They may be considered by the
organisation to drive asset management best practice forward.

Table 4 — Proposed Improvement Themes

Improvement
Themes

Consistency in
Work Bank
Development

Consistency of
Presentation

Agreeing the
Annual Baseline

Integration of
Sustainability

Consistent Change
Control

Costing
Methodology
Development and
Overlay Guidance

Project Close Out

Regional
Effectiveness

Theme Description

Each Region should adopt a common framework to develop their structures
renewal annual plan to provide a consistent means of understanding the drivers of
inclusion and support better decision making across the Region. This could
include separate tracking of core and over-planning work items.

Regions should adopt a graphical means of monitoring the status of individual
work bank items (e.g. on-site, delivered, deferred, accelerated, etc.) such that a
visual overview of the annual plan can be produced to aid understanding of
delivery progression and support decision making.

Ensure that there is an agreed the baseline for the structures’ renewal plan in
terms of cost and volume for a core plan at the start of each year. Ensure the
agreed Control Period Baseline is recorded. This will support the monitoring of
delivery and act as a foundation from which change can be measured and
justified.

An exercise to update the knowledge and understanding of current sustainability
measures in the Regions is necessary. This will allow them to monitor the impact
their delivery has on sustainability. Sustainability analysis should be considered
during reforecasting of control period work banks to enable end of year validation
of work bank outputs. This approach will provide a tracker of sustainability in
terms of initial aims and then the impact of interventions, force a longer-term
view of cost, and allow longer term trends to be observed.

Each Region should adopt a common framework to capture and record changes to
their structures’ renewal plans. This will provide a consistent means of
monitoring and tracking change such that better decision-making takes place
across the individual Region.

Regions should undertake their own review and assurance of their suite of
structures costing methodologies. This will improve accuracy in scheme
estimation and provide greater consistency of estimation to ensure a more
accurate fit with the various work types. The development of guidance on cost
overlays to address scheme maturity and environmental factors. Regions could
consider a collaborative approach in sharing rates and guidance nationally
between them to stimulate budgeting lesson learned exercises.

Regions should comply with the relevant project close out process. Regions
should ensure that hand back requirements and close out of projects is captured in
the Live Plan. This will aid understanding of scheme status and support decision
making regarding schemes where the expected outcomes were not delivered.

Regions should adopt the relevant framework (e.g. PACE - Project Close) to
report on their effectiveness against identified criteria. This will support
understanding of what 'good' looks like in terms of planning and delivery to drive
performance and identify areas of weakness.
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1.4 Agreed Recommendations

Based on the suggested Improvement Themes in Table 4, the following are
Recommendations that were agreed at a joint workshop in January 2021 between
the ORR, Network Rail Technical Authority and the Independent Reporter team.
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Table S — Agreed Recommendations

SOW16354-3 SOW16354-2 SOW16354-1

SOW16354-4

Recommendation to Network Rail

Consistency in Work Bank Development: It is
recommended that each Region adopts a common
framework to develop their structures control
period renewal plan.

This should include the management and
designation of core and over-planning schemes.

Agreeing the Annual Baseline: Ensure there is a
baseline for the structure’s renewal plan in terms
of cost and volume for a core plan at the start of
each year. Ensure the agreed Control Period
Baseline is recorded.

Integration of Sustainability: It is reccommended
that Regions are briefed on how the structures
Composite Sustainability Index (CSI) and
effective volumes are used as measures of
sustainability at portfolio level and can be
influenced by changes in the annual plans.

Sustainability Analysis: Sustainability analysis
should be considered during control period work
bank reforecasting, based on the structures CSI
and effective volumes. This should be validated at
each year end once delivery is completed.
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Benefits

This will provide a Regionally consistent
means of understanding the drivers of
inclusion and support better decision
making and audit within the Region.

This will support the monitoring and
delivery of the annual plans. It will act as a
foundation from which change can be
measured and justified.

This will allow the Reforecasts to be
compared with the Control Period Baseline

The Region will understand how changes
to their annual plans will affect the CSI at
portfolio level.

This approach will:

e provide a tracker of sustainability in
terms of initial aims

e Show the impact of interventions,
e Enable a longer-term view of LCC,

o allow longer term trends to be
observed.

Final Report

Evidence of
Implementation

Common renewals

planning framework
adopted at Regional
level, as appropriate.

Recorded Control Period
Baseline that is
recognised by ORR, and
Network Rail Regionally
and in the TA.

The structures
Composite Sustainability
Index and effective
volumes are used at
regional level to aid
understanding of how
their annual plans affect
sustainability at portfolio
level.
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Section
5.4.1

Section
5.4.1

Section
5.4.2

Network Rail
Champion

Regional
Leads

Regional
Leads

Regional
Leads

During CP7
Planning

During CP7
Planning

During CP7
Planning



SOW16354-6 SOW16354-5

SOW16354-7

SOW16354-8

Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail

Recommendation to Network Rail

Consistent Change Control: It is recommended
that each Region adopts a common framework to
capture / record changes to their structures
renewal plans to provide a consistent means of
monitoring and tracking change and sustaining
alignment with policy.

Costing Methodology Development and
Overlay Guidance: It is recommended that each
of the Regions undertakes an assurance exercise
to ensure the structures costing methodologies are
sufficiently accurate to suit the work types being
planned. This could include guidance on cost
overlays to address scheme maturity and
environmental factors, as appropriate. Regions
could consider a collaborative approach in sharing
costing methodologies and related guidance
nationally between them.

Project Close Out: It is recommended that
Regions should follow the relevant project close
out processes. Regions should ensure that hand
back requirements and close out of projects are
documented and evidenced. This includes the
required updates to the Live Plan.

Regional Effectiveness: It is recommended that
Regions adopt the relevant framework (e.g. PACE
Project Close — demonstrate delivery to planned
requirements) for monitoring their effectiveness
against identified criteria.
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Benefits

This will support better monitoring and
tracking of decision-making.

This will improve accuracy in scheme
estimation, provide greater consistency of
estimation and stimulate budgeting lesson
learned exercises.

This will aid understanding of scheme
status and support decision making
regarding schemes where the expected
outcomes were not delivered.

This will support understanding of what
'good' looks like in terms of planning and
delivery of renewals to drive up
performance and identify areas of
weakness.

Final Report

Evidence of

Implementation

Changes (and continued
policy alignment) clearly
linked and / or captured
in the work bank

Regional costing
methodology and
relevant guidance in
place.

Records showing project
close out / hand back are
captured / stored.

Records of measuring
effectiveness are
captured / stored.
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Location
in Text

Section
5.4.3

Section
5.4.4

Section
5.4.5

Section
5.4.5

Network Rail
Champion

Regional
Leads

Centre of
Excellence

Centre of
Excellence

Centre of
Excellence

Due Date

During CP7
Planning

During CP7
Planning

March 2022

March 2022
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2 Introduction

2.1 Background

Arup, in its role as Independent Reporter, was appointed by the Office of Rail and
Road (ORR) and Network Rail (NR) to undertake an assurance review in order to
assess delivery of the year one Structures work bank in each Region, its impact on
the outcomes across the Structures portfolio, and the robustness of regional
assurance through the work bank change control process.

The scope of this assessment was defined in the Statement of Work (SoW)
#16354 and as clarified by the ORR over the course of the assessment as
described in this report.

A copy of the SoW is included in Appendix A below.

2.2 Mandate Aims and Requirements

The purpose of this review, as set out in the SoW, was for the Independent
Reporter to assist the ORR assess the delivery of the year one structures work
bank of CP6. This assessment was to support ORR’s progressive assurance and
investigate changes from the baseline programme, the robustness of the change
control processes in place, justification as to why changes were accepted and the
impact this has had on outcomes across the structures’ portfolio at a Regional
Level.

The five NR Regions are:
1. Eastern
2. North West & Central
3. Scotland's Railway
4. Southern and
5. Wales & Western

These five regions were formed in June 2019 to operate, maintain and renew
infrastructure to deliver a safe and reliable railway for passengers and freight
customers. The regions encompass multiple routes and transport hubs to better
align operations with passengers' and communities' needs.

The ORR have a responsibility to hold NR to account for efficient and sustainable
management of the network to ensure value for money. Historically, NR has
provided ORR with Cost and Volume data as required by the data protocol agreed
under Part C paragraph 8.1 of the Network Licence.

During CP6, the ORR planned to undertake a detailed review of the structures
work bank delivered at Regional Level. This is to assure the structures portfolio is
being maintained to an acceptable, sustainable level.
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Although the SoW initially required that the assurance assessment be conducted at
regional level (i.e. five regional groups), it subsequently transpired that due to the
recent formation of the NR’s Regions some of the multi route regions had
insufficient time to adopt common practices for the development and delivery of
the Structures work bank.

It was therefore agreed with ORR the assurance assessment is conducted for eight
instead of the five groups initially planned, as follows:

9. Eastern Region: Anglia Route

10. Eastern Region: East Routes (incl. (i) East Midlands route, (ii) North and
East route, and (iii) East Coast route

11. North West and Central Region
12. Scotland's Railway

13. Southern Region: South East Routes (incl. (i) Kent route and (i1) Sussex
route)

14. Southern Region: Wessex route
15. Wales & Western Region: Wales route
16. Wales & Western Region: Western route

It is noted that the Network Rail High Speed route, located in the Southern
Region, was outside the scope of this review.

An assessment was required to be conducted of the delivery of the year one
structures work banks and associated change control processes based on evidence
collated and considered for:

1. Work bank Changes: the changes between the planned renewal work
bank and the actual delivered work bank; highlighting schemes that have
been deferred, cancelled and/or swapped and the associated justification
for these changes

2. Risk Quantification: information the regions provided on the description
of their process for quantifying how renewal intervention and management
of deferrals / accelerations affect sustainability, performance, and safety

3. Regional Assurance: the robustness of Region assurance processes with
respect to how individual projects remain aligned to policy requirements
through the work bank change control process

4. Costs: the changes in actual costs against estimated costs used to develop
the SBP, including the review of a representative sample of individual
projects to identify any variances where +/- 5% to cost or volume is
exceeded, their causes and identifying the potential impact that these
might have had on changes to the business plan

5. Completed CP6 projects: whether completed year 1 CP6 projects met
their expected outcomes and what measures of effectiveness are in place.
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Initially the SoW required the Independent Reporter to point out areas of best
practice and to provide recommendations for improvement. In agreement with
ORR and NR, improvement opportunities where initially identified for the eight
individual groups and potential improvement themes at regional level. Promoting
improvement opportunities and themes into recommendations was decided
collectively between the Independent Reporter in discussion with ORR and NR.
These are presented in subsequent sections of this report.

2.3 Report Structure

The report structure is as outlined in the table below

Table 6 — Report Layout

Section Description

2 Introduction Provides the background and summarised the aims
and requirements of the mandate.

3 Methodology A description of the methodology adopted for the
assurance assessment.

4 Findings from Regional Analysis and | Summarises the findings from the application of the
Evidence Assessment methodology, analysis and evidence assessed. It
outlines areas of good practice and provides further
observations for each of the eight groups of
Routes/Regions.

5 Potential Improvement Themes Draws together the results from the application of the
assurance assessment methodology to provide
potential improvement themes across all Regions.

6 Agreed Recommendations Provides recommendations for future improvements.

Appendices Provide additional detail in support of the main text.
They are used to simplify the flow of the report,
while retaining the detail generated during the
assessment.
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2.4

Glossary of Terms

Table 7 — Abbreviations

#16354 Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery

Final Report

Acronym Meaning

AFC Anticipated Final Cost

ATR Asset Technical Review

BCMI Bridge Condition Measuring Index

CAM Civils Adjustment Mechanism

CARRS Civils Asset Register and Reporting System

CP Control Period

CRAM Corporate Risk Assessment Matrix

DEAM Director of Engineering and Asset Management
DRAM Director Route Asset Management

ETY Engineering Target Year

FD Final Determination

GRIP Governance for Railway Investment Projects
HCE Hidden Critical Element

HETI Headwinds, Efficiencies, Tailwinds and Inefficiencies
IMS Integrated Management System

1P Infrastructure Projects

KCL Key Cost Line

KVL Key Volume Line

NR Network Rail

OoP Oracle Platform

ORR Office of Rail and Road

PACE Project Acceleration in a Controlled Environment
PoaP Policy on a Page

RAM Route Asset Manager

RF Rolling Forecast

SBP Strategic Business Plan

SoFA Statement of Funds Available

SoW Statement of Work

SWEPT Structures Work bank, Efficiency, Policy and Targets
TA Technical Authority
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3 Methodology

3.1 Overview

This section provides a description of the methodology adopted for the assurance
assessment and the progression of the review undertaken.

Based on this overall approach the key stages in the delivery of the commission
following award and the project inception meeting were as shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3 — Assessment Methodology

Evidence
Collection &
Assessment

Familiarisation Moderation Reporting

Agree the review
framework

Briefing to the
Regions about the
review

Gathering of
documents from the
Regions based on
supplied lists

Play back to the
Regions the results
of the analysis and

initial scores

The compilation of
the Evidence Pack

Meet with Regional

teams to discuss
framework questions

Gather further
evidence

Production of the
draft review report
and presentation of

findings

Review of the
evidence against the
framework questions

and provide initial

Final assessment of
each Region's
performance

Production of final
report with agreed
recommendations

scoring

The following sub-sections provide a more detailed description of the stages
identified in Figure 3.

3.2 Familiarisation

3.2.1 Agreeing the review framework

The proposal submitted by Arup to undertake this review was founded on a
framework of questions, which had been identified at tender stage, so as to
address the issues raised in the Statement of Works (also outlined in Section 2.2).
The framework was enhanced at the project inception meeting to cover thirty-four
questions and the following key topic areas:

A. Work bank changes;
B. Risk quantification;

C. Regional assurance;

274279-04 | V 2 | 29 January 2021 Page 22

WGLOBAL.ARUP.COM\EUROPE\MIDLANDS\JOBS\274000\274279-04 #16354 STRUCTURES\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATA-09 REPORT#16354 STRUCTURES YEAR 1 WORK
BANK DELIVERY_FINAL REPORT_V2.0.DOCX



Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail #16354 Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery
Final Report

D. Costs; and
E. Completed CP6 projects.

Core to the successful delivery of the review was engagement with the Regional
structures’ teams. This was necessary in order to identify and obtain copies of key
documentation and to meet with them to understand the background and actual
practices to their planning and delivery of the Year 1 work bank.

To enable this, NR supported Arup in the formulation of a stakeholder register
covering relevant representatives across all Regions. This was confirmed and
finalised following the briefing of the regions described in the following section.

3.2.2 Briefing the regions

In order to deliver the commission within the timeframe set for the project it was
necessary to ensure that the engagement with the Network Rail structures teams in
the Regions was swift and efficient.

The review team took the opportunity presented to them by Network Rail to
provide a briefing to the gathering of the Business Planning Working Group. This
forum was attended by representatives from each of the Regions’ structures teams
and allowed the review team to provide a first-hand explanation of:

e The purpose of the review, its aims and objectives;
e The structure of the review including sight of the framework questions;

e The support that would be required from the Regions in terms of documents
and meetings to discuss their Year 1 renewals; and

e The timescales for the review.

This briefing session was considered particularly beneficial in warming up the
Regions to the review’s requirements in the short-term.

3.3 Evidence Collection and Assessment

3.3.1 Document Collection

Following the initial briefing, requests were made to the Regions for specific
documentation associated with the review. Specifically, this included:

e Planned renewal work banks;

e Actual renewals work banks;

e Change management guidance and records;

e Additional change justification documents; and

e Documents relating to Delivery Plan 18/19, RF11, and RF13.
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In addition, Regions were encouraged to supply other relevant documentation to
assist the review in understanding the processes associated with the planning and
delivery of their structures renewals in Year 1.

Documents received from the Regions that were referred to during the review are
listed in the documents register included in Appendix B.

3.3.2 Initial Assessment

Based on the submitted evidence an initial review and analysis was undertaken of
respective Regions’ performance in relation to each of the framework questions.
This initial review and analysis focused on:

e Consideration of whether sufficient and relevant information had been
provided to allow an assessment of individual questions to be made;

e Numerical analysis, in so far as this was possible, based on the submitted
information regarding variances between forecast and actual at both a
Business Plan and individual scheme level; and

e The identification of specific areas of inquiry with Region at the planned first
meeting to discuss the evidence.

3.33 First Regional Meeting

Based on the initial analysis described above a series of meetings were convened
with the Regions to walk-through the framework. The purpose of these meetings
was to:

e Share the current level of review and understanding of the Region’s approach
based on the submitted documentation; and

e To provide an opportunity for the Regions to provide further input to the
review both verbally by way of an explanation of events and also in terms of
further documentation.

Meetings were held with each of the structures’ teams noting that the final
structure of the five Regions was not in place during 2019/20 and as such the
ownership for the renewal plans lay in a mixture of Regional and Route based
organisations as shown in Table 8.

Following these series of meetings, the Regions provided further documentation
to support the discussion on key points.

Based on the discussion at the meetings and the follow-up documentation a
further round of analysis of the Regions’ response to individual questions in the
framework was undertaken by the review team.
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Table 8 — Regional Meetings Split

Region Routes Meetlng

Eastern Anglia Route
East Coast 2
East Midlands
North and East

North West and Central NeSilig 3
North West
West Coast Mainline South

Southern Kent 5

Sussex

Wessex 6

Network Rail High Speed Out of scope
Wales and Western Wales and Borders 7

Western 8

3.34 Draft Evidence Pack

On completion of the review of the input from the Regions together with any
supplementary documentation the review team undertook a full review of the
previously scored framework. This included the capture of the discussion held at
the meeting, and any further numerical analysis based on newly supplied
evidence.

The framework assessment was updated to provide a commentary showing the
development of understanding with respect to each of the questions and
providing:

e A summary descriptive assessment of the evidence;

e A scoring against the agreed confidence rating; and

e Identified opportunities for Network Rail.

In addition to this descriptive text a graphical analysis of the results from the
Region was included in the form of a radar diagram showing the Region’s scoring
against each of the framework questions.

3.3.5 Consistency in Assessment

Throughout the review, the analysis of Regional evidence was split between
review team members. This provided the opportunity for the review to be focused
through individual reporters whilst meeting the timescales for the commission. In
order to ensure consistency across the review ‘check and challenge’ sessions were
held between the Reporters before each meeting with the Regions to ensure
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understanding and assessments across the framework were being applied
consistently.

34 Moderation

Integral to the process of delivering the review, it was agreed that having reached
this stage in the assessment the draft results would be shared with the individual
Regions in order to present back to them the review findings. The purpose of this
was:

e To ensure there were no misunderstandings in the assessment;

e To afford the Regions the opportunity to provide further input, if/where it was
clear that there was a gap in the evidence; and

e To demonstrate openness in the assessment process and avoid surprises.

During these moderation sessions with the Regions the assessment of each of the
framework questions was reviewed and agreement reached on the findings, or the
opportunity taken for more evidence to be provided in the form of further
explanation and/or documentation, as appropriate. The output from this round of
meetings was either confirmation of the earlier assessment or the modification of
the findings considering new evidence.

As a final check on consistency a further review-wide ‘check and challenge’
session was held within the review team to validate the scoring of Regions across
each of the questions.

3.5 Reporting
The reporting of the results of the review was undertaken in two stages.

An Evidence Pack (included in Appendix B) was produced which provided a
detailed account of the assessment and scoring for each question for all Regions.
This was presented in a single Excel file with separate tabs for each
Route/Region. These results were summarised in a ‘performance matrix ’
covering all Regions and all the framework questions. The Evidence Pack was
issued for comment in December 2020 to ORR, Network Rail, the commission’s
Peer Reviewer and the Arup Named Independent Reporter.

The second stage was the presentation of the findings of the review in a draft
report. The report was supported by the Evidence Pack taking account of
comments received for the various reviewers. The draft report formed the basis of
a tri-partite presentation to the joint clients in January 2021.

As part of the process the review identified opportunities for Network Rail
associated with areas where deficiencies had been found in the Regions. These
suggested areas for improvement had specifically not been classified as
Recommendations since in many cases they were not endemic across the Regions
but could stem from local issues. Nevertheless, the performance matrix showing
the results from each of the Regions for each question provided a very visual
means of identifying the weaknesses in the processes. As such the review was
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able to readily identify ‘improvement themes’. These themes effectively
summarised the identified issues into eight groupings. From these themes it was
then possible to develop a series of suggested recommendations some of which
were applicable nationally and others which were more focused on a sub-set of
Regions or Routes.

The suggested recommendations were discussed at a tri-partite meeting and
agreed for inclusion in the final study report.
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4 Findings from Regional Analysis and
Evidence Assessment

4.1 Overview

This section summarises the findings from the analysis undertaken and available
evidence assessed. It outlines areas of good practice and provides further
observations for each of the eight groups of Routes/Regions listed in Table 8.

The full evidence pack is included in Appendix B and contains a summary of:

e Evidence form the documentation review;

e Queries stemming from the documentation review, subsequently raised and
discussed with Regional Stakeholders;

e Evidence gathered from discussion with Regional Stakeholders;
e Confidence Ratings;
e Evidence Assessment Summary; and

e Opportunities for Network Rail.

The evidence evaluation topics covered five aspects as described in Section 2.2)
and indicated below; each was divided into a series of supporting exploratory
questions (34 in total). For the full list of questions, see Appendix B.

Table 9 — Evaluation Topics

Evaluation L.
. Description
Topic
A Workbank Changes
B Risk Quantification
C Regional Assurance
D Costs
E Completed CP6 Projects

The following confidence levels were used in the numerical assessment of the
evidence collated against each assessment topic forming part of the evaluation

Table 10 — Confidence Ratings Description

Confidence Description
Rating
4 Evidence largely complete / consistent explanations with sound rationale
3 Evidence reasonable but with some gaps / inconsistencies in a few areas
2 Partial evidence with some significant gaps / inconsistencies identified
Evidence incomplete / contradictory with major gaps identified
Insufficient information provided

274279-04 | V 2|29 January 2021 Page 28

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\EUROPE\MIDLANDS\JOBS\2740001274279-04 #16354 STRUCTURES\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATAW-09 REPORTW#16354 STRUCTURES YEAR 1 WORK
BANK DELIVERY_FINAL REPORT_V2.0.DOCX



Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail #16354 Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery
Final Report

4.2 Eastern Region

The Eastern region consists of four routes, East Coast, North & East, East
Midlands, and Anglia. Anglia was managed separately during the review. A
temporary hosting arrangement was in place during the transition and East Coast,
North & East and East Midlands were managed as a collective group during the
review. This review reflects the current arrangement with comparisons made
where appropriate. The summary of the results of the review are presented here
for the two routes; for further details see Appendix B.

4.2.1 Eastern Region Heatmap

The final assessment of the performance of the Eastern Region is shown in Figure
4.

Figure 4 — Radar Diagram Summarising Eastern Region’s Performance
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Eastern region showed consistent good performance across the evaluation topics.
Clear processes have been developed to manage the work bank from development
to delivery.

East Routes have developed innovative tools for both managing and developing
the work bank, aided with clear visuals to present data and support operational
performance.

Anglia developed good management processes with clear objectives and
principles for CP6. Strong performance is seen in the management of scheme
change and visual reporting of the work bank.
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Both Routes in the region saw minimal scheme changes and deferrals in Year 1.
Where scheme changes and deferrals occurred, there is good management process
in place and a clear concise understanding of any change to a scheme.

Regionally the approach to close out and lessons learned is weak, interviews with
stakeholders highlighted an appetite for improved feedback processes.

The routes are yet to fully align as a region, and this is evident in the lack of
consistency in the approaches taken and tools that are in place. This is not
expected at this time and both routes operate from the same principles which will
smooth the transition. Overall, the region has evidenced robust processes and the
management of the structures work bank in Year 1 of CP6.

