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2 : s F : i o Mo issues af note with 1
o s Some medium issues exist and the Business Case is not fully compliant, however a qualified approval is the business case I
el e recommended Rework not required [
Recommendation: Clear Approval |
|
1
= |
Some medium issues exist ]
BC not fully compliant with requirements |
The documentation for SEMMMS suggested that its current stage of development was between TfGM's PMP Gateway & some ”’:’D'k may be sdvmable
N ecommendatian; Qualified Approval
2 and 3a. Gateway 2 was considered to be a retrograde step and so in order to accelerate the process the decision
was made to submit at 3a with an expectation that areas of development would be identified. [ | Madiurm / Sign/fcant s exist | E
Review Panel L3 BChotfull complant with requirements i
Chairman Comments This review was based on the documentation provided by Stockport Council, while the information in the submission | ! REWDTHMSGHE ” |
: . a " " N Re dation: R Requil i
appeared to have a good breath of coverage across all project areas it lacked some depth in detail. Further discussion sommancaianigwarc Reguie |
with the Stockport project team would certainly highlight where improvements could be made. Making these
i . Critieal s i
improvements would allow the business case to be strengthened and the GRP score reduced. Ma’“éc"nu':lcfn:p“‘;i Ll i
Major rework requircd. ¥l
Recommendation: Clear Rejectian b

IE-R-;\.-ié;l.'_ts:ues and Recammendations
Issue

—

\Land acquisition - Without the land agents report and a firm plan on how the acquisition will be
2 lconducted it is difficult to quantify if the timescales are realistic and the risk apportioned is

appropriate.

Due to SEMMMS being developed in isolation from the PMP there are some areas of the project that
3 |are less well developed than the average TfGM project. These specific areas are detailed in the GRP

|
l
!
I work.
|
{
H
|
|
\
i

Summary Report sections

R ——

Governance

{ VFM & Appraisal

Benefits Management
Finance & Funding

Risk Management

Schedule & Resources

! Procurement &
] Contract Management
t

Stakeholder Management

| Design & Engineering

Health & Safety

Legal

Deliver Strategy

Transition/Integration

Evaluation & Monitering

Overall Rating

Costing - Limited information provided to date on future revenue costs. Requires additional future

Recommendation

Further work and quantification on ongoing revenue maintenance and renewals costs required

More development required on the land acquisition strategy to secure possessions, including
|modelling risk to cover multiple scenarios.

| |
| |
|Action the various recommendations from the GRP Summary Report (VfM & Appraisal,
Procurement, Legal and Evaluation). |

There are no issues and risks to note associated with the project's strategic alignment. SEMMMS objectives are commensurate with the LTP's objectives of:
I supporting international connectivity, improving ground access to the alrport and using transport systems to stimulate economic growth.

I
I
.
Judging on the documentation provided it appears as if there is still some medium issues to overcome in defining the people, functions and processes bW

} 2 which this project will be delivered, however, given the stage of the project these can be readily addressed.
i ~ Due to revised scope of scheme, all economic appraisal work is being re-dene. Results due by mid-Sept. SMBC expect a similar result for the revised scope:
2 = scheme.
i The Benefits Realisation Plan is clear, concise and demonstrates a logical method for identifying, baselining and monitoring the Scheme Specific Objectives |
| |
l Based on due diligence work performed by EC Harris on behalf of TIGM on the project costs, and on the basis that the Ringway Road Highway Works have!
2 !been funded separately from LTP and Prudential Borrowings (as approved by GMCA in May 2011}, the revised cost analysis based on EC Harris's work Is. 1
within the £290 million of funding available. Lower scores have been given for the elements relating to future revenue and renewals costs where additional
future work is required to quantify costs.
2 We've found that the principles of risk management being undertaken by the project reflect best practice; but the identification and assessment of the risks,
need to be addressed, so a robust contingency allowance can be estimated and mitigation strategy be established. |
|
! 2 Some medium issues exist. This section is not fully compliant. Rework is advised. Recommendation: Qualified Approval
It is recommended that further work is done to focus on completing and agreeing the procurement strategy with focus on: a single procurement bundle, the
~~ target price; how risk allocation, and whether or not the advantages of ECI can be achieved in other ways that provide a greater level of price certainty and
| value fcr money. i
1 2 SMBC were able to outline a broad approach to stakeholder engagement which reflected the TIGM approach. They have sought to be proactive, and have
\ tried to incorporate stakeholder feedback into design to prevent problems.
|
! Some minor issues with regards to Actual Design to be adopted and material specification which would be addressed at future Gateways and through
| ongoing development
] L, B NP - S— e i SR s ey
] ' The documents reviewed contain virtually no reference to how H&S is being managed through the project life cycle. However after meeting with the pro]e:t
team it is evident that work has been undertaken but not described or included in the documentation. 1
1 ;
- The main risks to this project are land acquisition and planning. Stockport need to work to ensure that these issues are identified in terms of legal process,
] and progressed with allowance made for the same in the programme and budget.
At this stage, it is to be expected that the Delwery Strategv is not developed to any great dagree Strateg:es presented in the Beneflts Reallsatlon Plan, PID,
Procurement Strategy and Project Management Plan all indicate to their being a common understand of how to transition to BAU, and it is anticipated that
this will be further developed pncr to the next Gateway Review
nfa~- Not relevant at this stage of the project
A detailed programme of activity proposed but, at present, not costed. Evaluation plan would benefit considerably from specification of scheme-specific DfT
-and local evaluation objectives, in terms of the focus and scale of monitoring & evaluation activity.
2 I
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Scheme: SEMIMMS Relief Road

Stage: 3a

Specialist Reviewer David McGovern

Project Manager SMIBC

STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

Overall Rating for
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

From a Strategic perspective there are no issues and risks to note.

Date of Review 5th July 2012

No issues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

Add comment here

Add issue here

Sorne medium issues exist
This section s not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Apprcval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Majer f Critical issues exist
“This section is not compliant,
Major rework required,

Recommendation: Rejection

Add recommendation here

Add issue here

Add recommendation here

=

Background - Explain the origin of the project idea and the context in which it was
developed. Who mandated its development? How was this option chosen?

Add recommendation here

(X}

w

Description - Clearly describe the scope of the project in terms of the tangible output
that will be delivered.

Objectives - Clearly describe the objectives of the project. Use the SMART model to
validate how the output can be achieved.

Strategic Alignment - To which KBP does this project best contribute? Explain why
this project addresses the chosen KBP.

Assumptions - In the early stages clearly state all assumptions required to progress
the project.

Interdependencies & Interfaces - Does the proposed project interface with any other
piece of work underway. Seek efficiencies and synergies where possible,

The project has been a long term aspiration of TfGM and AGMA.

It is clear what the output is.

No comments.

The project reflects TfGM priorities in relation to the overall delivery of our business plan as it
supports the Greater Manchester Strategy and is specifically referred to as part of Key Business
Priority 3.

Outlined in the document,

Outlined in the document.



TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Scheme: SEMMMS Rehef Road Specialist Reviewer Stephen Chapman

GOVERNANCE

Stage: 3a ' Project Manager SMIBC
~ GOVERNANCE ‘ oatc Reiew Sth July 2012
- N issues of note with
Overall Rating for From the documentation provided it appears as if there is still some issues to overcome in defining the people, thes Buarivess ease Sect o
2 Rework not reguired

functions and processes by which this project will be further developed and delivered.

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

Issue

| — -
1
|

L3
i

[Review Issues and Recommendations

Approvals/Delegated Authority does not seem to have been formally handed to
Stockport to manage the project.

] 2 questions regarding wha's governance framework will be used, it is not clearly
| identified in the submission.
. This is a high profile, high cost project and will certainly be subject to audit at some
| |stage during its lifecycle and possibly afterwards. Whilst it states in the submission
Ithat audit requirements will be satisfied it stops short of listing which standards the
|praject is being managed fn accordance with.

Some medium fssues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable
As this project is to be delivered by three local authorities {led by Stockport) the nature of how it should be governed is quite

complex.