4.2.2 East Routes Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
areas for the East Routes:

e [A1-A4] Work bank Development: The work bank was developed using a
process that was based on previous experience and included all anticipated
elements. To develop the work bank into a deliverable plan the route
employed a prioritisation tool to support planning of similar policy aligned
schemes. The tool is used alongside engineering judgment to provide a
repeatable and comparable view of a scheme’s priority to operational needs.
The route outlined that the prioritisation model was imperfect, and work is
being undertaken to further develop it for re-deployment in CP7 work bank
planning. A tool of this nature was not utilised within other routes to support
the prioritisation of scheme for CP6.

e [A6] Visual representation of work bank composition: To support
understanding of movement within the work bank visual aids have been
developed to communicate change in scheme costs, including using waterfall
diagrams. The dashboard demonstrates the movement in costs in a clear and
effective manner and is viewed as best practice within the organisation.

e |[A7, A8] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: Maintaining the unique
IDs from the baseline to live plan allows for clear analytical analysis to be
undertaken. The comparative analysis undertaken showed that over 71% of the
baseline schemes were undertaken in the year. This includes a contribution of
4% from the delivery of over-planning schemes. A further 16 schemes (9%)
were introduced and delivered during the year. 24% of the baseline core
schemes had no spend during the year.

¢ [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: Eight schemes have been deferred from
Year 1 delivery to later years in the control period. All of the schemes were
deferred from CP5 and are under ongoing monitoring programmes.

e [A11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There were no schemes cancelled in
Year 1. The Region however shared examples of where schemes had been
previously cancelled to demonstrate the practice adopted.

e [A10, A12, A14] Justification for deferred, cancelled, swapped or
accelerated schemes: Across the change control process and deferrals register
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the East Routes provide a clear and concise justification of any changes to the
work bank.

e [A15] When was the work bank agreed: The review highlighted that there
are differences between the baseline stipulated by the region and what was
provided by the ORR. The ORR baseline for Year 1 was £53m with volume of
10,933; while the route outlines a baseline of £61.1m and a total volume of
15,239. The route clearly defines schemes that are included in the work bank
for over planning purposes, hence the change between the baselines. The work
bank can be filtered to remove the over planning from the baseline to achieve
the same numbers. The practice could be even further improved in order to
highlight core and non-core items to aid understanding in the flexibility /
contingencies built in the baseline.

¢ [B] Risk quantification: The integration of the deferred renewals register
with the business plan is considered a positive approach along with the
linkages between the business plan and deferred renewals risk decision points.
This demonstrated that the Route has a good understanding of the impact of
deferred renewals on the work bank and cost/volumes which can be tracked
and understood trough analytical methods. The corporate risk matrix is used to
quantify risk in the deferred renewals register covering primary impacts such
as: Asset Management, Finance, Performance, Reputation and Safety

e [C1] Change Control Process: The Region's change control process was
found to be appropriate for the management of the changes to the work bank.
The process involves the assimilation of changes for all disciplines to region
level which are issued and then archived. To support the historical
understanding of changes waterfall diagrams are used to graphically
demonstrate the change impacts to cost and plan.

e [D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: The route provided a good
account of an iterative process to develop initial costs supported by external
consultants. The route outlined a flexible approach to determining unit costs
and volume based on specific scheme criteria. A clear focus for the route was
to develop robust cost and volumes for high value or complex schemes. The
route uses the waterfall diagrams monitor the accuracy of the rates.

e [D2, D3] Identifying the delta / differences between estimated vs actual
renewal cost via analytical methods for Y1: The route experienced a -£7.3m
‘underspend’ and an over delivery of 769 volume units. From a baseline of
£61.1m and a total volume of 15,239. The movement from the baseline is
attributed to the maturity of the schemes along the GRIP stages and the
inaccuracy of unit costs available when the work bank was developed. The
route has a good understanding of cost movements from the baseline both
qualitatively and quantitively demonstrated in the work bank, delta report and
change control documents provided.

e [D4] Impact on the business plan due to the difference between the
estimated vs actual renewals cost for Y1: The comments made by the
Region regarding the impact on the Business Plan were based on the delivery
of the core plan. This accords with the view of the Region's plan held by ORR.
The planned delivery of the ‘core’ plan was achieved during the year and the
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Region provided a coherent explanation of the management of the over plan in
future years which suggests that the impact on the plan was being managed
effectively.

4.2.3 East Routes Observations

The following are observations, which were attributed a rating of 3 or below, and
may present opportunities for improvement for the East Routes:

[AS] Consistent approach across Regions: Within the Region it was clear
that there has been a separation in the development of the work bank, i.e. there
were no evidence provided regarding the understanding or consideration of the
principles or approach taken by Anglia and thus suggesting inconsistency in
the Region.

It is however noted that the new Eastern Region is relatively immature and the
relationship between the Routes will develop evolve to form a more aligned
way of working but there was insufficient time to put this in place for Year 1.

[A13] Quantity of swapped / accelerated schemes: The use of the Delta
Report was considered useful in summarising the changes that had been made.
Total change outlined in the Delta Report is that 17 schemes saw delivery slip,
resulting with spend in Years 1 & 3 with no spend in Years 1 & 2. Schemes
spilled over from CP5 and 1 scheme was accelerated from later years in CP6.

It is suggested that the terminology associated with deferrals and slippage
(from CP5) be reviewed to improve clarity of meaning.

[C2, C4] Consistent change control approach and shortcomings: In year
one there were two change control processes used within the region, one for
the East Routes and one for the Anglia Route. As such there was inconsistency
in the Region in terms of the process in use.

It is suggested that a road map be prepared for the move to a single change
control process within the Region.

During the review it was noted that the day-to-day working of the process
rested heavily on one individual.

This was acknowledged by the Region as a risk that may potentially require
the appropriate mitigations to be identified and/or adopted in the future.

[C3] To what extent do regions individual projects remain aligned to
policy requirements through the work bank change control process: There
is no reference to a check on policy alignment of the change. further
discussion on this point it was accepted that there is a gap in the process where
a change of scope could occur to an item. However, it was recognised that for
majority of cases the change would either be captured in the Deferred
Renewals process or be a 'right side failure' in terms of the acceleration of an
item.

It is suggested that a check on policy compliance should form part of the
Change Control process.
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[D5] Extent of cost or volume variances greater than +/- 5%: The Route
acknowledged that there had been significant changes in the cost and volumes
over the course of year 1 which was clear through the analysis. The variation
seen sits within a wide range of 3131% to -98% for cost and volume change
2% to -49%. Seven projects had a 100% increase in volume and twenty-two
schemes had a -100% decrease in volume from the baseline.

[D6] Causes for cost/volume variances of greater than +/- 5%: There was
an acknowledgement by the Region that cost variances were an area which
could be improved. The Route was able to provide a good explanation of the
causes of the variations including the level of maturity of schemes being a big
factor. It is noted that there is work going on to try to improve understanding
of the causes of the variations.

It is suggested that a more detailed analysis of the individual variations in
schemes be undertaken to foster improvements in the forecasting for future
years. The route noted that as a discipline Structures is undertaking a review
with the TA to better develop unit rates to provide cost clarity to begin with.

[E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The review process described by
the Region appears to be robust in terms of the formal documentation of the
completion of each job and the sharing of information on any capability
enhancement.

To improve oversight of the plan it is suggested that there is inclusion in the
Live Plan of columns which flag the completion of an item and also a clear
statement that the anticipated outcomes were achieved.

[E2] Measures of effectiveness: Whilst there appears to be a level of overall
look back taking place and the barometers provide a means of visually
appreciating the progression of the plan the lack of any comparative measure
of effectiveness is considered a gap. Whilst the scorecards did provide the
means of comparing effectiveness these did not appear to be wide enough to
allow a meaningful comparison to be made of effectiveness between the
Regions.

It is suggested that a more formal means of sharing effectiveness of each
Region be considered to identify best practice and foster improvement.

4.24 Anglia Route Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
areas for the Anglia Route:

[A2] Work bank Development: Policy is the main driver for development of
the work bank is based predominantly on policy compliance and ensure safety
compliance on the network. The route describe how they keep an offline copy
to maintain structures specific information including policy targets due to the
use of Route wide work bank tool for all assets.

[A6] Visual representation of work bank composition: The route uses
graphics to look at in year cost and volume movements. This includes graphics
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that were developed to look at each year of the control period to understand
how deferrals impact on future years.

e [A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: The route uses the same
primary key across their work bank, deferred renewals register and change
log. This consistent approach allows for easy comparison between baseline
and live status of schemes and to trace any movements from the baseline to
live plan accurately.

e [AS8] Differences between the actual delivered and the planned renewals
work bank for Y1: The route’s baseline position anticipated year 1 delivery
of £25m spend with 1629 volume units and effective volume of 835. The live
plan shows the route’s end of year position as £21.7m spent, delivering 2232
units of volume and effective volume as 1245.

Anglia is the only route to have demonstrated use effective volumes as a
measurement tool for understanding volume and cost links in line with
reporting for the centre. Effective Volume is being used as a method of
aligning the complexity of works to cost and volume.

e [All, A13] Extent of cancelled, swapped or accelerated schemes: The
documentation indicated that there were no scheme cancellations in year one,
a fact which the route confirmed. The route stated and evidenced that in year 1
there had not been any accelerated or swapped jobs. There was no opportunity
to accelerate schemes due to deferrals, i.e. schemes were deferred late in the
year due to Covid-19 and could not be replaced in year with new schemes to
utilise the funding.

e [A12, A14] Justification for cancelled, swapped or accelerated schemes:
The change log provided robust justification for the cause of any cancelled
swapped or accelerated schemes. Changes are recorded in the live work bank,
and cancelled schemes removed. The route then maintains the log of the
cancelled schemes in an ‘offline’ work bank as a separate record.

e [D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: The route has
demonstrated sound practice for developing and challenging unit rates.
Outturn capital costs from CP5 were used to create a baseline estimate based
generally on GRIP Stage 3 estimates. Scheme estimates were then challenged
based on the perceived project complexity to improve accuracy of unit rates.
Volume and costs for the work bank were then reviewed by an external
consultant to verify and challenge the outcomes.

e [D2] Identifying the delta between estimated vs actual renewal cost via
analytical methods for Y1: The route uses the same primary key across their
work bank, deferred renewals register and change log. This enables a delta to
be calculated movements using analytical methods which provides a clear
understanding of the movements.

4.2.5 Anglia Route Observations

The following are observations, which were attributed a rating of 3 or below, and
may present opportunities for improvement for the
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e [Al, A3] Work bank Development: The route has developed a clear process
based on policy for the development of the work bank which was supported by
working with access planners and review of cost and volume estimates for
baseline schemes to plan a deliverable work bank for CP6. The route has
evidenced the development of a prioritisation tool to further support work
bank development for CP7.

Develop a process document that shows how the justification of moving from
the unconstrained to delivery plan is achieved. The route is in the process of
developing a prioritisation ranking methodology.

e [AS5] Consistent approach across Regions: Anglia is less developed in terms
of prioritisation ranking methodologies used by other routes in the Region.
There is alignment within the route as to how the work bank has been
developed to meet policy and safety standards and through utilising a
company-wide proforma.

e [A9, A10] Quantity and justification of deferred schemes: The deferral log
communicates a reduction in spend of -£2.3m with an associated volume
spend of -506. Across the schemes in the work bank that can be tracked back
through the deferral log. This accounts for 5% of the total schemes or 17% of
baseline schemes.

The justification is a short summary of the scheme specific reasons for the
project being deferred, recorded in the register.

Using a wrapper to group scheme deferrals would allow trends in cause of
schemes to be more effectively understood.

e [A15] Agreed work bank: There are discrepancies between the baseline
anticipated by the ORR and the route; in the ORR baseline Y1 spend is
£22.3m for 1083 volume units. The route outlined that is was due to some
over planning in the work bank and that the ORR figures for RF11 would have
been taken from OPI. OPI figures are taken from the expected cost and
volume by delivery teams and not the structures work bank.

Consideration should be given to adopting a single source regarding the
agreed baseline and all parties should have the same understanding of what is
expected to be delivered at any given point in time.

¢ [B] Risk quantification: The route described how the CRAM is used as a
supporting tool alongside engineering judgment for assessing risk in deferred
renewal. However, the review has highlighted that the assessment of the
CRAM is not fully recorded, only the highest severity score and the likelihood
score are. It is therefore unclear as to which metric is driving the most severe
risk.

The route has acknowledged that the deferred renewal register requires
improvement to ensure that risk scores are recorded for both assurance and
monitoring purposes.

e [C1] Change Control Process: The process has been developed for use
across all asset types within the Anglia Route and has been developed by the
region. Though a robust system is in place it is not possible to track historical
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movements for assurance purposes and understanding without tacit
knowledge.

Opportunities exists to ensure the system includes all changes to schemes and
to highlight how schemes have changed over time.

e [C2, C4] Consistent change control approach and shortcomings: The route
has developed their own bespoke change management process which is used
across asset classes within the Anglia. The Anglia process is not structures’
specific and through the workshop the RAM noted that it does not contain all
information required. Work should be undertaken between the structures
Regional Representatives to produce a road map to develop one single change
control process.

e [C3] To what extent do regions individual projects remain aligned to
policy requirements through the work bank change control process: The
change log records if the scheme is compliant to policy and has a field for the
Policy targeted and any alignment to POAP.

Recommended to include a column within the change log to identify historic
policy if change is undertaken.

o |[D3] Extent of differences between estimated vs actual renewal cost via
analytical methods for Y1: There is a 37% increase in volume and 49%
increase in effective volume. Additional volume output is described and
evidenced primarily from the additional Culvert works undertaken. The
underspend of the route in year one of 10% is due to delay in underbridge
schemes to later years in the programme. Deferrals account for 5% of the
underspend with the remaining due to change in early stage development cost.

e [D4] Impact on the business plan due to the difference between the
estimated vs actual renewals cost for Y1: The deferred renewals to later
years has not put additional strain on the work bank from what the route have
described and what the graphics show. The route does not perceive any impact
on deliverability of the remining years of the control period due to Y1
changes.

e [DS] Extent of cost or volume variances greater than +/- 5%: There were
28 schemes in the baseline with 22 (78%) experiencing change greater than
the +/-5% threshold, all schemes breaking the threshold for volume also broke
the threshold for cost.

Cost variances range from +84% to -87% and volume variances from 181% to
-5% are seen across the region with one structure accounting for the greatest
volume & cost change.

e [D6] Causes for cost/volume variances of greater than +/- 5%: The change
log and work bank documents do not outline historical changes, so it is
unclear why the changes have occurred.

Developing a record of the changes seen in work bank will improve the
understanding of variances from the baseline.
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e [E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The route has a process in place for
recording project close out but the outcomes of these are not always populated
within the work bank.

There is an opportunity to develop a feedback loop to record the review of
asset management planning files and Health and Safety Files.

e [E2] Measures of effectiveness: For Year 3 the route has developed their
Route Requirements Document to ensure that a lesson learned session is
undertaken as part of the hand bank which are led by delivery teams with
contractors. The outcomes of which is put into a lesson learned report and
feedback is captured to enable information to be recorded in the work bank.
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4.3 North West & Central Region

North West & Central was reviewed at Regional level. The summary of the results
of the review are presented here for the North West & Central Region, see
Appendix B for further detail.

4.3.1 North West & Central Heatmap

The final assessment of the performance of North West & Central Region is
shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5 — Radar Diagram Summarising NW&C Region’s Performance
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NW&C scored strongly in the majority of areas in the framework and it was clear
from the engagement with their team that the processes in use for Year 1 planning
and delivery were well-tested.

Specific areas of weakness were identified associated with the setting of the
baseline plan at the start of 2019/20 and the clear identification of items which
spilled over from 2018/19. It is considered that these areas are linked to the degree
of over-planning included in the Year 1 work bank.

The development of their costing for schemes at the start of the year was
described in some detail by the Region but there was a lack of evidence regarding
how the respective figures had been derived.

Finally, whilst those presenting the Region’s position were able to articulate the
reasons for variations in cost and volume as the year progressed the dynamic
nature of the delivery plan throughout the year made independent understanding
and interpretation of the variations difficult to follow and thus validate.
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4.3.2 North West & Central Region Evidence of Good
Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
being undertaken by the North West & Central Region:

e [Al] Developed and agreed work banks: The documentary evidence
provided by the Region and the description of the process to create the work
bank provided a high level of confidence in the Region’s approach. This was
supported by their use of an Integrated Management System (IMS) to link the
various parts of the process into a single system. This approach was
considered a positive move which did not appear in this form in other
Regions.

e [A2] Policy application: There was strong evidence that policy compliance
was an integral part of the process to develop the work bank. This was
supported by the analysis of the live plan showing the actual delivery in 19/20
where there were clear flags for policy compliance with the vast majority
being linked to Level 1 activities.

e [A3] Selection of intervention type and timing: It was clear that the
selection of activities and their timing was an integral part of the process
described by the Region. This was also linked to the work bank’s alignment
with policy. The Region advised that the type of intervention could alter, as
the maturity of a scheme developed, noting that this would be managed
through the Region’s Change Control process.

¢ [A5] Consistent approach across the regions: The work bank for NW&C
had been developed by one team covering the three Routes in the Region. As
such there was clear evidence of consistency in the way in which the plan had
been assembled within the Region.

e [A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: The Region provided
planned and actual plans in Excel format which made the assessment of the
changes in cost and volume of the plan possible by analytical means.

e [A10, A12, A14] Justification for changes in schemes: The recording of
justification of changes to the plan in the form of deferrals, cancellations,
accelerations and swaps were all managed through the Region’s IMS.
Evidence of the process was taken in the form of tracking changes through the
system. This included the reasons for the change request, the risk assessment
and the identification of appropriate mitigation actions.

e [Al11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There had been no cancelled schemes
in the Year 1 plan.

e [B1] Quantification of risk associated with changes: The process as
described, being an integral part of the IMS, appears to be appropriate to the
required governance. The evidenced involvement of key senior engineers and
the use of CRAM provides confidence in the Region's approach.

e [B3 and B4] Assessment of performance and safety risks associated with
work bank changes: There was strong evidence that consideration of
performance and safety risks were intrinsically linked into the approval and
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change processes. The CRAM was evidenced by the Region as the means of
evaluating the level of risk the results of which were included in the IMS.
There was thus a high level of confidence that risk is being properly assessed
and considered.

e [C1] Work bank change control process: The Region’s work bank change
process documentation was provided to the review and it was clear that, in
walking through two example items that it was a logical process with clear
steps and the outcomes. As a result, the review has high confidence in the
process as a management tool. The issue identified with the over-writing of
the plan at year end is considered unhelpful but not material to the operation
of the Change Control process.

e [CS5] Cross-regional change impact: There is no evidence that the delivery of
Year 1 was adversely impacted by cross-Regional activity. The Region was
able to provide an example of an enhancement scheme where dialogue with
Eastern Region was necessary to co-ordinate planning. (This was corroborated
by Eastern in their review).

e [D2 and D3] Ability to identify and the scale of the delta between
estimated vs actual costs by analytical means: It was clear from the form of
the live plan that the delta between the forecast and actual costs for schemes
could be identified in this way. It was clear from the description of the
variations to the plan and the volatility of the schemes coming into and out of
the original plan that the delivery of the renewals was a highly dynamic
process. The Region produces graphical information showing the forecast cost
and volume by year split by work types. This also shows the delivery partner
portions of the work. A further download from the system showed the on-
going changes to the plan and the associated drivers linked to the individual
schemes. A summary graphic showing the impacts of the changes throughout
the year was also provided. This was considered to provide a good account of
the changes in the plan in terms of cost and volume. Based on the account
provided by the Region and the available documentation there was good
confidence that the extent of the variation in the costs was understood at a
portfolio level.

e [D6] Causes of cost / volume variances of greater than +/-5%: The
following is linked to the Region’s response to question D5 (see Section 4.3.3
below). It was noted that despite the significant variations in the costs the
Region were aware of the reasons behind this (for example the adoption into
the plan of schemes with relative immaturity, emerging works etc). Thus, the
review was satisfied that despite the level of variation there was a clear
understanding and associated management in the Region to support this.

e [D7] Operational impact of changes: It was reported that there had been no
operational impact caused by changes in the plan during Year 1. The Region
provided a coherent account of the process of identification of potential
operational performance risks and this seemed entirely appropriate. It was also
noted that the Change Control process which was founded on the CRAM
included the assessment of performance risk.
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4.3.3 North West & Central Region Observations

The following are observations associated with framework responses which did
not score ‘4’. In two instances observations are included here to further improve
questions where the response was rated ‘4’ (A3 and D3).

[A3] Selection of intervention type and timing: It is clear from the process
and timing of the assembly of the plan for Year 1 that schemes were at various
stages of development and hence the best view had to be taken of the type of
work to be undertaken.

Whilst the developing maturity of the scheme during the year allowed a more
considered view to be taken and where necessary the Change Control process
was invoked, if only schemes at GRIP stage 3 were included in the baseline
plan then the level of change necessary would be reduced.

[A4] Prioritisation approach: The volumes linked to the items in the Plan
are integral to the process of scheme prioritisation.

Whilst the inclusion of the delivery partner in the prioritisation process is
considered useful in selecting practical means of delivery there should be an
overt recognition that the delivery teams have a different focus to that of the
engineer’s responsible for the structures’ portfolio.

[A6] Visual representation work bank composition: There was a very
significant amount of churn in the progression of the renewals plan for
2019/20. This involved: schemes being deferred, schemes spilling over from
CP5, schemes emerging during the year and those being accelerated from
Year 2 and beyond.

Against this background of change it is considered that it would be beneficial
if some form of graphical interpretation was created to track the status of
schemes during the year. It was noted that this Region has a particularly strong
ability to produce graphical interpretations of the work bank delivery stages
and so should be an easy addition to their portfolio of reporting.

|A8] Difference between planned and actual delivered work bank: The
variations in the plan have been highlighted in previous responses and the
analysis that was undertaken showed that around 25% of the delivered items
costing in excess of £50k had not been included in the baseline plan. The
reasons for the changes came from several causes including the emergency of
new schemes in the year, spillage from CP5 and acceleration of items.

Whilst the oversight of individual schemes was well understood the portfolio
level understanding of the plan was less clear. The suggested visual tracker of
schemes noted above, it is believed, will aid this portfolio level understanding.

[A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: The Region had a robust approach to the
management of deferred schemes however their unique definition of deferral
in terms of its relationship to the Engineering Target Year and not the
financial year was noted and considered to be outside the requirements of the
associated standards. Nevertheless, the logic of the approach taken by the
Region was noted.
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However, it is considered that the adoption of the more generally accepted
definition of deferral could be adopted by the Region.

¢ [A13] Quantity of swapped / accelerated schemes: There is clear evidence
and confirmation from the Region that there was a degree of churn in the
delivery of the Plan. This is obvious from a comparison between the baseline
and actuals. However, the changes being made to the Plan are difficult to see
at a high level to understand the current state of individual projects in the Plan
leading to a clear picture of the changes.

As noted in the observations associated with question A6 it is considered that
the adoption of a graphical tracker of the churn of schemes like those being
accelerated or swapped should be considered to aid the understanding of the
status of the portfolio as a whole. It is suggested that this could be driven by
the Region’s IMS.

e [A15] When was work bank agreed: The common understanding of the
baseline plan in terms of cost and volume was not apparent in the figures that
were supplied by the Region, ORR and Network Rail centrally. This may be
due to the presence of over-planning in the baseline plan.

It is considered important that there is a consistent understanding of the
baseline cost and volume from which delivery is measured. This may include
the separate reporting of over-planning items.

o [A16] Inclusion of deferred renewals from CP5: There was evidence that as
part of the year end reconciliation of the plan that there had been over-writing
of the justification for certain deferrals in the live plan. This was considered
unhelpful in understanding the background to particular schemes.

Whilst there was no suggestion that the justification was lacking it would be
beneficial if such changes to the live plan could be made impossible to over-
write to ensure that there is a visible trail particularly where a deferral is
concerned.

e [B2] Assessment of sustainability risk associated with work bank changes:
The Region relied heavily on the factors in the CRAM when undertaking an
assessment of the risk level associated with changes to the plan. The use of
CRAM is considered good practice. However, CRAM does not take account
of sustainability. As such the Region was not able to demonstrate
consideration of sustainability in its change control process.

It is therefore suggested that the inclusion of some evaluation of the impact on
sustainability is undertaken at year end or at the end of the Control Period as a
minimum.

e [C2] Consistent change control across Regions: NW&C Region has a well-
developed process to manage Change control through their IMS. As noted
previously this regime is different to that adopted by other Regions.

It is considered that at a national level the adoption of a standard process may
be beneficial in terms of providing a consistent approach to management of
work banks going forward.
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e [C3] Alignment to policy through change process: Whilst the Change
Control process used by the Region was found to be sound in terms of
understanding the justification for the change, the management of risk, and the
approval process there was a complete lack of reference to policy in the
decision-making process.

As such it is suggested that specific reference is made in the Change Control
documentation to clearly demonstrate the maintenance of policy alignment or
the provision of justification for deviation.

e [C4] Identified shortcoming in approach: As noted previously the Region
has the most sophisticated system in place to manage their work bank
development and changes.

During the engagement with the Region, it was stated that IMS had several
identified limitations, however, it was noted that these were being addressed
on an on-going basis to further improve the system. This evolution of IMS is
considered beneficial and should be continued.

e [D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: The Region was able to
demonstrate that it had undertaken a considerable effort in the determination
of rates for the work bank at the start of the year to try to ensure they were as
accurate as possible. This involved the use of data from several sources.

Whilst this process appears to have been thorough the tracking of the sources
and thus the provenance of the rates adopted was not as comprehensive. It is
suggested that a more formal means of recording the development of the unit
rates used in the assembly of the baseline plan be adopted to help future
understanding and improvement in rate development.

o |[D3] Extent of differences Plan - Actual Volume
between estimated and actual
renewal costs through analytical 10000
means: Whilst the Region scored
highly for this question it is
considered that the creation of a 000
scheme tracker which highlights the
variations in the overall plan as it

8000

4000

emerges during the year linked to 2000

cost and volume would foster a . L. I
better understanding of the overall o S
delivery and the help identify T ST T
lessons for the future. «

e [D4] Impact on Business Plan of differences between estimated and actual
renewal costs: The business plan delivery was clearly cost driven and this
facilitated several changes throughout the year. However, the Region were not
able to give a sound account of the potential impact of the changes on the
delivery of the plan as set out at the start of the year. As an example, volumes
associated with tunnels and proportionately coastal defences were
significantly lower than had been planned.
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It is suggested that a more formal regime to monitor the impacts of changes to
the delivery plan be instigated to allow corrective action, or at least to inform
decision making, to take place.

e [DS] Extent of cost / volume variances of greater than +/-5%: In terms of
the reasons for the variations in individual schemes it was clear that these
could be tracked in the system but there did not appear to be any systemic
reason for the variation but rather a highly dynamic plan which made the
detailed analysis of the variations potentially meaningless.

Whilst those managing the plan on a day-to-day basis were able to drill down
to explain the variations it was considered that the way in which data was
presented made it difficult to understand the reasons for change (particularly
where these had not been included in the spreadsheets).

Consideration should therefore be given to the presentation of data such that it
is easier to follow the progression of individual schemes. It is also suggested
that there is a tightening of the completion of the documentation to support the
understanding of scheme status.

e |[E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The Region provided a description
of the completion process for works which included the confirmation of
completion recorded in CARRS, and the documentation associated with the
recording of any capability changes.

Whilst this system appeared to meet the requirement it was noted that it did
involve an element of manual input and that the recording systems were
remote from the plan itself.

It is therefore suggested that consideration is given to the inclusion of columns
in the Live Plan to flag completed delivery and the fulfilment of expected
outcomes.

o [E2] Measures of effectiveness: The Region produce a range of charts to
show how it performed. The encouragement of the Region to get their delivery
partners to produce annual reports was highlighted and was considered
positive. Evidence was provided of the sharing of information with other
Regions based on experience in Year 1. The meeting highlighted several
mechanisms whereby the effectiveness or other measure of the Region were
gathered however this information was not widely disseminated. This was
considered an omission and lost opportunity.

If measures of the Regions' effectiveness are being compiled and shared, then
it is suggested that this information is shared more widely to inform those at
the 'sharp end' of delivery to support their decision making and identify
weaknesses.
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4.4 Scotland Region

Having a single Route status Scotland was reviewed at Regional level. The
summary of the results of the review are presented here for Scotland, see
Appendix B for further detail.

4.4.1 Scotland Region Heatmap
The final assessment of the performance of Scotland Region is shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6 — Radar Diagram Summarising Scotland Region Performance

#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery
Scotland Region Heat Map

D4
Scotland Region

Ratings Distribution

=@ Scotland Assessment (02 Dec 2020)

Evaluation Description
Topic
A [Workbank Changes
B Risk Quanfification
[ Reglonal Assurance
D Costs
E Compleled CP6 Projects
Confidence
Rating

Description

Evidence largely complete { consistent explanalions with sound raionale
Evidence reasonable but with some gaps / i ies in a few areas
Partial evidence with some Significant gaps / INconsistenties igentified

Evidance incomplate / with major gaps identifiad
Insufficient information provided

Scotland Region had a mixed result with some areas of strength in process and
delivery but with a number of areas of weakness. This is considered surprising
given the single Route status of the Region and the apparent maturity of the
processes in use.

In a similar way to other Regions Scotland scored poorly with the questions
associated with the setting of the baseline plan at the start of 2019/20. The
variances in the respective figures were difficult to reconcile but, again, it is
considered that this is linked to the degree of over-planning included in the Year 1
plan.

The Region showed weakness in Change Control where there was little evidence
of consistency and it was noted that alignment with policy in the changing of the
work bank was not considered material.

Finally, there was little evidence provided to demonstrate the measurement of the
Region’s effectiveness both internally and as a comparator to other Regions.
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4.4.2 Scotland Region Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
being undertaken by the Scotland Region:

[A1, A3, A4] Work bank development, intervention types and
prioritisation: The Region was able to provide a robust account of its
processes to develop an unconstrained work bank and then through a well-
trodden planning path develop the constrained work bank which formed the
plan for the Control Period and in particular Year 1. This process used work
bank analysis in tandem with work bank planning meetings to develop the
plan. During the review meeting the Region showed graphically how the
development of the work bank over time had progressed; this was very useful
in understanding the status of the work bank development process. It was
noted that as part of this process the Region also has a range of other tools to
prioritise between schemes, for example underbridges / overbridge capability,
condition, route criticality to ensure the items are planned in the most
appropriate year in the Plan. Reference to these tools is made in the
"Procedure for raising and managing structures renewal work items in
CARRS" document. Examination of the spreadsheet showing the prioritisation
for Year 1 clearly identified schemes in priority order for underbridges, for
example.

[AS] Consistent approach across Regions: The Region has been created out
of one Route. The development of the work bank was thus undertaken by a
single team who have experience of dealing with the Regional portfolio. The
evidence provided by the Region was sufficient to demonstrate the potential
for a good level of cross Region working and sharing of issues and lessons at
the ATR; noting that the TA is also present at these meetings. The notes from
the meetings provided evidence of the topics under discussion which were
relevant to the process associated with the development of the work banks.

[A11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There had been no schemes cancelled
during Year 1. However, the Region provided an appropriate description of
the process they would follow should a cancellation occur. This provided good
confidence of the management of the work bank in this circumstance.

[A12] Justification for cancelled schemes: This could not be tested in
practice, but it was noted that the Change Control process required
justification which would include the reasoning for the cancellation and the
identification of any mitigation measures necessary as a result of the removal.

[A14] Justification for swapped / accelerated schemes: The justification for
the swapping or acceleration of items was managed through the Region’s
Change Control process. It was also noted that the views of the delivery
partner concerning their ability to deliver any swapped or accelerated items
was integral to the process in order to de-risk the scheme.

[A16] Inclusion of deferred renewals from CPS: The Region had
principally twelve underbridge items deferred from CP5 which were delivered
in Year 1 of CP6. The Region was able to explain the reasons for the spillage
into CP6 as being associated mainly with lack of access, reaction to further
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investigatory work and the expiry of SEPA licence. The Region’s
management of the spillage through the Change Control process was
considered robust.

e [B1] Quantification of risk associated with changes: As well as reliance on
the documented process associated with the setting up of the Business Plan,
Deferred Renewal and Change Control processes the Region also evidenced
risk assessments which were done at various stages and levels to understand
the impact of changes to the plan. As part of this they used the CRAM to
undertake a pre and post deferral risk assessment to ensure that any
contemplated interventions are adequate. In terms of financial risk this was
done in conjunction with the Region's finance team and they also undertook a
deliverability review with their capital works team. In addition, a copy of a
sample Headwind and Efficiency tracker was provided which evidenced a
series of workstreams and key actions linked to the delivery risk of the plan.

e [B2] Assessment of sustainability risk associated with work bank changes:
As noted in B1 the Region adopted the CRAM to assess risk. However, this
does not identify sustainability as a factor to be considered. The very limited
impact an individual scheme would have on the measure of sustainability as
expressed by the Region is understood by the review team. No evidence was
provided to show that sustainability was considered at any stage in the process
although it was stated that the impact of one year would be negligible and that
a more meaningful measure could cover the entire Control Period. The impact
from Year 1 of the changes was agreed to be very low.

e [B3 and B4] Assessment of performance and safety risk associated with
work bank changes: The Region assessed their risk associated with any
changes to the work bank through the use of CRAM which includes criteria
associated with performance and safety. This was integral to their processes.

e [CS5] Cross Regional delivery reliance: The Region confirmed that their
delivery plans had not been impacted by the actions of a neighbouring Region.
It stated that when they were planning their renewals, they specifically de-
risked their plan by making sure that it was independent of other Regions’
work items.

e [D6] Causes of cost / volume variances greater than +/-5%: Whilst it was
acknowledged that there had been a significant level of variations in the costs
and volumes in the plan the Region had undertaken analysis of the variance of
cost between the forecast and actual. This looked at various aspects of the
work bank in terms of the influencing factors but focused primarily on
underbridges which were the largest single element in the plan. As well as
providing evidence to understand the variances it also contained suggested
improvements for the next round of plan development. This was considered
strong evidence of an understanding of the variations and a pro-active means
of managing the scale of change going forward.

e [D7] Operational impact of change: It was noted that no performance
impacts in terms of TSRs had to be imposed as a result of deferrals during
Year 1. The Region stated that the operational impact of any changes to the
plan, like deferrals, would be assessed as part of the process using the CRAM.
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[E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: Rather than undertake a “post-
mortem’ of the way in which the year had panned-out in terms of the delivery
of expected outcomes the Region relied on the current delivery process and
the wide involvement of the team to monitor delivery in real time. This was
believed by them to negate the need for the formal look-back. However, as
part of their processes Advice of Works forms were completed on site at the
end of a job to confirm completion of the works and to advise on any
capability changes to the structure.

4.4.3 Scotland Region Observations

The following are observations associated with framework responses which did
not score ‘4’. In two instances observations are included here to further improve
questions where the response was rated ‘4’ (B2 and E1).

[A2] Policy application: The evidence provided by the Region showed a
detailed analysis of the schemes and their alignment to the various levels of
policy. These documents were from 2017 when the CP6 work bank was being
developed. However, it was not clear how that alignment had been translated
into the final Business Plan and more specifically the work bank for Year 1.

It is suggested that a better integration of the Business Plan with clarity on
policy compliance would make the assessment of overall compliance easier to
determine particularly when the Plan becomes dynamic in its delivery.

[A6] Visual representation of work bank composition: It was noted that
there was no requirement for the structures team to report on the delivery of its
renewal programme within the Region. Any reporting that is done outside the
Region is done mainly covering the financial aspects of the plan using OP.

Whilst this is recognised as the ‘one version of the truth’ it is suggested that
more use could be made of the potential of the Business Plan to allow the
graphic reporting of progress on schemes and to track deferrals and
advancement of schemes particularly when the plan is dynamic in its
composition from period to period.

[A7] Delta between planned and actual renewals: Whilst it was possible to
identify the variance in the plan between the two spreadsheets the use of the
term 'baseline' in the P14 'actuals' document was confusing. This represented
the updated figures for schemes and was not representative necessarily of the
RF11 base.

It is suggested that the terminology 'baseline' be modified to avoid confusion
between what the plan was at the start of the year and shared with ORR, and
that which changed subsequently.

[A8] Difference between planned and actual delivered work bank: The
Year 1 plan had a number of schemes built into it which were described as
‘over-planning’. This was to provide some fallback if a core scheme could not
be progressed for whatever reason. This ability to change items during the
year to allow delivery to continue meant that there was a significant degree of
churn in the schemes. Whilst this approach provides a degree of flexibility in
the spend during the year there is a danger that the core schemes can be
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delayed. This was evident through the achievement of budget spend but
significant drop in volume delivery - see table below.

Budget (£k) Volumes
Asset Type - - : "
Baseline Actual Difference | Baseline Actual Difference

Coastal and Estuarial £943 £468 -£475 100 0 -100
Culverts £3,808 £5,451 £1,643 445 540 95
Footbridges £1,143 £1,242 £99 42 181 139
Holding Provision £2,805 f0 -£2,805 0 0 0
IUT Maintenance £8,119 £8,119 0 0 0
Major Structures £6,970 £7,291 £321 0 0 0
Overbridges £8,541 £8,697 £156 1633 1083 -550
Retaining Walls £4,004 £3,539 -£465 1904 1872 -32
Other Structures £2,485 £379 -£2,106 -200 0 200
Tunnels £411 f411 £0 315 315 0
Underbridges £39,067 £35,024 -£4,043 18537 11902 -6,635
Total £70,177 £70,621 £444 22776 15893 -6,883

As aresult, it is considered that the adoption of the schematic tracking of the
delivery of the plan (as described in A6 above) would be beneficial
particularly if the over-planning items in the plan were separately tracked.

e [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: The Region provided a copy of their
deferred renewal process which was aligned to Network Rail Standard
NR L2 HAM 02201 [Issue 5] - Management of the risk arising from
Deferred Renewals. The process described in the document was considered by
the review team to be appropriate however it was noted that the document was
over twelve months old and was still in draft form.

It is suggested that the draft process document should be agreed and signed-
off as soon as practical.

e [A10] Justification for deferred schemes: The Region had recently updated
its Deferred Renewal Register and it was considered by the review team that
the new version was a significant improvement on the previous version. In
examining the Register, it was noted that a number of the descriptions of the
justification for a deferral lacked any detail.

This weakness was acknowledged by the Region. It is therefore suggested that
a more rigorous approach to the documentation of the justification of any
deferral in the Register be undertaken.

e [A13] Quantity of swapped / accelerated schemes: As noted previously it
was clear that there had been a considerable churn in the schemes during Year
1. This included the swapping and in some cases the acceleration of items
from Year 2. However, the tracking of these schemes by the Regional team
was not clear.

It is suggested that there may be merit in creating a visual means of tracking
the movement of schemes into and out of the plan to provide a ready
understanding of the status of schemes and the overall delivery for the year in
terms of progress.

e [A15] When was the work bank agreed: The Region agreed that the RF11
should be taken as the baseline plan for the year. However, it was clear that
there had been updates to the ‘baseline’ ahead of the start of CP6. This
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combined with the variances in the figures submitted to ORR as the plan for
Year 1 meant that there was some doubt about the ‘true’ base. The ORR
figures showed a budget of £61.4m with associated volume of 17,613. This
was at variance with the figures supplied by the Region at RF11 of £70.2m for
a volume of 22,776.

It was therefore considered essential to the management of annual delivery
plans that there be a ‘single source of truth’ regarding the baseline plan.

e [B2]: Assessment of sustainability risk associated with work bank
changes: The Region adopted the CRAM to calculate the level of risk
associated with changes to its delivery plan. Sustainability is not a factor in the
CRAM and thus there was no evidence of the assessment of the impact on
sustainability in the change process.

Whilst the Region were able to provide justification for the omission of
sustainability in their risk process it is suggested that consideration of
sustainability be factored into an assessment of the impact of changes at an
appropriate frequency to make the results meaningful, but not greater than the
Control Period.

e [C1] Work bank change control process: The Region was able to provide a
good account of its Change Control process and examples were reviewed of
the process in action. In terms of the documentation of the process the
evidence provided to the review focused on the mechanics of the change
process, such as the inputting of data to the system. There was however no
documentation which succinctly describe the process, the roles and
responsibilities of those involved in the decision-making process along with a
timeline.

It is suggested that a Regional Change Control process document is produced
to identify the responsibilities in the process as well as timescales associated
with the various steps.

e [C2] Consistent change control across Regions: In considering the
consistency of the various change control processes nationally the Region
cited the ATR meetings as the forum for such dialogue. To support this,
evidence was provided in the form of the minutes of a series of ATR meetings.
However, none of these made any reference to the change control process and
thus it was difficult to judge the validity of the Region’s assertion.

It is therefore suggested that at a national forum like the ATR a review should
be undertaken of the various change Control processes to establish
consistency.

e [C3] Alignment to policy through change process: The Region exhibited a
strong focus on delivery and their success in this regard could be seen from
the delivery of budget spend in the year. Whilst it was acknowledged that the
original plan had been largely policy compliant the continual alignment to
policy was not part of their Change Control process.

It is suggested that the policy implications of change, along with
deliverability, are considered in the process in order to form a view on the
overall impact of the Plan being delivered.
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e [C4] Identified shortcomings in approach: The Region acknowledged the
weaknesses in their processes, but it was also clear from the evidence provided
that their approach was effective in managing the renewals work bank. It was
noted that the Region had considered the adoption of the systems used by
NW&C Region.

The wider understanding of the variety of processes in use (see C2) was
considered beneficial to the adoption of best practice.

e [D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: The Region adopted the
national unit rates at Key Volume Line level and then adjusted these to make
them a better fit with specific schemes. Where significant development had
taken place on a scheme the cost and volume estimates were more accurate,
but it was accepted that this was highly variable in terms of the level of
maturity of individual scheme development.

It is suggested that a greater degree of granularity may be applied to the
national unit rates to form the basis of the core work and then be capable of
being overlaid with allowances for access, project management, preliminaries,
etc.

o [D2] Identification of the delta between estimated and actual renewal
costs by analytical methods: Individual items in the work bank had unique
business plan identifications which allowed them to be tracked across the
RF11 baseline plan and then the actuals at year end. The use of Excel
spreadsheets made analytical assessment of variations easy to quantify.

o |[D3] Extent of differences between estimated and actual renewal costs:
The volatility of the plan during the year linked to the uncertainty over the
baseline plan budget and volume, and the level of over-planning made it
difficult to quantify the differences between planned and actual at a portfolio
level for the year.

It is therefore suggested that, as noted previously, there should be agreement
by all parties on the baseline cost and volume; over-planning should be kept in
the plan but flagged accordingly; and graphical tracking of schemes should be
undertaken throughout the year.

e [D4] Impact on Business Plan of differences between estimated and actual
costs: Analysis was undertaken of the differences across the asset types within
structures — see below:
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Budget Variance Volume Variance
Baseline  Actual Baseline  Actual
(P11 (P14 (P11 (P14
Asset Type 18/19)  19.20) % 18/19)  19.20) %

Deferral of scheme and inclusion of Minor works C&E
Coastal & Estuarial Defences 582 468 -114 -20% 100 -100  -100% schemes

Deferral of schemes and increased costs vs unit rate. Some

schemes where outliers due to needing a deeper dig and

track works not included for in unit rate and also the new

framework supplier being less efficient than the out going
Culverts 3,731 5,451 1,720 46% 459 540 81 18%  CP5supplier.

Additional scheme added to plan from Yr2. Supplier

capability following period of high outturn, enabled
Footbridges 836 1,242 406 49% 139 181 42 30% continuity of workforce and generated efficiency

r Allocated to schemes for future years development and MW

Holding Provision 5,056 0 -5,056  -100% 0 0 0  #DIV/0! items. Provision fully realised
1UT Maintenance 8,119 8,119 '#DIV/O! 0 0 0 '#DIV/O! CAPEX minor works provision
r rephasing of spend into future years based on contract
Major Structures 8,385 7,291 -1,094 -13% 0 0 0  #DIV/0! progress
Additional minor works scheme added (OB 240/162) and
additional volume associated with planned renewal
Overbridges 8,630 8,697 67 916 1,083 167 18%  becoming repair and paint
Scheme deferral and increased costs vs unit rate. Repairs
Retaining Walls 2,480 3,539 1,059 43% 1,904 1,872 -32 -2% more extensive than unit rate allowed
Other Structures 2,485 379 -2,106 -85% 0 0 0 '#DIV/O! Allowances for contribution items rationalised
Tunnels 340 1,425 1,085 0 345 345 '#DIV/O! MW schemes added from holding provision
Significant movement in workbank due to rollover of
incomplete CP5 schemes, CP6 Yr 1 deferrals due to delivery
issues such as third party consents and land. Increase seen in
unit rate due to workbank composition on schemes
Underbridges 35422 35,024 -398 -1% 16,033 11,902 -4,131 -26% completed.
TOTAL 67,947 71,635 3688 5% 19,551 15923 -3,628 -19%

The analysis clearly confirms the level of variances in the delivery of the plan
but there was no evidence provided by the Region to suggest that the overall
impact of these changes on the plan for CP6 had been considered.

It is suggested that consideration be given to undertaking a review of the
impact on the changes to the annual plan from the perspective of the Business
plan for the entire Control Period.

e [D5] Extent of cost / volume variances greater than +/-5%: Analysis was
undertaken of the variances in the schemes in the plan at the start of the year.
This revealed that around 2% of the schemes were within the forecast price by
+/-5% and 45% within that tolerance for volume delivery. The reasons for the
variation centred on the level of development of the schemes when they were
included in the plan.

Whilst it was not clear what analysis was undertaken by the Region to
understand that variations in cost and volume it is suggested that the creation
of such a report may be useful in the proactive refinement of rates.
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e [E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The Region presented a detailed
account of their processes in terms of a rolling review of delivery.

Nevertheless, it is suggested that a high-level review of the delivery of the
plan at year end would be beneficial in the identification of any potential
systemic issues and gaining an understanding of wider lessons for future
years.

o [E2] Measures of effectiveness: The Region presented no evidence of any
form of measure of its effectiveness which could then be compared to other
Regions in the development of better delivery.

It is suggested that the development of a set of effectiveness measures is
undertaken to allow a meaningful comparison between Regions with the aim
of promoting best practice.

274279-04 | V 2|29 January 2021 Page 53

\\GLOBAL.ARUP.COM\EUROPE\MIDLANDS\JOBS\2740001274279-04 #16354 STRUCTURES\4 INTERNAL PROJECT DATAW-09 REPORTW#16354 STRUCTURES YEAR 1 WORK
BANK DELIVERY_FINAL REPORT_V2.0.DOCX



Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail #16354 Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery
Final Report

4.5 Southern Region

The Southern Region consists of four lines which are managed in three routes,
South East, Wessex and High Speed. The South East Route consists of the Kent
and Sussex lines with the Wessex line manged separately. The review considered
the South East and Wessex Routes separately with comparisons made where
appropriate. The Network Rail High Speed Route was outside the scope of this
review. The summary of the results of the review are presented here for the two
routes, see Appendix B for further detail.

4.5.1 Southern Region Heatmap
The final assessment of the performance of Southern Region is shown in Figure 7.

Figure 7 — Radar Diagram Summarising Southern Region Performance

#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery
Southern Region Heat Map

SE Route
Ratings Distribution

Wessex Route
Ratings Distribution

— e ent (25 Nov 2020)

—e—south Ea t (16 Nov 2020)

Evaluation
Topic
A [Workbank Changes.
B Risk
[ Reglonal Assurance.
D Costs
E Completed CP6 Projects

Confidence Description

Description

4 Evidence largely complete / consistent with sound ratonale
3 Evidence reasonable but with some gaps / istencies in a few areas

2 Partial evidence with some significant I inconsistencies identified
-EMdeme ln:omé&eu 1 :umad\ctﬁ with major ég Identified
Insutficient information provided
Southern Region had a mixed result with many areas of strength in the work bank

development process and work bank management including risk quantification
and scheme delivery but with a small number of areas of weakness.