Recommendation: Qualified Appreval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant

As the project is aiready underway it would be expected that areas such as approvals, decision making, processes and Rework advisable

procedures and roles and responsibilities are well defined by this stage.

e
5

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not cempliant.
Major rework required.

Some specific issues are stated below and recommendations for areas of improvement.

Recommendation: Rejection

what levels of escalation will be used within the project organisation. This should also acknowledge how decision

Censidering the project is underway, there has been a 5lgmf:cant amount of design work already compfeted and

As this project is being jointly delivered by three separate cuthorities there are obvious i

procurement activity will soon commence a decision should be made as soon as possible about which governance
framework will be used going forward for the SEMMMS project. This will also need to be agreed and approved by all :
parties.

Create an assurance p!an that allows project mformat}on canrroﬂed and archived periodically using an information
management plan that would facilitate the retrieval of information when required. Werk with cudit bodies to best
understand points at which information will need to be presented for audit. These actions should appear in the cost
and resource plans.

|
i
|
|
i

engaged.

1

! It is acknowledged that there is a need to provide reporting , the documentation
, 4 suggests that this is yet to be decided and the Project Controls Manager hasn't been

A Project Controis function should be engaged as soon as pessible to define how the project will present information to
board members, decide on the metrics used for the checks and balances and begin providing information that will
allow efficient monitering and control of the project.

|seems to be accounted for.
i |
Detailed Checklist
_Item

|Some key roles are missing from the roles & responsibilities section and costs don't

Gateway Review Process (GRP) - Is there a clear understanding of TFGM's approvals
process? Have submission dates been built into the schedule?

Add TfGM support as well as a dedicated Risk Manager, Project Controls Manager and Finance Manager to the
‘project team.

Status

Comments

IAlthough this is not a TFGM project it will be subject to the same internal standards. As a result of 1

| b | PMP,’PrugMP Has the correct procedure/route been selected to govern the project? BELINIEWEL B this it has been decided that it will be a Route 5 project following the Project Management

Procedures {(PMP).

S—
i
i

-Submission dates have been built int i
Requirements Me en built into the schedule for the PMP Gateway Review and appear to be!

I AN

B ‘Strategies & Plans - Is there a clear understanding of the PM's responsibility to devise = Requirements
i ‘a plan to each aspect of the project from TfGM's strategies.

corporate strategies quoted, However, individual plans should be well advanced. Although there

‘As this project is delivered by a three separate councils it is to be expected that there are no g
I
seems to be a plan for most aspects of the project the detail is insufficient for project of this size. |

Partially Met

A
A Delivery Agreement/SLA/Contract could be designed, circulated and ageed to clarify how decisions will be made and ! ]

making external to the project arganisation will be managed (DfT/GMCA/Airport etc). [

realistic at tis stage. | ]



Scheme: Semmms Road Scheme

Stage: 3a

TfGM -

Gateway Review Panel

Specialist Reviewer lan Palmer

Project Manager SMIBC

VFM & APPRAISAL

|
§
|
|
|

.|

Date of Review 15th Aug 2012

Overall Rating for
VFM & APPRAISAL

Due to revised scope of scheme, all economic appraisal work is being re-done. Results due by mid-Sept. SMBC
expect a similar result for the revised scope scheme.

No issues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

Recommendstion: Clear Approval

| Specialist Reviewer
Comments

&t The BCR for the previous scheme was 4.65. SMBC expect a similar result for the revised scope scheme.

iRevlew Issues and Recommendations
Issue

1 |Analysis in the economic case is not supporting the strategic case for the scheme

The previous scheme appraisalwas produced with o robust set of modelling tools,

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
2 Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

Recommendation

Agreed that TfGM will work with SMEBC and Atkins to ensure the strategic and economic cases complement each
other in the revised MSBC submission to DfT.

| BCR of 18 is incorrectly colculated ond is misleading. | also think the quoted 11,000
| jobs is incorrect.