Like other multi-route Regions, the approach taken to develop the work bank by
the routes within the Southern Region (South East Route vs. Wessex Route) is
different but follows the same principles as guided by the TA. This creates
inconsistencies in the approaches and tools used within Routes.

Similarly, inconsistencies where identified in the Change Control approaches
within the region, although continued alignment with policy in the changing of the
work bank was not identified and an area of concern.

Significant variance was identified from the +/-5% threshold for cost and/or
volume changes. This appears to be driven through the immaturity of scheme
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estimates at work bank development and unit costs being unreliable or not
representative of the works being undertaken.

Despite the current separation of practices between the South East and Wessex
Routes, performance is comparable except for the Completed Projects evaluation
topic, where the Wessex Route was found to adopt stronger practice in terms of
measuring outcomes and their effectiveness.

4.5.2 South East Route Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
areas at the South East Route:

e [A2] Policy application: There is evidence that the South East route refer to
the policy for developing work banks as analysis indicated that the majority of
spend in Y1 is for policy compliant work. In a small number of cases
deviation from policy was required to ensure the most economic or less
disruptive solutions are adopted.

e [A3] Selection of interventions types and timings: Interventions are
identified bottom up though interrogating asset needs, e.g. asset condition or
capability. No national approach was specifically mentioned but the policy on
a page appears to be used for triggering interventions.

e [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: Deferred renewals (from Y1 into a
future year) can be identified / traced in the ‘live’ work bank, the change log,
and the Deferred Renewals register. A summary of the key variances was
provided by the route, which lists 10 deferred schemes. Many of these were
identified in the Deferred Renewals register, with additional information on
their risk assessment and mitigated risks.

e [A11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There were no cancelled schemes
from Y1 and the small number cancelled from future years were considered as
no longer required.

e [A13] Quantity of swapped / accelerated schemes: Only one scheme was
swapped, and two accelerated schemes, which were listed in the key variances
document and can be identified / traced in the base and live work bank.

¢ [B] Risk quantification: Engineering review was conducted to identify
schemes that should be included in the CP6 Business Plan based on safety and
performance. The structures policy was also referred to identify schemes that
should be included. The corporate risk matrix is used to quantify risk in the
deferred renewals register covering primary impacts such as: Asset
Management, Finance, Performance, Reputation and Safety.

Typically, sustainability activities (including preventative works) are Level 3
in the structures policy and hence of lower priority. The route is applying the
policy appropriately in this respect but recognise that this has the potential and
does lead to underinvestment. The live work bank has 23 sustainability
schemes in CP6, 7 of which are in Y1.

e [C1] Work bank change control process: There is a well-established change
process including the relevant justification and approvals through appropriate
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channels. There are multiple documents recording change and justification /
impact, including the Change Control History, the key variances, the deferred
renewals register and the live work bank.

[C3] Projects continued alignment to policy through change control: Each
change in a scheme (e.g. timing or scope) is considered on a scheme by
scheme basis in terms of compliance both with standards and with policy.
Changes are risk assessed for impact on: Asset Management, Finance,
Performance, Reputation and Safety and recorded in the deferred renewals
register.

[D4] Impact on the business plan due to the difference between the

estimated vs actual renewals cost for Y1: The route takes the necessary
actions to manage individual schemes and adjusts activities accordingly to
ensure that the available budget is not exceeded in year and across the CP.

[D6] Causes for cost/volume variances of greater than +/- 5%: The route
had a very clear understanding of the many reasons for these variances,
including for example:

o work timing (e.g. carrying out work over Christmas) or using
alternative patterns of possessions to minimise disruption but inevitably
at increased cost

o prices/quotations for key work components having increased in CP6
compared to similar work done in CP5

o changes to the type of intervention, i.e. reconstruction rather than
repairs necessitated from the results of further, more intrusive
investigations

o BP developed while many schemes were at early GRIP stages, i.e. prior
to developing a full / detailed work scope or quantum of work

[D7] Operational impact of changes: Projects are planned to minimise
potential operational impact. Deferred projects are subject to the risk
assessment in the deferred renewals process where relevant mitigation
measures are identified and applied, as needed.

4.5.3 South East Route Observations

The following are observations, which were attributed a rating of 3 or below, and
may present opportunities for improvement for the South East Route:

[A1] Developed and agreed work banks: the route develops their plan
bottom up, prioritising work based on asset condition or capability. An
unconstrained work bank is initially developed which then gets adjusted based
on evolving budget constraints. There isn't a documented process for the
development of the business plan. A few ‘agreed’ delivery plans appear to
exist with misalignment in the levels of costs / volumes.

The route could consider documenting the process for developing and
agreeing the work banks. This should provide a structured approach that
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enables consistency during development within different control periods and
avoids discrepancies in costs / volumes for the agreed work bank.

e [A4] Prioritisation approach: Work / Volume prioritisation is conducted by
engineering judgement without the use of a formal process. There is limited
evidence of documenting prioritisation decisions beyond the inclusion of
schemes in the work bank.

The route could consider developing or adopting a formal works / volume
prioritisation approach or become more disciplined in documenting decisions.

e [AS] Consistent approach across Regions: Routes / Regions use similar
principles, i.e. identify defects / deficiencies and refer to the central policy for
developing the work banks. The local processes and templates used are
different and the prioritisation approach is not universal. This is not surprising
given the devolution model. The use of engineering judgement is always
necessary and should not be underestimated but also can bring challenges if
not being consistently applied.

The Business Planning Working Group could become the forum and catalyst
for sharing good practice in the approach to consistently developing work
banks. In this forum Routes/Regions themselves could collectively consider
whether adopting a universal approach may be appropriate.

e [AG6] Visual representation of work bank composition: There is no
reporting that is done at engineering level within the route and so no standard
dashboards were created. Central reporting of actual / forecast volumes and
effective volumes is produced regularly via assurance reports. For Y1 the live
plan states actual volume 1,849 while the end of Y1 assurance report includes
a delivered volume of 4,236. It was unclear why this difference existed.

The route could consider the use of a single reporting dashboard.

e [A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: It is possible to identify the
lines / activities that contain budget in both the baseline plan (134) and the live
plan (107) for Y1. There is no clear / accurate 'status' in the live plan
identifying what schemes are ongoing / complete.

The route could consider adding 'status' in the live plan for clearly identifying
what schemes are complete. Consider better connectivity between base and
live plan.

e [AS8, A15] Differences between the actual delivered and the planned
renewals work bank for Y1: There are various versions of work bank held at
different levels and by different stakeholders, which can cause both
inconsistency and lack of clarity. For example, the delivered volume (1,849)
held in the live business plan at route level differs to that in the end of Y1
assurance report, which includes a volume forecast of 3,902 and delivered
volume of 4,236. The RF11 Assurance pack provided by the route includes a
volume forecast of 6,413 and delivered volume of 3,258. The latter report may
be at region level, but this is unclear. RF11 CP6 Renewals Data Book (ORR
Final) has a forecast volume of 3,721 for Y1.
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It is suggested that a 'single source' that can be used across all
levels/departments of Routes/Regions/NR may be needed to more easily and
clearly be able to identify planned vs. actual renewals delivered.

e [A10, A12, A14] Justification for deferred, cancelled, swapped or
accelerated schemes: Scheme changes are subject to a well-established
change process including the relevant justification and approvals through
appropriate channels. For deferred schemes, there are at least two documents
for recording changes and their associated justification - (i) change control
history and (ii) deferred renewals register but these appear to be somewhat
misaligned. For cancelled schemes there is evidence that the justification is
recorded in either of two separate documents (live BP or the Change Control
History) that may not always be synchronised. For swapped / accelerated
schemes there is evidence that the justification is recorded in the key variances
document but not all of them were found in the Change Control History
extract. The Route could consider consolidating sources of information
relating to change for deferred schemes to support ease of traceability of
changes and associated justification.

The Route could examine consistency in recording the change justification for
cancelled, swapped / accelerated schemes.

e [C2, C4] Consistent change control approach and shortcomings: There are
two different approaches in the Southern region for change control, i.e. € two
different systems in South East Route and Wessex Route.

The Routes are currently considering a move to a single change control
process / system within the Region.

e [D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: The route identified
volumes based on the Cost and Volume handbook, which provides guidelines
as to how volume should be measured. The route makes significant strides in
developing unit rates that are relevant to the route and their specific structures
projects. These unit rates are derived from a mixture of project costs, some
historic and others based on experience and engineering judgement. The rates
developed were shared with the centre; there was no objection but no
endorsement either centrally. It is unlikely that national unit rates will become
available but may benefit from a structured approach across the regions in
determining unit rates to ensure consistency.

For example, NR could consider the possibility of sharing unit rate libraries
across the regions to expand and make visible the coverage of rates. Consider
splitting out of unit rate cost components that may also be beneficial and/or
subject to regional variations, e.g. works cost separated from add-ons like
access, traffic management, preliminaries, project management, etc.

e [D2, D3] Identifying the delta / differences between estimated vs actual
renewal cost via analytical methods for Y1: It is possible to calculate the
delta between estimated vs actual renewal cost via analytical methods. Note,
this analysis was carried out using the information provided by the route only.
No central cost report was provided for Y1. The delta for individual schemes
varies significantly, beyond +/- 5%. In some instances, this is due to the
delivery time (festive season) and the type of possession adopted to deliver
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work in a way that minimises disruption. Also, prices/quotations for key work
components have increased in CP6 compared to similar work in CP5. Overall,
there is a £2.8m reduction of actual cost in Y1 compared to the estimated cost.
this 1s equivalent to 8.8%. Note, this analysis was carried out using the
information provided by the route only. No central cost report was provided
for Y1. Nevertheless, this analysis suggests that the route is managing
individual variances such that the overall expenditure in year and across CP6
remains within the available budget.

It is suggested that the Route considers investigating if/how increased cost
certainty can be achieved.

e [DS] Extent of cost or volume variances greater than +/- 5%: At individual
scheme level, most variances are significantly beyond +/- 5%. The delta (for
Y1 only) was calculated between the base and live BP. Out of 390 items in the
work bank 107 have expenditure in Y1; of these 58 have an indicated change
when determining deltas. The percentage range of cost reduction is 7%-100%
and the percentage range of cost increase is 10% - 1961%. In addition, as
mentioned in A8 above there are various versions of work banks held at
different levels and by different stakeholders, with differing values of volume
planned vs delivered.

The Route could consider investigating if/how increased cost certainty can be
achieved. Also, it is suggested that a 'single source' that can be used across all
levels/departments of Routes/Regions/NR may be needed to more easily and
clearly be able to identify planned vs. actual renewals delivered.

e [E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The route believes that all projects
completed in Y1 have met their outcomes. Form 1 (approval in principle) is
used to agree the scope and monitor the work in accordance with the scope
and perhaps anticipated outcomes therein. There were no see clear objectives
or outcomes set in the example Form 1, the scope was clear. Although the
consequence of doing work is normally improved carrying capacity and/or
improved BCMI scores, usually these are updated someway down the line
after completing the work; no other record was provided clearly stating that a
specific project has met its stated outcomes. At the feedback session the route
also suggested that the assessment database holds capacity information and
completed projects follow through with H&S file and hand back
documentation that allows restrictions to be lifted.

Consider introducing specific data / record to provide a clear statement of
anticipated outcomes and a layer of confirmation for outcomes met / not met.
This should be able to be easily accessed.

e [E2] Measures of effectiveness: Though a process exists via GRIP
requirements there seems to be limited application of the process for
systematically capturing of lessons learned. No mention of a hand back
process.

Ensure formal lessons learned are systematically captured, recorded and
shared both between regions and amongst asset classes. For example, this
could be part of an existing hand back process.
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4.54 Wessex Route Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
areas at the Wessex Route:

e [Al] Developed and agreed work banks: the route developed the work bank
by using an asset specific capability approach and full consideration of their
objectives to ensuing the network meets the relevant performance standards
and the route's ability to deliver this. The work bank development process is
documented in the Wessex Structures Assurance Pack for CP6, which steps
through how the work bank was developed and how policy was applied.

e [A2, A3] Policy application and Selection of interventions types and
timings: There is evidence that the policy was considered heavily in the
development of the work bank. The baseline work bank and the Wessex
Structures Assurance Pack documentation clearly outline how the route
objectives/schemes were aligned to the Policy. The baseline work bank
demonstrates how each structures’ activity has been associated to a policy
standard and the appropriate intervention type. The link between policy and
schemes has been lost in the live work bank due to the change to the new
universal within the route work bank template, however, the route maintain an
offline copy to with the additional policy compliance information and in this
way ensure robustness.

e [Ad4] Prioritisation approach: Volumes are established from the GRIP Stage
3 reports and develop as schemes mature and move along the GRIP process.
Work has been prioritised based on the specific assets capability approach,
network needs/requirements, likely deliverability, and compliance to standards
and policy.

¢ [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: The live work bank accurately reflects
the deferrals register. The route has not had to defer any schemes from Y1 to
later years in the control period.

e [A11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There were 5 schemes identified that
have been cancelled from the program due to Funding Constrains or the
Scheme being no longer required. The documentation provides a clear
identification of schemes cancelled in the live work bank. Individual
descriptions for specific schemes are provided with generic grouping for
causes.

e [A13, A14] Quantity and justification of swapped / accelerated schemes:
There are a few projects (15 projects) that moved into Y1. Nine projects have
undergone accelerated development, with funds moved from later years in the
control period to undertake early scheme development initiatives and improve
delivery. One scheme has been brought in as a result of emergency works.
Five Schemes have been introduced to the programme as part of over planning
for the Year. The live work bank and the change log complement each other
highlighting the acceleration of spend on schemes over Y 1. There is no
evidence of schemes being swapped between year groups a fact that was
confirmed by the Route.
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[B] Risk quantification: The Route uses the CRAM process as a means of
assessing the impact of change to the delivery programme with particular
emphasis on any deferrals. This matrix includes the quantification of the risk
associated with performance and safety. Consideration of these factors is also
evident in any acceleration of scheme delivery, but this would involve a more
high-level assessment. The Wessex Route view that sustainability is only
material at the population level rather than individual schemes. It was also
noted that whilst the impact on sustainability had not been quantified for Year
1, the Route had delivered a greater volume during Year 1 than was planned
so the likelihood is that there would be a positive effect on sustainability.

[D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: The Costs and Volume
handbook is used to derive the relevant volumes for specific work activities.
The Route was able to present a detailed guidance of the way in which the
forecast costs of the plan items had been built up. This was an in-depth
assessment of the methods used to derive costings based on a priority listing of
sources and the associated level of confidence. At year end an assessment is
made of the 'fitness' of these costs from the tracking of the annual budget
spend, which supports to improving costs estimates for future years.

[D4] Impact on the business plan due to the difference between the
estimated vs actual renewals cost for Y1: The analysis indicated a cost
reduction by £2.47m (17%), and volume increase of 473 units (16%). The
evidence from the analysis of the planned and delivered volumes shows a high
degree of correlation with all areas delivering close to plan except for
underbridges which exceeded the planned volumes. This analysis supports the
view from Wessex that the plan had been delivered at the reduced cost.

[D7] Operational impact of changes: There were no examples in Year 1 of
changes which impacted operational performance. It was noted that the
planning of works takes account of the need for TSRs during the works. The
route advised that the delivered works in Year 1 allowed the removal of
operational restrictions as part of two schemes.

4.5.5 Wessex Route Observations

The following are observations, which were attributed a rating of 3 or below, and
may present opportunities for improvement for the Wessex Route:

[AS] Consistent approach across Regions: The approach taken to develop
the work bank by the routes (South East Route vs. Wessex Route) within the
region is different but follows the same principles as guided by the TA.
Wessex route use a work bank template/format that is consistent with by other
routes/regions comparable to other routes/regions approach.

It was suggested by regional representatives that the strengths of the two
processes will be reviewed to develop a new process, as appropriate, which
will improve regional planning for CP7. In addition, the Business Planning
Working Group could become the forum and catalyst for sharing good
practice in the approach to consistently developing work banks. In this forum
Routes/Regions themselves could collectively consider whether adopting a
universal approach, if considered more appropriate.
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[A6] Visual representation of work bank composition: There is a rolling
forecast process in place to report volume/ effective volume which is reported
in a regular manner to feed into the Route and National perspective of the
business position at an RF period. Some discrepancies were noted; in terms of
the overall figures in the baseline across RF11, ORR and the NR Year-end
report vary by about 1%. In terms of the delivered volumes the variance
between Region and Central reporting is less than 10%. No specific
documentation was received that demonstrates work bank composition in a
visual manner, and which could readily support the tracking and
communication of changes the composition of the work bank.

The route could consider the use of a single reporting dashboard that could be
used at any given point in time to communicate cost and volume breakdown
and any movement of these parameters in the work bank.

[A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: Analysis is possible though
there were issues with the unique IDs used in the baseline plan and live plan
due to the change in system. Project Chainage, Location and Description
columns were used to align and compare the two work banks to allow analysis
to be undertaken. There is a difference of 26 projects with spend against them
in the live plan compared to the baseline. There are five accelerated schemes
as part of over planning and accelerated early development schemes.

When planning the CP7 business plan unique IDs could be better maintained
between the baseline and live plan.

[A8] Differences between the actual delivered and the planned renewals
work bank for Y1: The difference between the baseline and live plan is
primarily due to over plan projects being undertaken to utilise additional
volume capacity. Minor works programs that were not identified in the
baseline work bank are included in the live plan hence additional programme
lines; 26 in total. The evidence shows the adoption of early contractor
involvement on schemes to drive efficiencies though early scheme
development.

The baseline plan forecast is £14.9m and 2395 volume units with the live plan
showing £12.8m and 3394 volume units. Volume difference +998.1 and Cost
difference -£2.49m. The Centre RF report indicated estimated 2941 volume
units and delivered 3102. There is a discrepancy between the delivered
volume reported by the Centre and the Region (292 units).

NR may wish to ensure better alignment between the volume reported
centrally and that shown in the region plan.

[A10, A12] Justification for deferred and cancelled schemes: The change
log indicates changes that occurred though this is provided at a high level with
minimal detail in the documentation. For instance, it is not clear from the
documentation provided why a scheme is no longer required as in the
justification for the two schemes in Y1 that have been cancelled/deferred; e.g.
These schemes have been classified as 'Deferral - Not Required'.

A slide pack was produced for the Periodic Change Panel which articulated
movement across the entire route portfolio. For each change commentary is
provided to outline why a change is required.
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A link between the Period Change Panel slide deck commentary and the
change log would provide clarity on the justification of scheme changes,
where appropriate.

e [A15] Agreed work bank: The document provided is identifiable as the
baseline prepared and previously submitted to the ORR with the region stating
that it was the baseline provided at RF11 2019 and is also used as the baseline
for change control. The region baseline cost and volume were £10.34m and
2920 units, respectively. The baseline for the same period provided by the
ORR states cost and volume were £16.3m and 2961 units, respectively. The
centre equivalent report stated an expected volume of 2941 units. This
indicates that there are various versions of baseline work bank held at different
levels and by different stakeholders, which can cause both inconsistency and
lack of clarity.

It is suggested that a 'single source' that can be used across all
levels/departments of Routes/Regions/NR may be needed to more easily and
clearly be able to identify planned vs. actual renewals delivered.

e [C1, C2, C4] Consistent change control approach and shortcomings:
There is a documented change process for Wessex. There are two different
approaches in the Southern region for change control, i.e. e two different
systems in South East Route and Wessex Route.

The Routes are currently considering a move to a single change control
process / system within the Region.

e [C3] Projects continued alignment to policy through change control:
There is evidence that the initial plan takes account of policy, but this is not a
feature in the live plan. It was noted that policy compliance is tracked outside
the plan and reported as a policy compliance statement at year end. The
separation of the live plan from policy alignment is considered weakness
whereby any focus on compliance may be lost.

It is suggested that the live plan could be adjusted to include reference to
policy compliance, which can be updated in line with changes to the plan.

e [D2, D3] Identifying the delta / differences between estimated vs actual
renewal cost via analytical methods for Y1: It is possible to calculate the
delta between forecast and actual renewal costs by analytical means to some
degree. The difference between budget and forecast values is £2.47m,; this is
equivalent to reduction of 17% in cost with an increase in volume of 16%.

The analysis was undertaken on the basis of the data provided by Wessex (see
details in Appendix B) for KCL level showing where there had been variations
in spend on individual asset types. The structure of the plan also supported the
analysis of cost changes at individual scheme level. There was however
difficulty in undertaking a variation analysis across individual items because
of the lack of unique IDs for jobs.

It is suggested that a system of unique identifiers is put in place and kept
aligned in different systems / documents, to facilitate the tracking of items
from the original plan to the year-end actual results.
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Wessex implemented a number of delivery changes and efficiencies which
resulted in cost savings during the year. These savings were particularly
attributed to the packaging of works delivered. The route also delivered £0.5m
of over planning during the year indicating a potential over-estimation of the
cost base going into the year.

The cost savings have been used across the route's different asset classes. The
route described how there is on-going debate on how best utilise efficiency
savings in year.

e [DS] Extent of cost or volume variances greater than +/- 5%: Deltas were
calculated for the 57 line items / activities in Y1 of the live plan compared to
the baseline plan. 15 activities appear to be new, totalling to £1.33m. 21
activities had a percentage cost change that varied between -72% and 115%.
21 activities could not be matched between the base line and the live plan due
to missing unique identifiers. Of the 21 activities that had percentage cost
change calculated only were 3 within +/- 5%. of the 57 line items/ activities
for Y1 in the live BP, 26 have a volume value. There are percentage volume
changes that can be calculated in 8 of them with only 2 items having a change
greater than -70% and one item at 100%. The lack of consistent IDs between
the baseline and live plan makes identifying and determining variance at
scheme level, complex.

As previously suggested, maintaining unique IDs between the two plans
would allow variances to be better understood and tracked.

e [D6] Causes for cost/volume variances of greater than +/- 5%: There are
130 changes recorded in the change log against 70 projects in Y1. Change
drivers are used classify the changes, e.g. Rephased-Planned, Reduced Costs,
Accelerated Schedule, etc. The change control documentation highlights all
the changes that have been recorded against a scheme and any justification of
that change. Within the work bank it is not always possible to identify changes
from the baseline and their causes. By stepping through a structure in the
change log it is possible to determine the cause of variances. STR 0062, for
example, reports four changes in the control log which outline how the scheme
was accelerated from Y2 into Y1 with subsequent change to the spend profile
in Y1 due to efficiencies and challenges on target AFC. The STR 0062 ID
exists in the live plan but not in the baseline plan.

e |[E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The route indicated that there is a
formal review undertaken at Route and Regional level. This covers the
delivery of volumes, costs efficiencies, restrictions removed, hand back
process compliance (all documentation, etc). The formal reporting is done
through the Scorecard for the Route covering train accident risk reduction,
scour mitigation, etc. For individual, schemes reference was made by the
Region to the GRIP process as a means of measuring the outcomes for the
individual items. The route described how both condition and capability
improvements to structures are captured over the project lifecycle. For each
scheme the status of the scheme is partially filled out to demonstrate progress.

There is scope to more clearly record, for reporting purposes, if a scheme has
met its desired outcome, either condition based or structural improvement.
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o |[E2] Measures of effectiveness: The route undertakes a formal review of
their delivery during the year which feeds into the Regional reporting packs.
This covers the delivery of volumes, cost efficiencies and improvements in
structure capability. This reporting process provides an opportunity for
learning lessons from the previous year. Reference was made to the Working
Group, which would provide an opportunity to share performance between
Regions, although it was noted that the current focus is on CP7 planning.

It is suggested that a more formal means of sharing effectiveness of each
Region be considered to identify best practice and foster wider improvements,
as appropriate.
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4.6 Wales & Western Region

The region consists of the Wales & Borders Route, and Western Route the two
routes are closely aligned and subsequently the review looked at both routes
together but has recorded separate findings for each route with comparisons made,
where appropriate. A summary of the results of the review are presented here for
the two routes; see Appendix B for further detail.