Agreed that this will not appear in the revised economic appraisal

: 3 |Add issue here Add recommendation here

|

| Y FERCE = F T PR o A A S SIS WG TR LN R S DR W 1 SRR ATART n b e

| g

| Detailed Checklist
Item = Status Comments
:t'AI'ASTfAI'fhth"t to be preferred opti dl
.‘Op‘mns nalysis {AST) .na ysis o ou\.i is project came to be preferred option an: | Not Applicable tbe pending the revised submission
which lower cost alternatives were considered.

|

‘i Benefit Cost Ration (BCR) - Is the BCR robust and does it represent value for money? |

| 2 |Clear explanation of the method to be used to assess benefits and how the BCR was | Not Applicable tbc pending the revised submission

| derived.

|

e = e == 2 = Ml .o .

i |

‘ Fir‘oss Value Added [GVA) - GVA assessment appears to be robust, and shows strong Not Applicable 'rbc pending the revised submission

i impact on GVA / employment?

| | i

[ I —— - = - = = = o=

i) | |

f Economic Appraisal Overview - Define the 'do-nothing' and 'do-minimum’ options. i

1 4 |Explain how the preferred option was decided. Present the findings in a Summary Not Applicable thc pending the revised submission

i Appraisal Table (AST).

!

.l e e RN W | PSP N

§

1

| Supporting material - Any additional supporting material (metrics, statements,

|impacts, WebTAG guidance, baseline validation, environmental assessment).

" Not Applicable the pending the revised submission




Stage: 3a

Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road

TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Specialist Reviewer EC Harris

Project Manager SMIBC

Overall Rating for
BENEFITS REALISATION

BENEFITS REALISATIO

Date of Review

The Benefits Realisation Plan is clear, concise and demonstrates a logical method for identifying, baselining and
monitoring the Scheme Specific Objectives

No issues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

As s expected, at this stage the Benefits Realisation Plan does not address detail befow the high level strategic objectives,
and does not address any specific benefits for individual areas / organisations which would be deveioped in the next
stage and in the approach to Public Inquiry, At this stage, the benefits realisation plan presents a concise and practical
approach to the measurement of projects benefits,

Some mediurm issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Gualified Approval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rewark reguired.

Recommendation: Rejection

Issue Recommendation
) 1
!
2
3
Detailed Checklist
_tem Status - Comments

'Outline Benefits - Describe the anticipated financial and non-financial benefits,

| |

The Benefits Realisation Plan is centred around the 3 Local Authorities. It addresses the 6 key
1Scheme Objectives. The 2 key issues here are whether there are specific detailed benefits within

Reguirements

=1 ) i ) ) \the various commitments of the business case. Additionally, a mechanism for incorporating
including an explanation of the current baseline state. Partially Met . ;. s 5 5
benefits which are emphasised or developed as part of the Public Inquiry would be needed. it
would be expected that this level of detail would be developed as the project continues
f The Benefits Realisation Plan stipulates @ methodology that, notwithstanding the above
] 2 ‘Benefit Profiling - Define the measures that will be used to assess benefits, attach a %Raqulrements comments, describes an effective way of collating this data. At this stage, the method is described
Iquantitative unit where possible. [ Met |at high level, and as the scheme progresses, it would be expected that the detail would be
| s
|
. " . The strategy contains a mapping table which links Issues to Scheme Specific Objective to WebTAG
Benefit Mapping - Create a benefit map that indicates how each of the anticipated ~ EGUIE TG gy. I :up g > tE hectie Obie e
3 ) . - o Impact Classifications. Again, at this stage the problems this addresses do not contain specifics
.~ benefits follows from the project output to strategic objective. Met ; B ;
[ and detail, which would be developed as the project progresses
‘r_‘_ - —is. P —— N T YR L S NPT RIS 0 SO
Insofar as progression to BAU requires specifit fi itigatic is it ifie
}Benefit Integration - As part of the transition of project output into BAU explain what GERTIE LSS of Alad s q p C."f'c getionsgglgation meﬂ‘s_ures Pl s ,dent:frer..'i
4 : 5 L 5 i | and referred to within the Benefits Realisation Model. Other than that, given the level of detail
isteps will need to be taken to integrate the project output into a new capability. Met . . L.
presented at present, @ detailed transition to BAU would not be expected at this time.
. : : 5 | At this stage, the high level nature of the benefits are expressed as resolution of issu til
Benefit Appraisal - Define how statements and assessment in benefits appraisal are  EEGEHIET TGO g y g . f K i p f b_NS es affecting
5 the are, This is acceptable at this stage, and it would be expected that more detail would be

correct, supportable and understandable.