4.6.1 Wales & Western Region Heatmap

The final assessment of the performance of the Eastern Region is shown in Figure
8.

Figure 8 — Radar Diagram Summarising Wales & Western Region’s Performance

#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery
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Overall, the Region has shown strong consistent performance across the
evaluation topics. For Year 1 both routes in the region have performed strongly in
the management of project close out and the justification of change from the
baseline at both a macro and micro level. The Region has demonstrated good
early integration of the management tools and processes during Year 1 that align

across the Region.

Unlike other multi-route Regions, there is close alignment of the process and
approach taken to develop the work bank by the routes within the Region. Both
Routes follow the same principles outlined by the TA and place similar emphasis
on policy and scheme development. This is allowing for the work bank
management tool to be implement on both routes moving forward.

Wales showed good performance throughout the review with 88% of responses
achieving score of more than 3. The route demonstrated a best practice work bank
management tool to ensure alignment between finance and structures mangers.
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Western performance across the evidence topics is consistent there are no
significant gaps found from the review. The region did not use the CRAM process
for deferrals risk identification in Y'1. The route had minimal +/-5% variance in
cost and volumes for Y1 and where these occurred, there is good justification.

4.6.2 Wales Route Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
areas for the Wales Route:

e [A2, A3] Policy application and selection of interventions types and
timings: The route has applied the CP6 policy objectives and targets and
mapped these against the baseline in an effective manner, although this
information is not represented in the live business plan. The process
implemented by the Route clearly demonstrates a mature approach for
identifying types and timing of the interventions aligned to the GRIP process
and Policy used across the business.

e [A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: A delta between the
baseline position can be easily understood and analysed. Each line within the
business plan is recorded at different rolling forecast periods or the baseline to
enable quick and simple comparison across the period and understand changes
that have taken place. The business plan has a checking process place to
ensure that business plan and OPI systems are aligned.

e [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: The work bank has largely been
maintained with only 9 schemes that have been deferred from Y1, moved to
Y2 and Y3 for delivery.

o [All, A13] Quantity of cancelled, swapped or accelerated schemes: The
documentation accurately allows for any cancelled / accelerated schemes to be
identified within the work bank. No cancelled schemes and one accelerated
scheme were identified.

e [A12, A14] Justification for cancelled, swapped or accelerated schemes:
The work bank highlights the changes to schemes with new lines added which
identify the reasons for change with additional commentary to describe why
the decision has been made. Cancellations would be recorded in this manner.

¢ [B] Risk quantification: The corporate risk matrix is used to quantify risk in
the deferred renewals register covering primary impact such as: Asset
Management, Finance, Performance, Reputation and Safety.

e [D2] Identifying the delta / differences between estimated vs actual
renewal cost via analytical methods for Y1: A delta can be easily generated
between the baseline position and the live plan. The live work bank
documentation provides and interactive tab to compare between the current
status and the baseline position in the live plan. This allows for quick
comparisons to be made and understood.

e [D6] Causes for cost/volume variances of greater than +/-5%: Justification
of variances is recorded against a scheme in the work bank when they have
arisen. The work bank maintains a record of all the changes against a scheme,
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so the history of change is easily understood along with any change to future
years. This should be considered best practice within the business as it
presents a clear and concise account of change to all parties.

4.6.3 Wales Route Observations

The following are observations, which were attributed a rating of 3 or below, and
may present opportunities for improvement for the Wales Route:

[A1] Work bank Development: The route describes a pragmatic
development process to ensure that the business plan reflects the needs and
condition of the network. A mature capability approach to the development
the programme has been applied using sound engineering judgment and
aligned to policy.

Consider development of a process map/document to highlight how the plan
was moved from a wish list to the business plan specific to the route

[A4] Volume Prioritisation approach: Scheme prioritisation is based on
capability and deliverability this forms the main approach for volume
prioritisation. Qualitative analysis supported by engineering judgement is used
to assess risk and network performance to prioritise one scheme over another.

There is an opportunity to consider quantitative means for prioritisation,
performance and risk.

[AS] Consistent approach across Regions: The approach between the two
routes within the Region is similar, with the same tools and process used.

The key difference being Western’s utilisation of the One Plan to support
planning and timing of interventions which Wales is looking to adopt.

[A6] Visual representation of work bank composition: The Route
described that there are no visualisation tools that they currently use to
monitor the work bank movements.

Using visual trackers would enable asset managers to effectively communicate
changes to work bank makeup to third parties and improve reporting with the
business.

[A10] Justification for deferred schemes: Justification of scheme deferrals
is provided in the Deferrals Register and this information is then translated
into the work bank to act as one source of truth. Descriptions are broad
allowing for grouping of deferrals, but these do not communicate the detail of
deferrals, for instance these are limited to descriptions such as: stoppage in
delivery programme.

There is an opportunity to a develop deferral register that would provide
further scheme specific information, such as full change justification and risks.

[A8, A15] Differences between the actual delivered and the planned
renewals work bank for Y1 and When was the work bank agreed: There
is a -£8.6m difference from the baseline to the live plan and a +21,513
difference in the volume. The baseline document provided was updated prior
to the start of the CP6. The baseline that should be used for comparison is the
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one within the live plan and not the baseline document itself. These values are
demonstrated below.

o Route Live Plan Cost £28.3m Volume 27,301
o Route Baseline Cost £36.9m Volume 5,788
o ORR Expected Cost £29.5m Volume 6,254
o Centre Expected Cost not available ~ Volume 4,961
o Centre Delivered Cost not available Volume 27,340

There should be one source of truth on what the ORR, Centre and Route are
expecting to be delivered in any year. An appropriate point in time should be
chosen to set the baseline.

[C1-C2, C4] Consistent change control approach and shortcomings: The
route was not able to provide the relevant documentation for the change
control process used in Year 1. They were in the process of moving to a new
system and the associated documentation has not been approved for release.

During Year 1 the processes used by Wales and Western were not aligned.
The outcomes of change captured in the work bank by Wales is significantly
more detailed than that of Western’s. For Year 2 the process used by Wales
has been adopted by the Region as a whole.

A wider perspective of change could be considered and impact on other assets
and the One Plan should be looked at during integration.

[C3] Projects continued alignment to policy through change control: The
route described how projects are aligned to the policy throughout the change
process and that any change to the direction or deviating from policy would be
captured in the change log and within the live work bank. Each scheme’s
policy goal is maintained in the scheme documentation.

The route could consider including policy targets within the live work bank.

[D1, D3] Identifying the delta / differences between estimated vs actual
renewal cost via analytical methods for Y1: The route moved to a new work
bank management tool that has been established by the route finance team.
The tool provides one source of truth for any movements of cost and volume
within the work bank. The tool allows quick comparison between the baseline
and live position at both the macro and scheme level which enable a clear
understanding and justification of change.

Consequently, the route’s end of year position is clearly understood with
actual year 1 delivery volumes reported by the route and technical authority in
close alignment. There is an underspend of -£8.6m and over delivery of
21,513 units of volume from the route baseline spend £36.9 and volume 5,788.
Year 1 delivery is stated as £28.3 million and 27,340 units. The underspend is
accounted from primarily on underbridges. The large increase in volume is
seen due to Sea Defence volume responsible for an additional 12,750 units and
increase in Retaining Wall volume of 6,000 from the baseline.
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[D4] Impact on the business plan due to the difference between the
estimated vs actual renewals cost for Y1: There is no impact that can be
attributed to the changes in year 1 to the remaining years of the control period
from the documentation provided.

The use of visualisation tools would quickly and accurate highlight any
changes to later years in the control period.

[D5] Extent of cost or volume variances greater than +/- 5%: The analysis
shows that there are a significant number of projects that have a difference of
greater than +/-5% from baseline for both Cost and Volume. Large variances
in project cost are apparent from -390% to +2,803%, this does not include new
or deferred schemes. A significant number of projects (73) did not have
volume in the baseline but have been accelerated and delivered in the Year 1.

It is suggested that the creation of a delta report that outlines changes above
the threshold may be useful in the proactive refinement of rates.

[E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The Asset Management Plan
outlines the procedures and steps to ensure that a scheme has met the expected
outcomes.

It is suggested that the Route records in the work bank if a scheme has met the
objectives set at the start of project and any additional improvements / benefits
achieved.

[E2] Measures of effectiveness: The route’s hand back checklists stipulate
the steps that are required when closing out a scheme. Ensuring that any
recalculation of BCMI, asset changes due to scheme implementation, updates
to CARRS with BCMI, removal of operational restriction, health and safety
files, etc., is undertaken with assurance from a RAM.

There is an opportunity for the Route/Region to develop a formalised process
for recording and sharing learning outcomes wider than the scheme itself.

4.6.4 Western Route Evidence of Good Practice

The following, which were attributed a rating of 4, are considered good practice
areas for the Western Route:

[A3] Selection of intervention types and timings: The workshop allowed the
route to demonstrate a robust process to determine intervention types and
timings. As the work bank is policy compliant intervention timings are
stipulated by the policy requirements and standards.

[A6] Visual representation of work bank composition: The route produces
a volume report that effectively communicates the comparison between
baseline and actual delivered volumes. The report is used by the route to
monitor volume for end of year reporting.

[A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: Reporting at Asset level
and Key Volume Lines (KVL) is understood, allowing for clear comparisons
to be made between the baseline and the live work bank. There is a 13% cost
increase and a 1% volume increase between the baseline and actuals for Y1.
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e [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: Only 14 Schemes have been deferred
into later years in the control period and these were clearly outlined by the
documentation. In the majority of cases this was due to access related issues.

e [A11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There were no cancelled schemes. The
change control documentation would accurately demonstrate and record the
cancelation of schemes.

e [A13] Quantity of swapped / accelerated schemes: The documentation
provided indicated that there were no scheme acceleration or swaps. The route
highlighted that any instances would be recorded in the change control
documentation.

e [D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: Unit cost information is
provided through the financial system and monitored against KVL in
Hyperion. Costs were developed using Cost Curves form CP5 from the
delivery teams based on outturn costs. There is a slight disconnect where
spend is not reported out by different activities and/or a breakdown of
preliminaries and start-up costs.

e [D4] Impact on the business plan due to the difference between the
estimated vs actual renewals cost for Y1: The deferrals register shows the
movement of £1.3m from projects that were supposed to deliver volume in
year one to delivery in year two. There are several projects that have spent in
later years that have been delayed due to access issues in Year 1.

e [D6] Causes for cost/volume variances of greater than +/-5%: The
variances seen in the work bank can be traced back through the change control
log and deferral register to establish the causes. Schemes can be traced back to
the baseline to see original starting position using unique IDs. Examples of
causes of change are, but not limited to: lower AFC tendered cost, forecast
adjustment through GRIP, design development funds brought forwards and
scheme slipped to year 2, etc.

4.6.5 Western Route Observations

The following are observations, which were attributed a rating of 3 or below, and
may present opportunities for improvement for the Wester Route:

[A1, A2, A4] Work bank Development: The route uses a condition-based
process to determine their unconstrained work bank. Through alignment to
policy, engineering judgment and analysis the route moves to a constrained
baseline plan. However, there is a miss alignment between the baseline
position expected by the ORR and the Centre and that presented by the Route.
A single source of reference for the baseline should be made available to
provide a consistent picture this will be supported though the development of
a process map to provide clarity.

Though the work bank links the intervention to the policy on a page
documentation, there's is no link to the CP6 policy standards that were
provided to the review team.
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Opportunities exist to develop a process map or flow chart to highlight how
the work bank is developed to ensure robust procedure moving forward, effort
should be made to highlight how policy targets and levels have been used in
the development of the work bank.

e [AS] Consistent approach across Regions: The process that was used by
Western is similar to that used by Wales. The difference between the
approaches is that Wales place more weight on optioneering than Western
who rely more on engineering judgement. Through the workshops the route
demonstrated why they relied on engineering judgement and experience rather
than optioneering for simple intervention schemes. No documentation exists to
outline the development of the work banks for each route.

There is an opportunity to document and align how the work banks of the two
routes are developed for CP6. Process maps will support this alignment
activity.

o [AS8, A15] Differences between the actual delivered and the planned
renewals work bank for Y1 and when was the work bank agreed: There is
an increase in the volume delivered 9,442 units (1%) and the number of
schemes undertaken, 39, in Year 1. There is a cost increase of £4.6m (13%). It
is unclear why there is such a large difference in volume between in the ORR
and Centre baseline.

The documentation provided did not clearly demonstrate the workback was
stable between submission of the delivery plan and the start of CP6 Y1 as
shown by the comparison of values below.

o Route Live Plan £39.4m Volume 9052 units
o Route Baseline £34.8m Volume 8976 units.
o ORRRFI11 (March 2019) £28.0m Volume 5099 units

o Centre Estimated Baseline No cost given Volume 5072 units

It is important to ensure one source of truth across all parties this will ensure
expectations are met.

o |[A10, A12, A14] Justification for deferred, cancelled and accelerated
schemes: The justification of scheme movement is generic, not bespoke to a
scheme.

It would be prudent to have project specific comments to justify the movement
with the work bank. It was noted that noted Western is moving to the Wales
Route change control process in Year 2.

¢ |B] Risk quantification: The corporate risk matrix was not used in year 1 to
quantify risk in the deferred renewals register. Qualitative risks and mitigation
of the risk are demonstrated in the documentation provided.

The route has provided evidence of the use of CRAM for year 2.

e [C1] Change Control Process: The documentation provided outlines a robust
process that considers the changes that could occur to schemes from the key
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routes, the RAM, Regional One Plan and Finance teams. Meeting minutes
outline consideration/impact of changes to schemes.

Maintain any desired capabilities when moving to the new change control
process to align with Wales, such as the impact on the one plan due to change
in structures schemes.

[C3] Projects continued alignment to policy through change control:
There is no evidence in the documentation that outlines the impact of a project
being deferred or change based on the policy target stipulated. The route
described that changes to an intervention that would trigger policy change and
would occur early in the GRIP process. There is no mention of policy at all in
the change log documentation provided.

The opportunity for the region is to update the change log or deferral register
to record this information rather than relying on inferred knowledge.

e [C2, C4] Consistent change control approach and shortcomings: During
Year 1 the processes used by Wales and Western were not aligned. With the
Wales process providing significantly more detail than the Western process.

For Year two the process used by Wales has been adopted by the Region as a
whole. A wider perspective of change should be considered and impact on
other assets and the one plan should be looked at during integration.

e [D2, D3] Identifying the delta / differences between estimated vs actual
renewal cost via analytical methods for Y1: A delta between the actual cost
and baseline cost can be established through the documentation provided. The
volume graph provided gives an accurate summary of the volume delivered in
the year compared to the baseline. There is an increase of 13% cost and 1% in
volume from the baseline to the actual plan.

o The baseline plan gives an expected cost of £34.79m with associated
volume of 8,976.

o The live plan reports costs of £39.43m with associated volume of 9,052.

Though a delta can be established at the programme level as the work bank is
broken down into activities on structures there are not unique IDs at scheme
level so understanding change and causes of change at this level is not
possible.

Using unique ID numbers in the baseline and live plan would allow for
comparisons between the two. Using CARRS IDs to do so at this time does
not allow confident comparisons to activities being undertaken, only against
the individual structures, which limits the analysis.

[D5] Extent of cost or volume variances greater than +/- 5%: The baseline
consisted of 30 Schemes of which 13 (43% of baseline work bank) saw cost
movement with four of these also undergoing volume movement above the
threshold. The variance range for costs was between +72% to -98% and
volume variance of 117% to -100% demonstrates a large difference between
baseline estimates and live scheme status at a micro level.
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The work bank was developed using early stage GRIP estimates, using more
advanced GRIP stage estimates will improve further cost accuracy.

e [E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: The Asset Management Plan
outlines the procedures and steps to ensure that a scheme has met the expected
outcomes.

It is suggested that the Route records in the work bank if a scheme has met the
objectives set at the start of project and any additional improvements / benefits
achieved.

e [E2] Measures of effectiveness: The route’s hand back checklists stipulate
the steps that are required when closing out a scheme. Ensuring that any a
recalculation of BCMI, asset changes due to scheme implementation, updates
to CARRS with BCMI, removal of operational restrictions, health and safety
files, etc. is undertaken with assurance from a RAM.
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S Potential Improvement Themes

5.1 Overview

This section draws together the results from the application of the assurance
assessment methodology to provide potential improvement themes across all
Regions.

The results from each of the Regions / Routes were combined in a matrixed
heatmap showing the score or ratings obtained from each structures team against
each of the 5 evaluation topics and 34 questions (see topic and ratings descriptions
in Sections 2.2 and 4.1).

By using a matrixed heatmap to indicate the ratings obtained in each case it was
possible to visually identify areas of weakness in the processes at a national level
as well at the Region / Route level. The heatmap also graphically illustrated where
there was generally a strong performance across Regions and where there were
significant variations. The national results and heatmap are included in Section
5.2.

Based on the analysis of the national heatmap evidence of good practice was
identified — see Section 5.3. Conversely, it was also possible to cluster areas
where there was weakness, both at a local level and nationally, in order to identify
improvement themes — see Section 5.4. It is these themes that will form the basis
of any recommendations that will emerge from the review.

5.2 National Results

The use of a performance matrix to visually demonstrate the strengths and
weakness evidenced by the review across the Regions / Routes and framework
topics contributed to the process of the identification of areas of improvement —
both nationally and in certain Regions / Routes.

The Performance matrix summarising the outcomes is shown in Figure 9.
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Figure 9 — Framework Question vs Region / Route Performance Matrix
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To what extent has the impact on safety of
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c

What regional workbank Change Control process is
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CPE Projects
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What measures of effectiveness are in place for each
Region?
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5.3 National Current Practice

From the overview of the results from each Region / Route the following evidence
of current practice has been assembled for each of the five evaluation topics and
all framework questions.

Where good practice across the Regions has been identified this appears in the
following sections in . Those framework questions not in the green
boxes displayed a range in the quality of the practices observed.

5.3.1 Work Bank Changes

Evidence of current practice as gathered from the framework questions relating to
the evaluation topic 4: Work Bank Changes are listed below.

¢ [Al] Developed and agreed work banks: Each Region/Route articulated a
robust process for the development of their work bank. Regions scoring '4'
demonstrated this process through a report, document, or presentation.

e [A2] Policy application: Asset policy was applied consistently across all
Regions / Routes on the network. Routes scoring '4' tracked, in their work
banks, the policy level / target each scheme achieved.

e [A3] Selection of intervention type and timing: Good capability was shown
across Regions / Routes with clearly defined tools and methodologies in place.
Types and timings of activities were based primarily on policy/standard
compliance. Access planning and possession timing played a significant role
in the planning of the work bank.

e [A4] Prioritisation approach: Delivery of work items was prioritised based
on compliance to policy and standards by all Regions using their appropriate
tools. Volumes were based on early-stage scheme estimates which were
subject to change as schemes developed.

+ |A5] Consistent approach across the Regions: There was consistency in the
principles used across the Regions for developing and prioritising work banks.
However, within certain Regions there were inconsistencies in the approaches
and tools used within their constituent Routes. There was some evidence to
suggest that the way in which the reporting of core planning and the
contingent over-planning items was handled, was one factor in this variance. It
was however noted that the final structure of the five Regions was not in place
during 2019/20. The evidence collated from the Regions in the majority of
cases was that they were moving towards integrating their planning and
change control approaches.

e [AG6] Visual representation of work bank composition: There was limited
use of graphical analysis across the Regions to communicate the composition
and movements in the work bank during delivery. Routes scoring '4'
demonstrated use of visuals to track volume and cost movement. Regions /
Routes scoring 2' did not use graphical analysis in any way to communicate or
manage changes in their work banks.
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e [A7] Delta between planned vs actual renewals: In general, it was possible
to review work bank changes through analytical methods. Regions scoring '3’
had inconsistent primary keys for schemes which made analysis unnecessarily
more complex.

o |[A8] Differences between planned and actual renewals: There was
movement from the baseline plan across all Regions / Routes. Routes scoring
'4' had been able to justify the changes and could present the movement
visually. Scores of '3' showed consistency in the Year 1 reporting but lacked
clarity around the cause of the change. Regions / Routes scoring 2'
demonstrated a lack of consistency between the reported cost/volume for Year
1 and the baseline.

e [A9] Quantity of deferred schemes: All Regions / Routes clearly
demonstrated the extent that schemes were deferred during Year 1. Routes
scoring '3' showed greater variances from the baseline than 5%.

o [A10] Justification for deferred schemes: Deferrals were generally well
justified across the Regions / Routes. Opportunities existed to improve
justification for deferrals in Routes scoring '3'. Routes scoring '2' showed a
lack of clarity around justification of deferrals.

e [A11] Quantity of cancelled schemes: There were no cancelled scheme in
the CP6 Year 1 work bank.

o [A12] Justification for cancelled schemes: When cancelled schemes arise,
these would be justified as part of the Change Control and Deferral Renewal
processes. The Change Control processes implemented across the network
showed it was possible to record the appropriated level of justification needed
for cancelled schemes.

¢ [A13] Quantity of swapped/accelerated schemes: Based on the
documentation supplied and the workshops held there was a minimal
acceleration of schemes across all the Regions / Routes.

e [A14] Justification for swapped/accelerated schemes: Accelerated schemes
were justified through the Change Control process which showed the
appropriate level commentary across all Regions / Routes.

e [A15] When was work bank agreed: Across all the Regions / Routes there
was movement from what the ORR understood as expected cost/volume for
Year 1, and what Network Rail centrally forecasted at the start of the Control
Period. It was clear that there was no baseline plan accepted by all parties to
ensure there was one source of the truth.

e |[A16] Inclusion of deferred renewals from CPS5: It was clear that there was
a spill over of schemes from CP5 into Year 1 of CP6. Routes scoring a '3'
lacked sufficient evidence that these schemes had been completed based on
the documentation provided. Routes scoring 2' demonstrated further slippage
of CP5 schemes programmed for Year 1 into later years in the Control Period.
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5.3.2 Risk Quantification

The following paragraphs show the evidence of good practice as gathered from
the framework questions relating to the evaluation topic B: Risk Quantification.

e [B1, B3 and B4] Quantification of risk associated with change: Across the
Regions / Routes good processes were in place to manage risks arising from
deferrals in line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This included evidence
demonstrating sound engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with scores
of '4' clearly demonstrated good process, qualitative analysis and the use of
CRAM to support quantitative analysis of deferral risks. Routes scoring 2'
were not able to evidence through documentation the use of CRAM to support
deferral risk assessment.

e [B2] Assessment of sustainability risk associated with work bank changes:
Across the business there appeared to be a lack of understanding with no
single sustainability metric used in work bank development or quoted by
Regions in the management of risk. There was also no evidence that the
impact of the planned and delivered renewals work bank, from a sustainability
perspective, had been evaluated. It was noted that the CRAM process included
a metric for Asset Management which had been used as a proxy for
sustainability by some Routes. It was articulated that sustainability funding
had been made available, but this had not been associated with changes to the
plan.

5.3.3 Regional Assurance

The evidence of good practice from the framework questions relating to the
evaluation topic C: Regional Assurance are described below.

e [C1] Change Control Process: The Change Control processes adopted by
Regions / Routes were generally robust. One Route failed to provide evidence
of a Change Control process leading to a score of '0'. Scores of '2' were given
where the documentation provided did not provide sufficient clarity for the
process to be understood. Regions scoring '3' had a process document but the
Change Log lacked the expected level of detail.

e [C2] Consistent change control across Regions: Within Regions where the
Year | plan had been assembled in the constituent Routes there was no
alignment of Change Control process. It was however noted that the final
structure of the five Regions was not in place during 2019/20. The evidence
collated from the Regions in the majority of cases was that they were moving
towards integrating their planning and Change Control approaches.

e [C3] Alignment to policy through change process: Regions demonstrated
that schemes were policy aligned through the use of their Change Control
processes. Any change or deviation in policy would be documented in the
Change Log.

e [C4] Identified shortcoming in approach: Change Control processes across
Regions / Routes were noted as evolving with all the described processes
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having their own shortcomings. These included, but were not limited to,
evolving integration of tools, reliance on individuals, not being a bespoke to
structures, etc.

[C5] Cross-Regional change impact: There had been no impact on scheme
delivery in Year 1 as a result of impacts in other Regions. Regions had
mitigations in place to limit this type of issue.

5.34 Costs

The following paragraphs show the evidence of good practice as gathered from
the framework questions relating to the evaluation topic D. Costs.

[D1] Identification and costing of work volumes: Regions / Routes were
able to demonstrate robust processes to identify unit costs and the use of
appropriate guidance to develop volumes. They developed their cost/volumes
for schemes in the work banks along different stages of the GRIP process
using different approaches to try to make them as accurate as possible. Costs
were generally bespoke to Routes using evidence from CP5 outturn costs,
modelling, and unit rates from the Technical Authority. There was however
evidence from a number of the Regions to indicate that they would benefit
from guidance in the application of overlays associated with scheme maturity
and other activity factors.

[D2] Identification of the delta between estimated and actual renewal
costs by analytical methods: It was possible to review movement of
cost/volume within the work bank using analytical methods. Regions scoring
'3' had inconsistent primary keys for schemes which made the analysis more
complex.

[D3] Extent of differences between estimated and actual renewal costs
through analytical methods: There had been movement from the baseline
across all Regions / Routes. There were several causes associated with
over/under spend and over/under volume delivery most notable were the
unreliability of unit costs and changes in work bank makeup from the baseline.
Routes scoring '3' had movement from the baseline but the justification and
recording of movement in cost/volume could be improved.

[D4] Impact on Business plan of differences between estimated and actual
renewal costs: Movement from baseline to Live Plan had not impacted the
ability for Regions / Routes to deliver future years of the work bank. Adoption
of early contractor engagement principles were seen across a number of
Routes, aimed at supporting scheme maturity and improving cost/volume
accuracy. There was no clear trend observed for cost/volume movements
across the entire Year 1 work bank.

[D5] Extent of cost/volume variances of greater than +/-5%: On all
Regions there was significant variance from the +/-5% threshold for cost, with
less variation taking place in terms of volume changes. This appeared to be
driven through the immaturity of scheme estimates at work bank development
stage and unit costs being unreliable or not representative of the works being
undertaken.
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e [D6] Causes of cost/volume variances of greater than +/-5%: Justification
of scheme cost changes was well recorded across most Regions and could
generally be understood using analytical methods.

e [D7] Operational impact of change: There had been no TSRs or operational
restrictions as a result of structure renewal changes during Year 1.

5.3.5 Completed CP6 Projects

The evidence of good practice from the framework questions relating to the
evaluation topic E: Completed CP6 Projects are described below.

e [E1] Completed schemes met outcomes: Most Regions / Routes
demonstrated that they had processes in place for recording hand back of
completed projects to ensure outcomes had been achieved but this was not
recorded in the Live Plan.

e [E2] Measures of effectiveness: Some Routes had introduced a process
which allowed them to review their effectiveness in planning and delivery of
schemes. This acted as a platform for developing best practice. There was very
limited use of cross Region / Route sharing of lessons learned in evidence.
Routes with a score of '1' did not demonstrate any process for measuring
effectiveness and development of best practice.

5.4 Improvement Themes

The following describes the review’s findings in summary for each of these five
requirements and where appropriate identifies where the findings lead to
Improvement Themes.

5.4.1 Work Bank Changes

The creation of the work banks at the start of Year 1 was generally found to be a
robust process usually based on experience of a well-tried system and based on
asset condition linked to policy and deliverability. It was however noted that the
formation of the new Regions had led to significant variations in the detail of the
process and mechanics of the development of the baseline work banks. This was
particularly true where Routes were still coalescing to form their Region during
Year 1.

The baseline plan produced by the Regions was however inconsistent with
versions of costs and volumes held by Network Rail centrally, the Region, and
ORR. All of which presented the review with various figures thus making the
establishment of the ‘planned work bank’ difficult to define. In dialogue with
some Regions, it appeared that the creation of a core plan to meet budget and then
the inclusion of a degree of over-planning (to provide a buffer should issues
emerge with delivery on certain core schemes) contributed to this confusion.

During the course of the year it was clear that the delivery plan in all Regions
changed to varying degrees. What was also clear was that all Regions had
processes in place to manage these changes including Change Control and
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Deferred Renewal processes which in general were fit for purpose. Thus, deferrals
were documented and generally justified. There were however instances where the
justification for change lacked detail and appeared to be generic in its origins.

Based on the foregoing assessment the following proposed Improvement Themes
have been identified:

Improvement Theme 1 - Consistency in Work Bank Development: Each
Region should adopt a common framework to develop their structures renewal annual
plan to provide a consistent means of understanding the drivers of inclusion and support
better decision making across the Region. This could include separate tracking of core
and over-planning work items.

Improvement Theme 2 - Agreeing the Annual Baseline: Ensure that there is an
agreed baseline for the structures’ renewal plan in terms of cost and volume for a core
plan at the start of each year. Ensure the agreed Control Period Baseline is recorded. This
will support the monitoring of delivery and act as a foundation from which change can be
measured and justified.

5.4.2 Risk Quantification

In the review of the process of change to the work banks there was strong
evidence that Regions had integrated the Corporate Risk Assessment Matrix
(CRAM) in the evaluation of risk associated with work bank change. The CRAM
uses four criteria to assess risk:

e Safety, Health and Environment;
e Performance;
e Finance; and

e Satisfaction and Reputation.

In addition, some of the Regions use the ‘Asset Management’ criterion required
by the Network Rail Standard NR_ L2 HAM 02201 [Issue 5] - Management of
the risk arising from Deferred Renewals.

Based on the approaches used by the Regions it was clear that the impact of
changes to their work bank delivery plan, which went through this process, were
assessed for risk associated with safety and performance as a result of the
application of the CRAM.

What was not clear was how the impact on sustainability was being managed. In
challenging this with the Regions the view was expressed that the impact on
portfolio sustainability of a single scheme would be extremely small thus it was
not a significant factor in the decision-making process. Whilst this was
undoubtedly true the lack of an overall tracking of sustainability was considered a
gap. As a result, the following Theme was identified:
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Improvement Theme 3 - Integration of Sustainability: An exercise to update
the knowledge and understanding of current sustainability measures in the
Regions is necessary. This will allow them to monitor the impact their delivery
has on sustainability. Sustainability analysis should be considered during reforecasting
of control period work banks to enable end of year validation of work bank outputs. This
approach will provide a tracker of sustainability in terms of initial aims and then the
impact of interventions, force a longer-term view of cost, and allow longer term trends to
be observed.

543 Regional Assurance

Policy alignment in the formulation of the annual work bank was generally good
however, the tracking of policy compliance when changes to the work bank
occurred varied from very comprehensive to non-existent. Picking up the point
above, this variation occurred in separate Routes in the new Regions as well as
where central Regional planning was observed. It was thus clear that there were
areas of good and bad practice nationally which could be addressed.

Whilst alignment with policy was one of the variations which existed within
Regions this was part of an observed variation in the Change Control processes
where separate Routes had developed and managed their plans. It was considered
that such variations were not conducive to the best decision making in a Region
given that whilst the principles of the change process may be similar the weighing
of certain factors could vary. This led to the following Theme:

Improvement Theme 4 - Consistent Change Control: Each Region should adopt
a common framework to capture and record changes to their structures’ renewal plans.
This will provide a consistent means of monitoring and tracking change such that better
decision-making takes place across the individual Region.

5.44 Costs

The means by which Regions forecast cost and volumes for Year 1 were founded
on the Unit Rates supplied by the Technical Authority during the budgeting
process. There was broad agreement between Regions that these unit rates had
limitations and did not present them with the necessary degree of granularity to
allow their adoption without ‘adjustment’.

This was principally because a single rate could cover significantly different
activities and also did not take account of environmental factors, such as access,
or restrictions on works. There was thus evidence of a variety of changes made to
the rates by the Regions to make them more applicable to the particular
circumstances pertaining to the work in hand. A number of the Regions were able
to give a detailed account of the costing methodologies used, and these were
considered a reasonable effort to forecast the actual costs.

A further factor which was also noted was the maturity of the development of the
work item when it was being estimated at the start of the year. Clearly those
schemes in the early GRIP stages were less robust in terms of cost than those
where development was significantly more advanced.
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The result of the foregoing was that there was a very significant degree of
variation in terms of the cost of schemes with the bulk of those lying outside the
targeted +/-5% threshold.

Based on the foregoing assessment the following Improvement Theme has been
identified:

Improvement Theme 5 — Costing Methodology Development and Overlay
Guidance: Regions should undertake their own review and assurance of their
suite of structures costing methodologies. This will improve accuracy in scheme
estimation and provide greater consistency of estimation to ensure a more accurate
fit with the various work types. The development of guidance on cost overlays to
address scheme maturity and environmental factors. Regions could consider a
collaborative approach in sharing rates and guidance nationally between them to
stimulate budgeting lesson learned exercises.

5.4.5 Completed CP6 Projects

The closing out of projects was generally good not least because there are safety
implications associated with the handing back of the railway on completion of
works if the project is of some size. A number of the Regions provided evidence
of the close out of schemes and then, if there were changes made to the capability
of the structure, the documentation flow through the Region to advise colleagues
in other departments of, for example, the removal of a Route Availability
restriction. From the examination of the structures’ renewal Live Plan it was not at
all obvious if the scheme had been completed and the objectives achieved.

The Regions’ monitoring of their effectiveness was generally poor with no group
scoring ‘4’ in this category. A number of Regions operated some form of internal
reporting but the value of this was not clear from a learning perspective in the
structures’ renewals field. It was reported that there were some KPIs measured by
the Technical Authority on Regional effectiveness, but this was not evidenced
and, again, the purpose and impact of these was not clear.

From these observations the following two Themes have been suggested:

Improvement Theme 6 - Project Close Out: Regions should comply with the
relevant project close out process. Regions should ensure that hand back requirements
and close out of projects is captured in the Live Plan documentation. This will aid
understanding of scheme status and support decision making regarding schemes where
the expected outcomes were not delivered.

Improvement Theme 7 - Regional Effectiveness: Regions should adopt the
relevant framework (e.g. PACE - Project Close) to report on their effectiveness against
identified criteria. This will support understanding of what 'good' looks like in terms of
planning and delivery to drive performance and identify areas of weakness.
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6 Agreed Recommendations

6.1 Overview

The process to undertake this review has by necessity been a collaborative
exercise between the review team and the various structures teams from across the
country. The Regions were very open about the processes and systems they had
used in the development and delivery of the Year 1 structures renewal plan. That
openness has allowed the review team to identify certain areas where it is believed
there would be benefit to Network Rail in modifying their practices, in some cases
nationally, in others to share the best practice between the Regions.

As a result of the examination that has been undertaken and the follow up analysis
the following recommendations have been developed and agreed from the review.
6.2 Recommendations

The recommendations which have emerged from the study are listed in Table 11.
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Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail

Table 11 — Agreed Recommendations

SOW16354-3 SOW16354-2 SOW16354-1

SOW16354-4

Recommendation to Network Rail

Consistency in Work Bank Development: It is
recommended that each Region adopts a common
framework to develop their structures control
period renewal plan.

This should include the management and
designation of core and over-planning schemes.

Agreeing the Annual Baseline: Ensure there is a
baseline for the structure’s renewal plan in terms
of cost and volume for a core plan at the start of
each year. Ensure the agreed Control Period
Baseline is recorded.

Integration of Sustainability: It is reccommended
that Regions are briefed on how the structures
Composite Sustainability Index (CSI) and
effective volumes are used as measures of
sustainability at portfolio level and can be
influenced by changes in the annual plans.

Sustainability Analysis: Sustainability analysis
should be considered during control period work
bank reforecasting, based on the structures CSI
and effective volumes. This should be validated at
each year end once delivery is completed.
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Benefits

This will provide a Regionally consistent
means of understanding the drivers of
inclusion and support better decision
making and audit within the Region.

This will support the monitoring and
delivery of the annual plans. It will act as a
foundation from which change can be
measured and justified.

This will allow the Reforecasts to be
compared with the Control Period Baseline

The Region will understand how changes
to their annual plans will affect the CSI at
portfolio level.

This approach will:

e provide a tracker of sustainability in
terms of initial aims

e Show the impact of interventions,
e Enable a longer-term view of LCC,

o allow longer term trends to be
observed.

Evidence of
Implementation

Common renewals

planning framework
adopted at Regional
level, as appropriate.

Recorded Control Period
Baseline that is
recognised by ORR, and
Network Rail Regionally
and in the TA.

The structures
Composite Sustainability
Index and effective
volumes are used at
regional level to aid
understanding of how
their annual plans affect
sustainability at portfolio
level.

Final Report

Location
in Text

Section
5.4.1

Section
5.4.1

Section
5.4.2

Network Rail

Champion

Regional
Leads

Regional
Leads

Regional
Leads

During CP7
Planning

During CP7
Planning

During CP7
Planning
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SOW16354-6 SOW16354-5

SOW16354-7

SOW16354-8

Office of Rail and Road and Network Rail

Recommendation to Network Rail

Consistent Change Control: It is recommended
that each Region adopts a common framework to
capture / record changes to their structures
renewal plans to provide a consistent means of
monitoring and tracking change and sustaining
alignment with policy.

Costing Methodology Development and
Overlay Guidance: It is recommended that each
of the Regions undertakes an assurance exercise
to ensure the structures costing methodologies are
sufficiently accurate to suit the work types being
planned. This could include guidance on cost
overlays to address scheme maturity and
environmental factors, as appropriate. Regions
could consider a collaborative approach in sharing
costing methodologies and related guidance
nationally between them.

Project Close Out: It is recommended that
Regions should follow the relevant project close
out processes. Regions should ensure that hand
back requirements and close out of projects are
documented and evidenced. This includes the
required updates to the Live Plan.

Regional Effectiveness: It is recommended that
Regions adopt the relevant framework (e.g. PACE
Project Close — demonstrate delivery to planned
requirements) for monitoring their effectiveness
against identified criteria.
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Benefits

This will support better monitoring and
tracking of decision-making.

This will improve accuracy in scheme
estimation, provide greater consistency of
estimation and stimulate budgeting lesson
learned exercises.

This will aid understanding of scheme
status and support decision making
regarding schemes where the expected
outcomes were not delivered.

This will support understanding of what
'good' looks like in terms of planning and
delivery of renewals to drive up
performance and identify areas of
weakness.

Evidence of

Implementation

Changes (and continued
policy alignment) clearly
linked and / or captured
in the work bank

Regional costing
methodology and
relevant guidance in
place.

Records showing project
close out / hand back are
captured / stored.

Records of measuring
effectiveness are
captured / stored.

Final Report

Location

in Text

Section
5.4.3

Section
5.4.4

Section
5.4.5

Section
5.4.5

Network Rail

Champion

Regional
Leads

Centre of
Excellence

Centre of
Excellence

Centre of
Excellence

Due Date

During CP7
Planning

During CP7
Planning

March 2022

March 2022
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OFFICE OF RAIL AND ROAD

® NetworkRail

Independent Reporter Framework
Statement of Works

1.0 COMMISSION INFORMATION
Project Name: Review the progress of Structures Year one Work bank delivery

Bravo Sourcing Request Number: #16354
Network Rail Contact: Matthew Blackwell
Network Rail Department: Planning & Regulation

| SOWNumber: [
Network Rail PO Number:

[insert NR PO# when available]

[insert the SOoW value after this has been agreed with the supplier]

Supplier Name: [insert the name of the selected supplier after appointment]
Main Supplier Contact: [name and email address of the main supplier contact]

This Statement of Work (SoW) is the contractual vehicle for defining, authorising and commissioning a piece of work
to be undertaken under the Independent Reporter Framework. The SOW has six sections:

Commission Information
Commission Overview

Scope of Services and Deliverables
Knowledge Transfer

Resource & Commercial Details
Invoicing

AL AN WN R

This SoW is entered into under and in accordance with the terms of the Independent Reporter Framework dated
1 February 2020 between Network Rail, the Office of Rail and Road, and the Supplier and includes and incorporates
any special Terms and Conditions and any other amendments captured in this SoW.

Any dispute surrounding this SoW will be resolved in accordance with the Terms and Conditions outlined in the
Framework Agreement.

Ownership and use of any Intellectual Property Rights shall be in accordance with the Framework Agreement Terms
and Conditions.

Change control procedures are to be applied as set out in the Terms and Conditions of the Framework Agreement.
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2.0 COMMISSION OVERVIEW

2.1 Background Historically, Network Rail has provided ORR with Cost and Volume data
as required by the data protocol agreed under Part C paragraph

8.1 of the Network Licence. In CP6, to obtain progressive assurance that
Network Rail’s structures portfolio are being maintained at sustainable
level, ORR will undertake detailed monitoring of workbank delivery at

Regional

level.
2.2 Business Objectives and ORR’s business objective is to hold Network Rail to account for efficient
Priorities and sustainable management of the network and ensure value for money.

As part of ORR’s commitment to monitoring and regulating Network Rail
at Regional Level, we are undertaking this assurance review to assess
delivery of the year one Structures workbank in each Region, its impact on
the outcomes across the Structures portfolio, and the robustness of
regional assurance through the workbank change control process.

3 .0 SCOPE OF SERVICE AND DELIVERABLES

3.1 Key requirements The Independent Reporter shall be expected to provide an assessment (as
detailed below) of delivery of the year one structuresworkbanks and
associated change control processes based on evidence collated:

1. The Independent Reporter shall assess and comment on the changes
between the planned renewal workbank and the actual delivered
workbank. The Independent Reporter should highlight schemes that have
been deferred, schemes that were cancelled and schemes that were
swapped. Justification will be required for these three changes;

2. The Independent Reporter shall assess and comment on Information the
regions shall provide on the description of their process for quantifying
how renewal intervention and management of deferrals/accelerations
affects sustainability, performance and safety (on a sample of assets)

3. Independent reporter to assess and comment the robustness of Region
assurance processes with respect to how individual projects remain
aligned to policy requirements through the workbank change control
process. Where shortcomings are identified, the Independent Reporter is
to provide recommendations for improvement;

4. Independent reporter to assess and comment on the changes in actual
costs against estimated costs used to develop the SBP, including the
potential impact that these might have had on changes to the business
plan. The independent reporter, drawing upon their expertise, should
review a representative sample of individual projects to identify any
variances where +/- 5% to cost or volume is exceeded. Where the
variance is outside of this tolerance for an individual projects the reporter
should seek to identify the specific causes of the variance including
changes to scope;

5. The Independent Reporter shall assess and comment on whether
completed CP6 projects met their expected outcomes and what measures
of effectiveness are in place.

Upon completion, the Independent Reporter will be expected to provide
recommendations for improvement and point out areas of best practice.
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3.2 Key deliverables The required deliverables are:

e monthly progress updates via conference call, with associated
agenda/minutes

e a presentation of draft findings to be discussed at a meeting with
Network Rail and ORR

e adraft report (for comment by ORR and Network Rail) covering the
issues set out in the scope section above, to be provided by the 8th of
January 2021; and

e afinal report by the end of January 2021 that addresses comments
provided by ORR and Network Rail on the draft report.

3.3 Proposed approach [Demonstrate and detail the proposed approach for the project, covering all

areas of the projects scope and clearly state the requirement(s)]

[Insert at contract award stage]

3.4 Schedule & timings Contract Start Date: 07/09/2020
Contract End Date: 29/01/2021

*These are indicative dates and will be agreed once the contract has been
awarded and the PO has been approved.

[Insert details pertaining to the commission’s intended start and end date, as
well as a commission schedule e.g., a Gantt chart with tasks and attributive
start/end dates]

4.0 KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER

4.1 Knowledge Transfer [Explain and detail how knowledge transfer is to be enabled throughout the
commission and how the final output will be delivered and presented to
Network Rail and ORR.]

[Insert at contract award stage]

5.0 RESOURCE & COMMERCIAL DETAILS

5.1 Supplier Resource [Key personnel which will be engaged in the commission, along with their
responsibilities. Details should include sub-contractors, if sub-contractors are
being utilised for the delivery of this contract commission]

[Insert at contract award stage]

In the event of “key personnel” becoming unavailable the supplier agrees to
provide a replacement of equal standard and status within 48 hours of notice.
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5.2 Pricing Schedule This contract is based on a FIXED PRICE contract commission

[Insert price schedule and cost breakdown at contract award stage]
All prices detailed are exclusive of VAT which will be charged at the prevailing

rate.

5.3 Payment Milestones This contract is being let on a fixed price contract commission, payable in two
milestone payments as follows;

Milestone Payment Amount
(time based) (% or fixed fee)
Mid-way point (20/11/2020) 50%

Completion of project (29/01/2021) | 50%

5.4 Place of work Due to the current COVID-19 situation most of Reporter’s work will be
conducted from their own office or on site at above address.

If the situation is to change there is potential for work at:

Network Rail, Elder Gate, Milton Keynes MK9 1EN.

For the purpose of this contract, business travel expenses to Network Rail’s
Milton Keynes office [if this becomes necessary] may be claimed in
accordance with Network Rail’s Business Travel and Expenses policy.

5.6 Contract Variations Variations to this Statement of Work contract may be permitted in
accordance with Clause 88 of the Utilities Contract Regulations (modification
of contracts during their term).

All variations to this Statement of Work contract must be agreed in writing
under a restated statement of works document, duly signed by all parties

6.0 INVOICING

6.1 Invoice Details Network Rail operates a strict “NO PO — NO PAYMENT” policy.

Invoices are to be raised on completion of the contract or in accordance with
the milestone payments [where applicable] set out in this SOW.

Invoices should contain the following information as a minimum:
o Purchase Order number

o SOW number as detailed in Section 1.0

o Project Title and description

Business expenses should be invoiced as a separate line and supported with
receipts, as described in terms and conditions of the framework agreement
and the Network Rail Business Expenses Policy.

Please be aware that failure to provide the information above may potentially
cause a delay in processing the invoice.
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OFFICE OF RAIL AND ROAD

Our preference wherever possible, is for invoices to be submitted via EDI.
Alternatively, invoices may be submitted

By email - invoices@networkrail.co.uk

By post — Network Rail Accounts Payable, PO Box 4145, Manchester M60 7WZ
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This Statement of Work will be executed as per the Terms and Conditions agreed in the Independent Reporter Services
Framework Agreement.

[supplier name to be completed at contract award]

NETWORK RAIL

[This SOW does not require further contract signatures from the ORR]
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Appendix B — Evidence Pack
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JOB TITLE #16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery
JOB NUMBER 274279-04

DATE 129/01/2021

Description All Regions assessment and evidence pack

CONTENTS

Sheet Description

Cover This page, includes, project particulars and a list of contents

Notes A summary of the document purpose; a list of assumptions and considerations

Documents Register

A list of documents provided by Network Rail / ORR and included in this review

AllRegions>>

Section divider for all Region summary of review

AllIRegionsRatings

A comparison of the assessment ratings across all Regions

AllRegionsMaxMinHeatMap

Graphic of recommendations using a heatmap for all regions and max/min ratings

AllRegionsVariations

Summary of the variations on both volume and cost, incuding the schemes initially planned, deferred and
accelerated schemes.