Met b
genemted as the project progresses towards Public Inquiry




Scheme:

Stage:

TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Specialist Reviewer David

SEMMMS A6 to Manchester Airport b
aughney

Gateway 3A Project Manager SMBC

Overall Rating for
FINANCE & FUNDING

FINANCE & FUNDING

Date of Review 15/08/2012

Based on due diligence work performed by EC Harris on behalf of TfGM on the project costs, and on the basis that the
Ringway Road Highway Works have been funded separately from LTP and Prudential Borrowings (as approved by
GMCA in May 2011}, the revised cost analysis based on EC Harris's work is within the £290 million of funding
available. Lower scores have been given for the elements relating to future revenue and renewals costs where
additional future work is required to quantify costs.

No issues of note with
this business case section
Rewark not required

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

EC Harris has reviewed the cost plans in detail and, after applying adjustments where considered appropriate, in particular for
project risk; additional construction costs; and applying an appropriate allowance for indexation, the resultant costs for the A6
to Ringway Road works is between £285 — £290 million. This is to be funded from the following sources: DOff £ 165|
million, Borrowings / Earn Back / Remaining LTP £125 million.

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section s not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

Review lssues and Recommendations.
Issue

1 |Further work and quantification on ongoing revenue maintenance and renewals costs

Recommendation

Add recommendation here

S —

| |required

|

| 2 |Add issue here Add recommendation here
1

i 3 |Add issue here Add recommendation here

Detailed Checklist

item
[

i |Funding- Has a source been identified to fund the project? This should include details |Requirements
(of revenue as well as capital expenditure.

SiComments

Partially Met
'revenue and renewals costs.

i
.

costs and format.

'3

within expectations?

i
. _ {Revenue Costs (OPEX) - Are all revenue costs fully scoped, clearly stated, robust and

1

, ~ |within expectations?

Capital Costs {CAPEX) - Are all capital costs fully scoped, clearly stated, robust and

Reguirements

Requirements
Not Met

Limited information provided to date on future revenue costs. Requires additional future work.

= s e ——— : =R
: 5 Affordability - Demenstrate how the overall project appears affordable against Reguirements fReuised capital costs are within the funding sources avallable as noted above. Additional work
| 7 expected funding arrangements, Partially Met Erequired on future revenue and renewals costs and funding.

| _—___

1 |

! , Key data - Have all the required tables been completed appropriately, including prices, 3 i

| ¥ 4 P pprop i E P Not Applicable |

]

| . Contingency - Is the contingency fully scoped, committed to the project, clearly stated,
appears to be appropriate level and treatment?

Requirements
met

e
w cost base, and within expectations?

=

Renewals - Are the renewals fully scoped, clearly stated, appear robust, in appropriate

Requirements
Not Met

Revised capital costs per EC Harris due diligence analysis is within funding available of £250 mitlion. |
The EC Harris report notes that further work is required in certain areas to finalise costs however the |
!rew’sed costings provide for a commerciolly robust project. Additional work required on future



TfGM

& Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road

o Stage: 3a

- Gateway Review Panel

!

Specialist Reviewer EC Harris |

Project Manager SMBC

1 RISK MANAGEMENT

We've found that the principles of risk
identification and assessment of the risk:
and mitigation strategy be established.

Overall Rating for

RISK MANAGEMENT 2

02 July 2012

Date of Review

No issues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

management being undertaken by the project reflect best proctice; but the
s need to be addressed, so a robust contingency allowance can be estimated

Recommendation: Clear Approval

+ Risk Management Approach
* Reporting / Escalation

3 . o E * Register

o] Specialist Reviewer 2

| ] = Scoring
! Comments . QRA

* Contingency

& budget estimate,

!Reulew Issues and Recommendations

Issue

|
|
]
b
!