Route_RegionEvidence>>

Section divider for individual Route/Region evidence packs

AngliaRouteEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for East Routes

EastRoutesEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for Anglia Route

EasternRegionHeatMap

Analysis radar diagram for Eastern Region

NorthWest&CentralEvidence

Detailed assessment, evidence, findings and opportunities for North West & Central Region

NorthWest&CentralHeatMap

Analysis radar diagram for North West & Central Region

ScotlandEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for Scotland Region

ScotlandHeatMap

Analysis radar diagram for Scotland Region

Southern-SouthEastEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for South East Route

Southern-WessexEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for Wessex

SouthernHeatMap

Analysis radar diagram for Southern Region

W&W-WalesRouteEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for Wales Route

W&W-WesternRouteEvidence

Detailed assessment evidence, findings and opportunities for Western Route

Wales&WesternHeatMap

Analysis radar diagram for Wales and Western Region

\\global.arup.com\europe\Midlands\jobs\274000\274279-04 #16354 Structures\4 Internal Project Data\4-08 Evidence Pack\
#16354 Evidence Pack for Structures Year 1 Delivery_All Regions_FINAL_v1.0.xIsx : Cover

©Arup | F42.9 | Rel 14.2 14 February 2011

Page 1 of 63
Printed 29/01/2021 Time 19:01



#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery
Notes
(1) Purpose of document

The purpose of the document is to capture and present the findings of the review into the progress made by
regions in the delivery of the structures year one work bank. It was produced by the Independent Reporter under
the Independent Reporter Services Framework Agreement for CP6.

(2) Key Assumptions

Only documents provided by Network Rail Regions/Routes were included in this review. These are listed on the

'Documents Register' tab. Further evidence was collated during discussions with the Regions/Routes
representatives, as appropriate.
The HS1/Network Rail High Speed route is out of the scope of this review

(3) Basis of assessment

The purpose of this review is to assist the ORR to assess the delivery of the year one structures work bank of
Control Period 6 (CP6) (2019 — 2024). This assessment will support ORR’s progressive assurance and
investigate changes from the baseline programme, the robustness of the change control processes in place,
justification as to why changes were accepted and the impact this has had on outcomes across the structures’
portfolio at a Regional Level.

The geographical location of Network Rail's Regions is illustrated here:
https://www.networkrail.co.uk/running-the-railway/our-regions/

(4) Confidence Rating Key

The following confidence levels were used in the numerical assessment of the evidence collated against each
assessment topic forming part of the evaluation. Evidence were collated either from the documentation listed
below or from discussions with Regional representatives.

Confidence
Rating

Description

4

Evidence largely complete / consistent explanations with sound rationale

3

Evidence reasonable but with some gaps / inconsistencies in a few areas

2

Partial evidence with some significant gaps / inconsistencies identified

Evidence incomplete / contradictory with major gaps identified

Insufficient information provided

(5) Abbreviations
AFC Anticipated Final Cost
ATR Asset Technical Review
BCMI Bridge Condition Measuring Index
CAM Civils Adjustment Mechanism
CARRS Civils Asset Register and Reporting System
CP Control Period
CRAM Corporate Risk Assessment Matrix
DEAM Director of Engineering and Asset Management
DRAM Director Route Asset Management
ETY Engineering Target Year
FD Final Determination
GRIP Governance for Railway Investment Projects
HCE Hidden Critical Element
HETI Headwinds, Efficiencies, Tailwinds and Inefficiencies
IMS Integrated Management System
IP Infrastructure Projects
KCL Key Cost Line
KVL Key Volume Line
NR Network Rail
OP Oracle Platform
ORR Office of Rail and Road
PACE Project Acceleration in a Controlled Environment
PoaP Policy on a Page
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RAM Route Asset Manager

RF Rolling Forecast

SBP Strategic Business Plan

SoFA Statement of Funds Available

SoWw Statement of Work

SWEPT Structures Work bank, Efficiency, Policy and Targets
TA Technical Authority
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

(6) Sources of evidence and related documents

No | Date Received |Region Route File Name Description
Summary outlining the policy objectives to mange the
structures asset base. Summarising 14 Key asset/threat
. : subjects with policy activities that should be achieved to
1 22/09/2020 National N/A CP6 Policy Summary V2.1 (1).pdf move the business from Network Rail standards to Policy on
a Page thresholds and intervention options to mange
structures from a whole life perspective.
Full Structures Asset Policy document provides a framework
to enable the Routes to consistently and fairly target
2 22/09/2020 National N/A CP6 Structures Asset Policy 2.1 (1).pdf investment in structures assets, following Asset Management
best practice, whilst considering the financial and operational
constraints within the business.
DP19 Tab provides a summary of the work that Anglia
3 27/09/2020 Eastern Anglia 2020.09.25 Workbank Information outlined as part of their Delivery Plan across each year of
CP6.
4 | 27/09/2020 | Eastern Anglia 2020.09.25 Workbank Information Live Work bank Tab provides a summary of the work that
has been undertaken by Anglia to date.
5 27/09/2020 Eastern Anglia Anglia Change Control Process Flow chart that outlines the change management process for
schemes.
The spreadsheet records the reasons for scheme deferral
6 27/09/2020 Eastern Anglia 2020.09.25 Anglia Structures Deferred Renewals  [and the risks associated with that deferral. Addltlonally gives
Master a summary of when the work will be undertaken following the
deferral and the current status of the scheme.
Document sets out the process required to mitigate the risks
arising from a re-scheduled
. NR/L2/HAM/02201 ISSUE 5 - Management of Risk |prioritised renewal or an incomplete delivery of the scope of
7 28/09/2020 National N/A Arising from Deferred Renewals 2016.pdf a renewal. The standard is applicable to all infrastructure
renewals, refurbishment and campaign changes across
enhancement and maintenance schemes.
Outlines the projected work bank for CP6, complex work
East Coast, East book that summaries the work volume and costs associated
8 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and [20190128 CP6 Workbank.xlsm . .
with each project that should be undertaken across each
North & East .
year of the works period.
East Coast, East
9 05/10/2020 Eastern Midlands and |20200925 Structures Capex Business Plan.xlsm File not accessible
North & East
10 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and [1920 Delta Report.xIsx P T i .
that are used to measure the difference. Outlines the impact
North & East ) ; :
on future years due to the project being delivered.
Is a blank change log form which is used to highlights
East Coast, East changes to scope of a project that moves either money or
11 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |Blank Change Log.xlsm work volume from one year to another. Guidance is provide
North & East to highlight what constitutes a change and the need for the
form to be completed.
East Coast, East Comparison between predicted work bank and actual work
12 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |BP vs OP Assurance Check.xlsx volumes for Year 1. Graphical comparison is available which
North & East are then used to update further dashboards.
East Coas, East Control procese 1 a formal training Session by which Glens
13 | 25/09/2020 | Eastern | Midlands and |Change Control Training.ppsx P S a 9 y
and delivery organisations communicate changes to planned
North & East oo
capital investment works.
East Coast, East Documents the number of errors, timeliness and quality of
14 | 25/09/2020 | Eastern | Midlands and [Change Note Quality Check.xlsx ; . quality
the change requests that have been submitted.
North & East
East Coast, East
15 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |Civils Change Control Guidance.pdf PDF of document 17, outlining the Change Control process.
North & East
East Coast, East changes 1o pogrammes and budget. Provides summary of
16 | 25/09/2020 | Eastern | Midlands and |Completed Change Log Example 07-20.xIsm ges to prog get. Frovi y
the movement of volume of work and monies between
North & East .
Control Period years
East Coast, East tnet has been approvec. For aaoh projest fancil changes
17 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |[Consolidated Change Controls + Waterfalls.xIsx pp. ) . pro) o 9
North & East are demonstrated in a waterfall diagram to highlight the
difference between planned costs and post Change Control.
Outlines the process undertaken at Structures RAM Change
East Coast, East Panel to approve or reject changes to program based around
18 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |Terms of Reference RAM.pptx _pp" ) . 9 brog
the question "What are we doing to reduce change and
North & East : ; "
increase certainty?
East Coast, East
19 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and [15.05.2020 NSS 86 DRRA v1.0.xIsx
North & East
East Coast, East .
20 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and 20190830 MVN2-237 Deferral Risk Assessment
V1.0.xlsx
North & East
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

(6) Sources of evidence and related documents

No [ Date Received |Region Route File Name Description
East Coast, East
21 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |20200114 LEN3-123 DRRA.xIsx Completed examples of a Deferred Renewal Risk
North & East Assessment template for a structure that a deferred renewal
East Coast, East is being proposed for. Details the reason for the deferral and
22 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and [20200114 LEN3-123A DRRA .xIsx recommendation for when the renewals should take place.
North & East Details the risk assessment of the undertaking the deferral
East Coast, East and the risk posed by not. Descriptions of risk categories are
23 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and 120200114 MBW2-47 DRRA.xIsx outlined to allow interpretation of score.
North & East
East Coast, East
24 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |20200114 PEH-2 DRRA.xIsx
North & East
East Coast, East
25 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |AGY 31 DRRA .xlsx
North & East
East Coast, East Uncompleted Differed Renewal Risk Assessment form,
26 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |[Deferral Risk Assessment Template.xlsx demonstrates the risk grades and descriptions of each grade
North & East depending on the risk category.
East Coast, East Completed examples of a Deferred Renewal Risk
27 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |[DOW 7 Scour DRRA AWB 14022020 V1.0.xIsx Assessment template for a structure that a deferred renewal
North & East is being proposed for. Details the reason for the deferral and
recommendation for when the renewals should take place.
East Coast, East Details the risk assessment of the undertaking the deferral
28 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |DRRA PED5-54 30082019 v1.0.xIsx . - . )
North & East and.the risk posgd by not. I?escnphons of risk categories are
outlined to allow interpretation of score.
East Coast, East Flow chart that outlines the process undertaken to bring a
29 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |DRRA Process Map.pdf project through the Deferred Renewals Risk Assessment
North & East process.
East Coast, East
30 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |ECM7-91 DRRA 30082019 v1.1.xIsx
North & East
East Coast, East
31 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |GRD-6 DRRA 17062020 v1.1.xlsx
North & East Completed examples of a Deferred Renewal Risk
East Coast, East Assessment template for a structure that a deferred renewal
32 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |MVN2 238 DRRA 09072020.xIsx . : :
North & East is being propqsed for. Details the reason for the deferral and
recommendation for when the renewals should take place.
East Coast, East Details the risk assessment of the undertaking the deferral
33 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |NSS-40 DRRA 11.10.2019 v1.0.xlsx . L . )
North & East and'the risk posgd by not. I?escnphons of risk categories are
East Coast, East outlined to allow interpretation of score.
34 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |TCC-7 DRRA 06.09.2019 V1.1.xlsx
North & East
East Coast, East
35 25/09/2020 Eastern Midlands and |WAG1 56 DRRA 20200911 v1.2.xIsx
North & East
36 | 20/00/2020 |VValesand Western  |Western CP6 Structures Workbank Nov2018.xisx | 20cument summaries the planned work at a project level by
Western cost and volume across each year of the Control Period.
Wales and Current proposed work bank that outline the cost and
37 29/09/2020 Western Western Copy of CP6 Structures Workbank Sept2020.xIsx |volumes across the first year of the Control Period and the
impact on future years from the base plan.
Summary of the Deferred Renewal Risk Assessment control
Wales and Copy of DRAM Change Control Panel Summary panel meetings and the outcome for costs and works volume
38 29/09/2020 Western Westemn 170420.xIsx variances as the result of Change Control being undertaken.
Summary is provided for all assets.
39 | 200012020 |WaESA \yecien  |WES Struct Deferred Renewal Register CP6 vi.xis |oummary of the cause of renewal deferrals across the
Western network in the first year of CP6.
40 29/09/2020 Wales and Western Structure Volume 2021v3.xlsx Com.parison between actual and pro.posed volumes/ cost for
Western the first two years of the Control Period.
Summary of the defer renewals projects, the causes of the
Wales and 18.06.2020 Wales Structures Deferred Renewals |deferral and the risks associated with that deferral. Gives a
41 30/09/2020 Wales A .
Western Register.xIsx summary of the projects that have been removed from the
differed renewal risks.
The document summarises the CP6 Business Plan for the
42 | 30002020 |VVBlesand Wales Copy of CP6 Business Plan - BP20 Pd06.xlsm route. For each project cost and volumes are provided
Western across the Control Period given the current work during first
year of the Control Period.
Summaries the planned work bank for the route over the
Wales and CP6 Wales Workbank - DRAFT WORKING COPY -|Control Period. Give the unit rates used to calculate cost for
43 30/09/2020 Wales ) X ) .
Western Nov 18.xIsx the volume required. A change log is supplied of projects that
have moved out of the work bank during Business Planning.
44 01/10/2020 North West|  North West & - INW&C Structures Planned Workbank RF1111-12- Outlines the works planned for CP6 by cost and volume.
and Central Central 19.xIsx
North West| North West & |NW&C Year 1 Actual Workbank End of Year 30-09- Outlines the works current work that has been undertaken on
45 01/10/2020 the network and the volume of work and costs that have
and Central Central 20.xlsx .
been experienced .
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

(6) Sources of evidence and related documents

No | Date Received |Region Route File Name Description
46 01/10/2020 North West| North West & |NW&C Structures Change Control download Log 30 Error found in the file and was not used.
and Central Central 09-20.xIsx
47 01/10/2020 North West| North West & |Renewals and Maintenance — CP6 Change Control |Flow chart to demonstrate the process projects go through
and Central Central Process V1.1 (1).pdf when going though the Change Control process.
Outlines a approved agenda for running a Change Control
48 01/10/2020 North West)  North West & Tour ~ LNW Change Control.pptx meeting and the expected attendees. Gives detail of the
and Central Central ) .
process for a project undergoing Change Control.
49 01/10/2020 North West| North West & |Renewals and Maintenance — CP6 Deferred Flow chart to demonstrate the CP6 Deferred Renewal
and Central Central Renewal Process V1.1 (1).pdf Process for projects in the NWC region.
50 01/10/2020 North West| North West & |NRL3LNW Deferred Renewals Guidance Note - v3 -|Guidance Note that outline the process for renewal projects
and Central Central April 2019.pdf that are being deferred during the Control Period.
North West| North West & |NWG&C Structures Deferred Renewal log 30-09- Appears to a be a log of all the project within the region with
51 01/10/2020 . -
and Central Central 20.xIsx those entering deferral indicated.
52 01/10/2020 North West| North West & LNW Change Admin User Guide.pdf User guide to ouFllne how to approve and review a change
and Central Central request for a project.
53 01/10/2020 North West| North West & LNW Change Control User Guide.pdf User guide to outline how to submit a project into the change
and Central Central request for process.
This guidance note applies to all CAPEX funded renewals
54 01/10/2020 North West| North West & NW&C CAPEX Business Planning Process.docx an(.j refgrblshment activity planned within LNW Region and
and Central Central This guidance note sets out the management process for
capitally lead (CAPEX) Business Plans in LNW Region.
North West| North West & Summaries any variance between planned workplan and
55 01/10/2020 and Central Central NWAC Structures Change Log 2020.xIsx actual delivery during CP6 Year 1.
56 | 01/10/2020 | Scotland Scotland  |P11 18.19 to P14 19.20 change summary Quick summary of the changes to volume and costs against
the Business Plan.
Business Plan baseline of the projects that will be
57 01/10/2020 Scotland Scotland TLP Scotland Structures CP6 BP1819P11.xIsm undertaken over CP6. This will form the basis to review
against.
58 | 01/10/2020 | Scotland Scotiland  |TLP Scotland Structures BP1920P14.xIsm Actual work that has been undertaken over the Control
Period to date.
59 01/10/2020 Scotland Scotland SCO Struct Deferred Renewal Register LIVE Summary of thfa deferred schemes and risk associated with
(2).xIsm the deferral being approved.
A document is provided for each Change Control meeting.
For each meeting the new Change Control requests are
outlined while a summary is provided for all the Change
Control requests that have been approved. There is a report
60 01/10/2020 Scotland Scotland Change Logs Folder . ) o
for each meeting on first review it appears that only the P14
Log requires in-depth review as it summarises all change
requests and provides examples of how Change Control
requests are processed.
Kent and Sussex Outlines an approved agenda for Change Control meetings
61 01/10/2020 Southern Routes ToR - SE Change Control Meeting - Final V2 and the expected attendees. Gives detail of the process for a
project undergoing Change Control.
62 01/10/2020 Southern Kent and Sussex CP6 Change Control Process - Rev 3 Process map for Change Control process used in CP6 by
Routes South East Route
Kent and Sussex South East Route Change Control process applied to the
63 01/10/2020 Southern Routes Change Control 5.dox CP6 Capital Works Portfolio
64 01/10/2020 Southern Kent and Sussex Southern Year 1 - Key variances.xisx Summary of Fhe major changes tg the programme that have
Routes occurred during Year 1 of the period.
65 | 01/10/2020 | Southern |<e" ;gitgsssex D30.2f CP6 SBP Structures v5.1 200920Axlsx  |Current SE Business Plan
66 | 01/10/2020 | Southern | <&M ;gitjsssex D30.2f CP6 SBP Structures v5.1 020419Axisx  |SE Business Plan at the start of the CP6 Control Period
Kent and Sussex Summary of all Change Control requests that have been
67 01/10/2020 Southern Routes Copy of Change Control History 280920.xIsb submitted to Network Rail whether they have been approved
or not.
CP6 Structures CAPEX Renewals Workbank RE11 Con.talns the CP6 qurk bank which is an extract from the
68 05/10/2020 Southern | Wessex Route Business Plan outlining the work planned for the Control
18 19 - Issued to ARUP.xIsx .
Period.
69 05/10/2020 Southern | Wessex Route Structures Renewals CAPEX Business Plan 051020|Appears t.o be ?he live work bank for CP6 however only
- Issued to ARUP.xIsm forecast financials and volumes are shown, no actuals
Structures Renewals Change Log 051020 - Issued Document captures chaqges tp the Busmgss Plan that relate
70 05/10/2020 Southern | Wessex Route to cost, volume, change in deliverer or delivery year and
to ARUP.xlsx o
change authorisation.
71 12/10/2020 Southern | Wessex Route |Wessex Change Driver Definitions v1.0.pdf S:::g?:lggver definitions to support understanding of the
72 12/10/2020 Southern | Wessex Route |Wessex Structures Renewals Change Process.pdf Ez?rcie)\(/vals Business Plan change process and approvals
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

(6) Sources of evidence and related documents

No | Date Received |Region Route File Name Description
Outlines how the unit costs were developed, the basis for the
73 02/11/2020 Southern | Wessex Route |Wessex Structures CP6 SBP - basis of estimate different unit costs used for each asset and the confidence in
those estimates to provide accurate costings.
Wessex Structures CP6 SBP FR2 STE Route Outlines the approach taken by the Wessex Region to
74 02/11/2020 Southern | Wessex Route Assurance Pack 30 05 17 develop the work bank for CP6.
75 | 02/11/2020 | Southern | Wessex Route |CV Handbook V 4.0 Demonstrates the process for how cost and volume were
calculated for CP6 .
76 28/10/2020 Centre N/A Copy of KVL Process (002) Document outlines the process
77 28/10/2020 Centre N/A RF4 Renewals Volume Review Summary report of renewals volumes for Y2 Q1
78 28/10/2020 Centre N/A RF4 Renewals Volume Tables Detailed summary of renewals volume for Y2 Q1
RF11 CP6 Renewals Data Book (ORR Final) Control Period baseline work banks that were submitted to
9 02/11/2020 ORR N/A Valued (9) the ORR prior to the start of the Control Period.
80 02/11/2020 North West| North West & |NW&C Planned Workbank RF11 11-02-19 Actual Work bank for region as an extract from IAMS to
and Central Central Sharpclould IMS Extract v1.1 demonstrate out turn costs for Y1.
Asset Management Plan CARRS compliance and hand back
81 | 021172020 |VValesand Western  |AMP Handback Checklist Barnards Lock assurance - check form example for a specific structure.
Western Used to ensure relevant files and process have been
undertaken at handback.
Wales and
82 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPO001 Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP001 example.
Wales and
83 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPO003 Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP003 example.
Wales and
84 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPO008 Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP008 example.
Wales and
85 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPOO09f Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP009 example.
Wales and
86 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPO010 Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP010 example.
Wales and
87 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPO011 Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP011 example.
Wales and
88 02/11/2020 Western Western AMPO012 Barnards Lock Asset Management Handback Form AMP012 example.
89 | oz11/2020 [WaeSA] \yogten  |NR_L2 MTC_089 AMPO16 - Barnards Lock copy |CUtine the snagging required after project close out and
Western completion of works to formalise handback of a structure.
Wales and Outlines the Rout Asset Management Policy document and
90 02/11/2020 Western Western RAM Structure AMP the associated forms that are used for structures project
management.
. Deferred Renewals Register. Ignore items in yellow as they
91 03/11/2020 Southern Kent and Sussex | Copy of CAPP_DRR (active data feed) to Arup Nov are either closed or they have been superseded by a more
Routes 20.xIsx . . .
up to date item in the register.
92 03/11/2020 Southern Kent and Sussex |RF11 Assurance Pack Template Structures 260220
Routes Xlsm
Kent and Sussex a signed copy of the Form 1 for Sanderstead underbridge.
93 03/11/2020 Southern Sanderstead Signed Form 1.pdf The proposed work is set out in section 1.1 whereas the
Routes . o L .
design criteria are detailed in section A.1.3.
94 12/11/2020 Centre N/A FY20 Renewals Volume Tables.xIsx Year 1 Year End Volume Tables
95 12/11/2020 Centre N/A RF11 Renewals Volume Review.pdf Y1 (RF11) Renewals Volume Review
96 12/11/2020 Centre N/A Year End Renewals Volume Overview.pdf Year 1 Year End Volume Overview
97 | 121112020 | Scotland Scotiand  |BCAM-TP-0199.pdf copy of the Process for raising and managing structures
renewal work items in CARRS
98 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 170515bpmeetingminutes.xlsx Tabulated notes of decisions at scheme planning meeting
99 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 180123 Workbank Analysis - by asset type.pdf Graphical analysis of plan by asset type
100 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 180123 Workbank Analysis - by year.pdf Graphical analysis of plan by year
101 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland  [171130 SWEPT Culverts.pdf Early analysis of plan for culvert work flagging policy
compliance
. Early analysis of plan for underbridge work flagging policy
102 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 171130 SWEPT Underbridges.pdf compliance
103 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland CP6 Policy Activity Scotland Route - ORR.xIsx Summary of policy drivers for CP6 from 2017
104 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland CP6 Update (2).ppt National presentation providing an update on CP6 planning
for structures
2019-20 - Design Development - Remit Queries -  |Review of the development of schemes in the plan from
105 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland o hined - 16-03-2018 Priority 1 2a V4 xisx March 2018
106 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 1 180123 Workbank Analysis - by year.pdf Graphical analysis of workbank by asset types across CP6
107 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 2 CP6 WHL Piped culvert prioritisation.pdf List of schemes prioritised on WHL
108 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 3 UB Prioritisation CP6 Y1.pdf Listing of underbridges in Year 1 plan with priority rating
109 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland |4 UB Prioritisation CP5 and CP6.pdf Graphical analysis of prioritisation across CP5 and CP6 for
underbridge works
110 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 2017-05-31 ATR Notes FINAL.pdf Sample notes from ATR meeting
111 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 2017-06-28 ATR Notes FINAL.pdf Sample notes from ATR meeting
112 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 2017-08-23 ATR Notes FINAL.pdf Sample notes from ATR meeting
113 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland 2017-10-18 ATR Notes FINAL.pdf Sample notes from ATR meeting
114 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland Structures ATR Minutes - 2020.06.03 Sample notes from ATR meeting
115 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland  |Authority paper graphic.xls Ec’)‘:tmp'e of waterfall diagram showing changes in scheme
116 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland SCO Deferred Renewals Process v0.1.docx Copy of the Region's deferred renewal process
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

(6) Sources of evidence and related documents

No | Date Received |Region Route File Name Description
117 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland SCO Struct Deferred Renewal Register - Reviews Snap shot of the deferred renewals register from July 2019
pre July 2019.xIsx
118 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland  |PCQ Structures Deferred Renewal Register Live DRR
LIVE.xIsx
119 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland ?SZX(I);? Structures Deliverability Review 12-09- Notes from meeting of deliverability review for year
120 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland ggfgdo)]:é)?m-zo Scheme Deliverability Review - Summary of deliverability review for 19/20
121 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland \F/{f\:/lxit)r(uctures CP6 CAPEX Efficiency Tracker - Example of report on efficiency tracking during the year
122 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland RAM Structures CP6 CAPEX Headwind Tracker - |Example of report on headwind effect tracking during the
v1.1.xIsx year
123 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland Business Planning CC Devolution Guidance AM Buildings and Civils Guidance on Managing the Live
v1.1.docx Plans document
124 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland Process for updating Business Plan with Change Despnphon of the mechanical process to update the
Controls.docx Business Plan when change occurs
125 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland RF6 Unit Rate Summary.xlsx Explanation of how unit rates were built up
126 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland D3 Rolling forecast tables.xIsx Example of rolling forecasts by period
127 | 12/11/2020 | Scotland Scotland  |P11 18.19 to P14 19.20 change summary (1)xisx |oummary of costand volume change throughout 19/20
linked to Change Control process meetings
128 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland OB 058-083 Carman Rd - Advice of Works Example of an Adwge o'f Works form showing the completion
Replacement.pdf of works and capability improvement
129 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland UB 132-087 Cow Bridge - Advice of Works Example of an Adws:fa o_f Works form showing the completion
Removal.pdf of works and capability improvement
130 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland UB 133-274 Marykirk Viaduct - Advice of Works Example of an Adwge o.f Works form showing the completion
Scour.pdf of works and capability improvement
131 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland UB 176—02Q Dellingburn Street - Advice of Works  |Example of an Advpg o.f Works form showing the completion
Strengthening.pdf of works and capability improvement
132 12/11/2020 Scotland Scotland Supplementary Information Scotland's Railway Summary annual performance of structures renewals in Year
Panel - 18th June 2020.pdf 1
North West| North West & |CBC3-41_BU_19-20 WD_G1_v1.0_L&C_REMIT . .
133 12/11/2020 & Central Central ISSUED xlsx A sample of the submission the peer review panel
134 | 121172020 |North West] North West& 1o o) o8 | NW004684 DEF V1.xisx An example of a deferred renewals risk assessment
& Central Central
Shows a comparison for each year of the Control Period:
135 12/11/2020 North West| - North West & Forecast v Authority.png target, proposed plan, live plan, OP forecast and OP
& Central Central .
authority
136 12/11/2020 North West| North West & NWSC Asset Management Framework.jpg Screen shot from the IMS system showing the overall asset
& Central Central management framework
North West| North West & . Screenshot from the IMS showing a dashboard of change
137 12/11/2020 & Central Central NW&C On-Going Changes.png split by driver and deliverer ad linked to individual schemes
North West| North West & .
138 12/11/2020 & Central Central NW&C Renewals Change Log.png Screenshot from the IMS showing the change log
139 12/11/2020 North West) - North West & NW&C Renewals Dashboard.png Screenshot from the IMS showing the renewals dashboard
& Central Central
140 12/11/2020 North West) - North West & NWC Period Report 2019.20 Period 13.pdf Screenshot from the IMS showing the report period 13
& Central Central
North West| North West & . . Period 14 reporting pack for all disciplines in the Region
141 12/11/2020 & Central Central Period 14 Outturn Slides. ppt showing budget, forecast and actuals costs
142 12/11/2020 North West) - North West & SRAM Review Renewals P05.ppt Screenshot from the IMS showing the renewals p05
& Central Central
North West| North West & |NW&C Planned Workbank RF11 11-02-19 ,
143 04/11/2020 & Central Central Sharpclould IMS Extract v1.1.xIsx Screenshot from the IMS showing the extract v1.1
144 18/11/2020 North West| North West & IMS Screen Shot 1.png Screenshot from the IMS shqwmg asset management
& Central Central framework and linkage to policy
145 18/11/2020 North West| North West & IMS Screen Shot 2.png Scr.eenshot from the IMS showing the fit of the regional
& Central Central delivery plans
146 18/11/2020 North West| North West & IMS Screen Shot 3.png Screenshot from the IMS showing the fit with the live
& Central Central renewals workbank
147 18/11/2020 North West| North West & IMS Screen Shot 4.png Scr.eenshot from .the IMS showing the fit between regional
& Central Central delivery and the live plan
148 18/11/2020 North West| North West & IMS Screen Shot 5.png Screenshot from the IMS showmg the fit of as.surance and a
& Central Central flag of an overdue engineering assurance review
North West| North West & . Graphical representation of the overall changes to the
149 07/12/2020 & Central Central Summary of Business Plan Changes.msg workbank during Year 1 in terms of cost and volume
. . A review of the delivery plan for CP6 from the perspective of
North West| North West & |IP Central Sponsor Meeting CP6 Y1 Period 1 e . )
150 07/12/2020 & Central Central (Structures)_ Final.ppt IP Central highlighting the outstanding documentation from
- PP CP5 and the schemes in CP6
A copy of the weekly cross-discipline report by Works
151 | o7/22020 |North West| North West& v e - Exec Update WK 43 V2.pdf Delivery highlighting specific items which have been
& Central Central
completed
152 30/11/2020 Eastern Midlands and [1920 Delta Report.xIsx P T \ .
that are used to measure the difference. Outlines the impact
North & East ) . .
on future years due to the project being delivered.
East Coast, East . . :
153 | 30/11/2020 | Eastern | Midlands and [Change Control Briefing Doc V2 April 19.pdf The supporting documentation to explain the Change Control
North & East process, used in briefing sessions.
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

(6) Sources of evidence and related documents

No [ Date Received |Region Route File Name Description
East Coast, East
154 30/11/2020 Eastern Midlands and |CP6 Prioritisation Tool.xls A copy of the workbank item prioritisation tool used for CP6
North & East
East Coast, East Copy of a national scorecard showing measures which are
155 08/12/2020 Eastern Midlands and |Scorecard P13 Eastern Final.pdf not structures specific but wrap renewals volumes from
North & East several disciplines into one figure.
East Coast, East Copy of a sample Regional scorecard showing measures
156 08/12/2020 Eastern Midlands and |LNER Scorecard_20190801_1407.pdf including underbridge volumes delivered. This appears to be
North & East a period report produced by the TA.
East Coast, East A national summary of risk sites associated with scour
157 08/12/2020 Eastern Midlands and |Y2 P7ORR_TARR Report Rev 01.xls ) y
analysed by Region
North & East
158 03/12/2020 Southern | Wessex Route |Deferred Renewal Log Issued to ARUP.xlsx Deferral Register for the Wessex route.
159 | 03/12/2020 | Southern | Wessex Route [NR_L2_HAM_02201.pdf Level 2 Business Process for management of risk arising
from deferred renewals.
160 | 03/12/2020 | Southern | Wessex Route |BML12 W121A Deferred Renewal v1.xlsx SAtrr'ui’t‘Sgp'e of a deferred renewal risk form for a specific
161 | 0201122020 |VValesand Western  |WES Struct Deferred Renewal Register CP6 vixis |oPdated Renewal Register being used in Year 2 of the
Western Control Period.
162 | 01/112/2020 Wales and Western Change Control Terms of Reference v2 dtd 21 Jan |Change Control process and Terms of Reference used in
Western 19 Change Control.
163 | 01/112/2020 | VValesand Wales 20160113 Structures Work Bank Guidance V5.pdf |O|tine the process for developing the workbank is a
Western guidance document issues by the TA.
164 | 08//12/2021 Eastern Anglia Change Control CP6 Structures P06-21.xlsm Example of a change log used by the route. Period 6 Y2.
. Route Requirements document for Y3 of the Control Period
165 | 08//12/2021 Eastern Anglia é?gnldeenewals CP6 Y3 RRD - V2 - Complete - outlines process used to ensure projects benefits are
9 stipulated
166 | 08//12/2021 Eastern Anglia BOK1 72 - TQ0112 Example.pdf Technical Query document from a specific structure.
167 | 08//112/2021 | Eastern Anglia 164219 Volume Recognition Form CP6 Yri.xism | -X2mPple of the Year 1 volume verification form used to
record claimable volume.
168 | 08//12/2021 | Eastern Anglia OfflineCP6Workbank.xlsx Offline copy of the workbank that contain structures specific
information that is not included in the live workbank.
Baseline workbank that contains all schemes that have been
169 | 08//12/2021 Eastern Anglia UnconstrainedStructuresWorkbank.xlsm identified across the region. Includes schemes both in and
out of the CP6 delivery plan.
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#16354 - Review the progress of structures year one work bank delivery

Review and Findings | All Regions Ratings
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North West
Eastern Southern Wales & Western
& Central
Anglia East Routes |NW&C Scotland South East Wessex Wales Western Promote Theme to Agreed
Topic Ref |Question Assessment |Assessment |Assessment |Assessment |Assessment |[Assessment |Assessment [Assessment Ref | MAX MIN | DELTA |Current Practice Observations Regional Themes Theme Description Recommendation? Recomr?lendation‘i’
(10 Dec 2020) ((08 Dec 2020) |(04 Dec 2020) |(02 Dec 2020) |(16 Nov 2020) ((25 Nov 2020) |(07 Dec 2020) ((07 Dec 2020) ) )
A Workbank Changes A1 How have Regions developed / agreed 3 4 4 4 3 4 3 3 A1 4 3 1 Each R(lag'lon / Route artlcu.lated a robust process for the development of their workbank. Regions
workbanks? scoring '4' demonstrated this process through a report, document, or presentation.
A Workbank Changes AD How ha§ Asset Policy been applied in 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 3 A2 4 3 1 :A'sset pohcy was .apphed consistently gcross all Regions / Routes on th_e network. Routes scoring
developing workbanks? 4' tracked, in their workbanks, the policy level/ target each scheme achieved.
How are Redions deciding selection of Good capability was shown across Regions / Routes with clearly defined tools and methodologies
A Workbank Changes A3 |. ~eg ng 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 A3 4 3 1 in place. Types and timings of activities were based primarily on policy/standard compliance.
intervention types and timings? . . o C . .
Access planning and possession timing played a significant role in the planning of the workbank.
Delivery of work items was prioritised based on compliance to policy and standards by all Regions
How have volumes of work been prioritised in using their appropriate tools. Volumes were based on early stage scheme estimates which were
A Workbank Ch A4 : , .
orkbank Changes the workbanks? £ ¢ £ - £ 4 £ £ & . £ 1 subject to change as schemes developed. Regions / Routes had the opportunity to smooth volume
delivery across their plans.
There was consistency in the principles used across the Regions for developing and prioritising
What evidence is there of a consistent work banks, .H(?weve.r, Wlthlr? certain Regions there were |ncon§|sten0|es in the approaches an.d Each Region should adopt a common framework to develop their structures' renewal annual
. . tools used within their constituent Routes. There was some evidence to suggest that the way in . . . . . . . .
approach across Regions (e.g. are nationally : . . : o Consistency in Work |plan to provide a consistent means of understanding the drivers of inclusion and support better
A Workbank Changes A5 . . : 2 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 A5 4 2 2 which the reporting of core planning and the contingent over-planning items was handled, was one - ) . . . . Yes Yes
consistent choices being made? Is there o . . . . Bank Development decision making across the Region. This could include separate tracking of core and over-
communication between Routes?) factor in this variance. It was however noted that the final structure of the five Regions was not in planning work items
' place during 2019/20. The evidence collated from the Regions, in the majority of cases, was that '
they were moving towards integrating their planning and change control approaches.
To what extent can the composition of the There was limited use of graphical analysis across the Regions to communicate the composition Regions should adopt a graphical means of monitoring the status of individual workbank items
planned renewals workbank be presented and movements in the workbank during delivery. Routes scoring '4' demonstrated use of visuals to |Consistency of (e.g. on-site, delivered, deferred, accelerated, etc.) such that a visual overview of the annual
A Workbank Changes A6 |, ) 4 4 3 2 2 2 2 4 A6 4 2 2 X e : . . . . . . . No
visually (i.e. dashboard style volume / cost by track volume and cost movement. Regions / Routes scoring '2' did not use graphical analysis in Presentation plan can be produced to aid understanding of delivery progression and support decision
structure type, location, etc.)? any way to communicate or manage changes in their workbanks. making.
To what extant can the dela between planned sGoring 3 ha Iconaitent pimary keys for sohemes which made analysis unnecessariy more
A Workbank Changes A7 |vs actual renewals be identified via analytical 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 4 A7 4 3 1 9 . 't primary xeys . i y y :
complex. Opportunities exist in those Regions to introduce primary keys for schemes that remain
methods? . .
unique between different spreadsheets / documents and systems.
. There was movement from the baseline plan across all Regions / Routes. Routes scoring '4' had
To what extent does the actual delivered . . v
renewals workbank for Year 1 differ from the been able to justify the changes and could present the movement visually. Scores of '3' showed
A Workbank Changes A8 4 4 3 2 2 3 3 3 A8 4 2 2 consistency in the Year 1 reporting but lacked clarity around the cause of the change. Regions /
planned renewals workbank for the same e .
eriod? Routes scoring '2' demonstrated a lack of consistency between the reported cost/volume for Year 1
P ) and the baseline.
A Workbank Changes A9 |To what extent have schemes been deferred? 3 4 3 3 4 4 4 4 A9 4 3 1 All Regions / Ro'u'tes clearly demonstr?ted the extent that ss:hemes were deferred during Year 1.
Routes scoring '3' showed greater variances from the baseline than 5%.
Deferrals were generally well justified across the Regions / Routes. Opportunities existed to
A Workbank Changes A10 [How were deferred schemes justified? 3 4 4 2 3 3 3 3 A10 4 2 2 improve justification for deferrals in Routes scoring '3'. Routes scoring '2' showed a lack of clarity
around justification of deferrals.
A Workbank Changes A11 |To what extent have schemes been cancelled? 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 A11 4 4 0 There were no cancelled scheme in the CP6 Year 1 workbank.
When cancelled schemes arise, these would be justified as part of the Change Control and
A Workbank Changes A12 [How were cancelled schemes justified? 4 4 4 4 3 3 4 3 A12 4 3 1 Deferral -Renewal pr.ocesses. The Change antrol procesges |.mple.mented across the network
showed it was possible to record the appropriated level of justification needed for cancelled
schemes.
A Workbank Changes A13 To what extent have schemes been swapped / 4 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 A13 4 3 1 Based on the documentatloh supplied and the workshops held there was a minimal acceleration of
accelerated? schemes across all the Regions / Routes.
A Workbank Changes A4 .Hov?/.were swapped / accelerated schemes 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 A14 4 3 1 Accelergted schemes were justified through t.he Change Control process which showed the
justified? appropriate level commentary across all Regions / Routes.
Across all the Regions / Routes there was movement from what the ORR understood as expected Ensure that there is an agreed the baseline for the structures’ renewal plan in terms of cost and
When was the workbank agreed and was it cost/volume for Year 1, and what Network Rail centrally forecasted at the start of the Control Agreeing the Annual  [volume for a core plan at the start of each year. Ensure the agreed Control Period Baseline is
A Workbank Changes ATS updated before the start of the year? : “ 2 2 : £ £ £ Al . 2 2 Period. It was clear that there was no baseline plan accepted by all parties to ensure there was one|Baseline recorded. This will support the monitoring of delivery and act as a foundation from which ves Yes
source of the truth. change can be measured and justified.
: . . . It was clear that there was a spill over of schemes from CP5 into Year 1 of CP6. Routes scoring a
What, if anything, was included in the Year 1 '3' lacked sulfficient evidence that these schemes had been completed based on the documentation
A Workbank Changes A16 |plan as items deferred or which had fallen out 3 4 2 4 3 4 4 4 A16 4 2 2 . . ) P
: , provided. Routes scoring '2' demonstrated further slippage of CP5 schemes programmed for Year 1
of the previous year's plan? . . .
into later years in the Control Period.
Across the Regions / Routes good processes were in place to manage risks arising from deferrals
What is the regional process for quantifying in line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This included evidence demonstrating sound
. T the impact of undertaking (actual / accelerated engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with scores of '4' clearly demonstrated good process,
B Risk Quantification BT timeframe) and / or not undertaking (deferred / 2 S “ “ “ " " 2 =L . 2 2 qualitative analysis and the use of CRAM to support quantitative analysis of deferral risks. Routes
cancelled) renewal interventions? scoring '2' were not able to evidence through documentation the use of CRAM to support deferral
risk assessment.
Acro.s;s the bysmess there appeared to be a lack of unde.rstan.dlng with no single sus.talnabmty An exercise to update the knowledge and understanding of current sustainability measures in
: L metric used in work bank development or quoted by Regions in the management of risk. There was . . L . . . .
To what extent has the impact on sustainability : . ; the Regions is necessary. This will allow them to monitor the impact their delivery has on
. . also no evidence that the impact of the planned and delivered renewals work bank, from a . S L . . . .
. e of undertaking (actual / accelerated timeframe) L . . Integration of sustainability. Sustainability analysis should be considered during reforecasting of control
B Risk Quantification B2 . 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 2 B2 4 2 2 sustainability perspective, had been evaluated. It was also noted that the CRAM process included - . L . . Yes Yes
and / or not undertaking (deferred / cancelled) : . - Sustainability period work banks to enable end of year validation of work bank outputs. This approach will
. . o a metric for Asset Management which had been used as a proxy for sustainability by some Routes. . S o . . .
renewal interventions been quantified? . L i g . provide a tracker of sustainability in terms of initial aims and then the impact of interventions,
It was articulated that sustainability funding had been made available, but this had not been .
. . force a longer-term view of cost, and allow longer term trends to be observed.
associated with changes to the plan.
Across the Regions / Routes good processes were in place to manage risks arising from deferrals
To what extent has the impact on performance in line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This included evidence demonstrating sound
. T of undertaking (actual / accelerated timeframe) engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with scores of '4' clearly demonstrated good process,
B Risk Quantification B3 and / or not undertaking (deferred / cancelled) 2 . . . . . . 2 2 . 2 z qualitative analysis and the use of CRAM to support quantitative analysis of deferral risks. Routes
renewal interventions been quantified? scoring '2' were not able to evidence through documentation the use of CRAM to support deferral
risk assessment.
Across the Regions / Routes good processes were in place to manage risks arising from deferrals
To what extent has the impact on safety of in line with the Deferred Renewals Standard. This included evidence demonstrating sound
. " undertaking (actual / accelerated timeframe) engineering judgment and analysis. Regions with scores of '4' clearly demonstrated good process,
B Risk Quantification B4 and / or not undertaking (deferred / cancelled) 2 S “ “ “ " " 2 = . 2 2 qualitative analysis and the use of CRAM to support quantitative analysis of deferral risks. Routes
renewal interventions been quantified? scoring '2' were not able to evidence through documentation the use of CRAM to support deferral
risk assessment.
The Change Control processes adopted by Regions / Routes were generally robust. One Route
What regional workbank Change Control failed to provide evidence of a Change Control process leading to a score of '0". Scores of '2' were
C Regional Assurance C1 rocess?s adopted? 9 3 4 4 2 4 3 3 C1 4 4 given where the documentation provided did not provide sufficient clarity for the process to be
P pteds understood. Regions scoring '3' had a process document but the Change Log lacked the expected
level of detail.
Within Regions where the Year 1 plan had been assembled in the constituent Routes there was no
. . . alignment of Change Control process. It was however noted that the final structure of the five . Each Region should adopt a common framework to capture and record changes to their
. What evidence is there of a consistent . . . . . . . Consistent Change , o . . o .
C Regional Assurance C2 . 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 C2 3 2 Regions was not in place during 2019/20. The evidence collated from the Regions in the majority of structures’ renewal plans. This will provide a consistent means of monitoring and tracking Yes Yes
Change Control approach across Regions? . . . , . Control . . o .
cases was that they were moving towards integrating their planning and Change Control change such that better decision-making takes place across the individual Region.
approaches.
To what extent do Regions individual projects Regions demonstrated that schernes- werg policy aligned through thg use of their Change Control
. . i . processes. Any change or deviation in policy would be documented in the Change Log.
C Regional Assurance C3 |remain aligned to policy requirements through 3 3 3 2 4 3 3 3 C3 4 2 2 " . . X A L
Opportunities exist for Regions/Routes to demonstrate any change to a scheme's policy objective
the workbank Change Control process? o
over its life cycle.
To what extent are there anv notable Change Control processes across Regions / Routes were noted as evolving with all the described
C Regional Assurance C4 . . y 3 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 Cc4 3 2 1 processes having their own shortcomings. These included, but were not limited to, evolving
shortcomings in the Change Control process? . : . o .
integration of tools, reliance on individuals, not being a bespoke to structures, etc.
To what extent has there been any cross-
C Regional Assurance C5 Route impact as a result pf devolution? - e.g. a 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 c5 4 4 0 Ther.e had beer? .no |.mpac.:t on scheme gel|yery in Yegr 1 as a result of impacts in other Regions.
Route cancelled work which another Route Regions had mitigations in place to limit this type of issue.
was piggy-backing to do its own work.
Reg|0n§ / RouFes were able to demonstrate robust processes jco identify unit costs and the .use i Regions should undertake their own review and assurance of their suite of structures costing
appropriate guidance to develop volumes. They developed their cost/volumes for schemes in the . N : . .
. : . methodologies. This will improve accuracy in scheme estimation and provide greater
work banks along different stages of the GRIP process using different approaches to try to make . : . Y .
To what extent (and how) have volumes of . . . Costing Methodology |consistency of estimation to ensure a more accurate fit with the various work types. The
D Costs D1 . - 4 4 2 3 3 4 3 4 D1 4 2 2 them as accurate as possible. Costs were generally bespoke to Routes using evidence from CP5 . : . . Yes Yes
work been identified and costed? . : : ) . and Overlay Guidance |development of guidance on cost overlays to address scheme maturity and environmental
outturn costs, modelling, and unit rates from the Technical Authority. There was however evidence . . . . . )
. - i . : " factors. Regions could consider a collaborative approach in sharing rates and guidance
from a number of the Regions to indicate that they would benefit from guidance in the application of . . . :
: . ) o nationally between them to stimulate budgeting lesson learned exercises.
overlays associated with scheme maturity and other activity factors.
Tounatoent an e ceta e beter
D Costs D2 |estimated vs actual renewal cost be identified 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3 D2 4 3 1 corgplex 9 P y Key y
. . o )
via analytical methods? Opportunities exist to introduce primary keys for schemes where these do not exist at present.
There had been movement from the baseline across all Regions / Routes. There were several
To what extent does the estimated renewal causes associated with over/under spend and over/under volume delivery most notable were the Costina Methodolo
D Costs D3 |costs for Year 1 differ from the actual renewal 3 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 D3 4 3 1 unreliability of unit costs and changes in workbank makeup from the baseline. Routes scoring '3' g °0 e D1 No
. . o . . . and Overlay Guidance
costs for the same period? had movement from the baseline but the justification and recording of movement in cost/volume
could be improved.
. L . Movement from baseline to Live Plan had not impacted the ability for Regions / Routes to deliver
What is the potential impact on the Business future years of the workbank. Adoption of early contractor engagement principles were seen across
D Costs D4 |Plan of the difference between the estimated 3 4 3 3 4 4 3 4 D4 4 3 1 y . : pton y ; gag - princip
a number of Routes, aimed at supporting scheme maturity and improving cost/volume accuracy.
vs actual renewal costs for Year 17 :
There was no clear trend observed for cost/volume movements across the entire Year 1 workbank.
On all Regions there was significant variance from the +/-5% threshold for cost, with less variation
D Costs D5 How widespread a_re variances where +/- 5% 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 D5 2 1 taking place: in terms of volume changes. This appeared to. be driven .through _the immaturity of Costing Methodglogy see D1 Yes Yes
to cost or volume is exceeded? scheme estimates at workbank development stage and unit costs being unreliable or not and Overlay Guidance
representative of the works actually being undertaken.
. Justification of scheme cost changes was well recorded across most Regions and could generally
What are the specific causes for cost/volume be understood using analvtical methods
D Costs D6 [variances of greater than +/- 5% (e.g. changes 2 3 4 4 4 3 4 4 D6 4 2 2 " SIng y | . . .
Opportunities exist to record all movements and their causes for schemes in a single source to
to scope, etc)? L ) L :
minimise the need for tacit knowledge when reviewing cost/volume variances.
What was the operational impact (if any) of
D Costs D7 f:hanges and how were .these were factored 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 D7 4 3 1 There had been no TSRs or operational<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>