Risk registers not sufficiently robust for both assessment and management purposes

Qur findings are detailed below against the following items:

} It is recommended that the following issues are addressed to provide greater robustness to the risk management strategy and

Recommendation

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant

2 Rework may be advisable
Recommendation: Qualified Approval
a e
| | Medium / Significant issues exist
[ This section ks not fully compliant

Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

* Detailed review of risk registers to include items identified as being deficient; ensuring robust and timely mitigation
megsures and assessments (likelihood & impact) are agreed by all parties

* Detailed assessment of the schedule risks {and undertake o Schedule QRA) ond ensure robust and timely mitigation
measures and cost assessment of the schedule risks; for inclusion with risk register & Cost QRA

COM

[N}

Assessment of allowance for Contingency (incl risk & OB)

* Update Cost QRA to take risk register updates {as identified in 1 above)

* Alignment of canfidence values between land risk and construction risk or presentation of a strategy to support
methodology

* Separation of construction risk into contractor risk, ciient risk and sponsor risk (assuming SMBC are the client and
TfGM are the sponsor)

* Agreement by parties for the correct application of OB; moving towards less reliance upon OB and a greater reliance
upon risk identification and quantification.

w

Contingency Management

Detailed Checklist
ltem

11‘

Risk Management Approach - Is the risk management plan appropriate and robust?
Does it comply with TFGM guidance? Has an outline risk register been provided?

Reporting/Escalation - Are arrangements for reporting and escalating risks to the
iProgramme board are in place?

3 Register - Appears to cover all material foreseeable risks, no obvious key risks missing
and all required fields complete {risk owners, mitigations, scoring etc.).

Scoring - Have recognised scoring and mitigation measures been used? Are risks
appropriately mitigated, scored and valued?

QRA - Are 2ll key risks on the register are quantified appropriately within the QRA, and
QRA can be substantiated against the risk register?

+ The Risk Management Pian should be updated to detail how the contingency will be managed by the funding parties;
and how that interfaces with the Project Change Management

Comments e bl brte s b ek St =
' The Risk Management Plan (RMP) is appropriate and robust; and reflects industry best practice.

i A The RMP has been subject to an independent review in January 2012; which found it te be fit-for-
| Requirements Dibose.

Partially Met SR s ) 1
v Detailed risk registers (Land Costs & Project) have been provided. |

_The RMP doesn't address the issue of Contingency Management i.e. who owns and manages the

Status

Within the RMP reporting arrangements to the Project Board and responsibilities are clearly

Requirements Met defined.

Requirements
Partially Met

.These are listed in detail within the substantiation to these findings |

|_ il |The Risk Management Plan contains a recognisable scating matrix for the qualitative assessment |

Regquirements | ° : . S i
Fa‘:'tial\v Met 1risk registers only to assess the risk on a pre-mitigation basis; therefore unable understand or

demonstrate what effect any mitigation measure would have.
| _ Within the Lands Cost Risk Register only 5 of the 19 risks have mitigation measures identified

Of the risks identified and captured within the risk registers; the majority of the reguired fields haue!
been completed. But there are number of issues with the information contained with the registers. | |

f the risks (i.e. probability and impact - time, cost & quality); this matrix has been used within the '

The risks identified and contained within the registers have been quantified, save for the comments|

detailed in 3 & 4 above.

The outputs of the Cost GRAs reflect the gquantification of the risks contained within the registers
rDifferenr confidence levels have been used on the Land Costs QRA (P50 - Pre-mitigation
Quantification) and Project QRA (P80 - Post mitigation Quantification); alignment of confidence
values between land risk and construction risk, or presentation of a strategy to support

I
Requirements H
Partially Met

[ ‘merhodo!ogy is required. B

. Contingency - QRA and overall contingency (including OB where necessary) are
{broadly appropriate for the stage of project development?

| S | i

Following a review of the contingency allowances (for Land Costs risk, Project risk and Optimism
Bias); we belleve that the current risk aliowance is lower than what we would normally see fora
|profect at this stage, but the 44% allowance for OB js too high.

So due to the issues identified above these affowances should be subject to a detailed re-
 assessment; this re-assessment should also address: 1
s Application of OB: agreement by parties for the correct application and calculation of OB; less
reliance upon OB and a greater reliance upon risk identification and quantification. !
* Understand on the ownership of the risks between the funding parties, and who should manage |
the contingency aflowances; so separation of construction risk into contractor risk, client risk and

Requirements
Partially Met

sponsor risk (assuming SMBC are the client and TfGM are the sponsor) 1 1



Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road

TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Specialist Reviewer Julian McCormick

Stage: 3a Project Manager SMIBC |
SCHEDULE Date of Review 4th July 2012 |
No sues of note with
. this business case section
‘Overall Rating far 2 Some medium issues exist. This section is not fully compliont. Rewerk is advised. Recammendation: Qualified Approval Rework not required

SCHEDULE

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

IR;vi;M-lssué;avna heo;ﬁmenastior;; S

bssye e

[

Level of detail of the schedule

for a scheme of this complexity

land acquisition.

The schedule lack detail however it does give a high level representation of the critical path. The overall duration is deemed optimistic and challenging

With respect to approvals, stakeholder interfaeces and design productions, the submission timetable seems tight and does not address Statutory
undertakers and Network Rail interfaces. Timescales for the inguiry are optimistic, as is the ollowance for the issue of the inspectors report, both of |-
which are on the critical path and propose a significant risk to meeting the proposed completion date as these are not within the control of either client y
or the contractor. Timescales for consultation ore deemed appropriate however it is not clear what assumptions have been mode with regard to the | This section is not fully compliant

The construction perfod is 24menths which is deemed sufficient for the size and complexity of the scheme however it is not clearly understood why the i
schedule differs from the contractor consultant report produced by Balfours. This report detoils the sequencing of the major sections of the works . The 1)

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
2 Rework may be advizable

Recommendstion: Qualified Approval

redium / Significant issues exist B

Rewwark adwisable

Recommendation: Qualfied Rejection §

schedule however shows o parallel overlapping of envi 1tal mitigation r ures with constrution which gives a 3 month time saving over the Major / Critical issues exist
contract duration, fong lead items such as fabrication of major steel structures, reserving/ordering of lorge plant for bridge lifts will reduce this and This section is not compliant.
these impacts should be considered further. On this bosis the over all scheme duration could be 3-6 months short for this stage in the project. It is Major rework required.

recommended that further review is carried out during the next phase to ilustrate the achievability of the durations in question. Hetormimen ks Ao

Recommendation N et e R T S W %

|

The schedule highlfights the critical path in odequete detail, but does not cover any secondary paths that may become critical. It lacks detoil |

refated to the engagement with Network Raif and Statutory Undertakers. These are normally areas of concern and most schedules toke these
into account as it can have an impact on the stort of construction.

~

Construction period

The period allowed for Construction and Envirenrmental measure in the schedule is three months shorter that ollowed by Balfours in their

w

Statutory Diversions

d
i
i
assessrnent. This may be the difference between the Optimistic and Pessimistic. Further information would be require to understand this fully }
|
|
I

identify ond incoporate critical diversions

&

Inspectors Report and Inquiry

Further consideration of timescales report con take up to 6 months

wn

Design Approvals

Detailed Checklist
e Lom R

Design approvals end interfaces have not been identified, HA, NR, TfGM [
i

Status  Comments : i ey W sl (e e T : . 3 e 2K b gl
as ond Cemmercial Management not disclosed, Co-ordinator role with Network Raif ond Highways ogency not identified.

Resources - Does the project have provision for sufficiently skilled resources to progress  Requirements  Definition of Roles and resources are adegquate for size and nature of project. Major structures, 9 off, ore to be built in the ]

Ithe project to its next Gateway.

Deliverables - Have each of the deliverables been stated with a realistic timeframe for

delivery?

Schedule - Has 2 detailed schedule (TfGM/Contractor) been provided in appropriate

format and required level of detail?

Completeness - Is the schedule complete with major GRP

bl

|gateways/activities/milestones and achi

Logic - Does the logic appear robust? Are timings, sequence, dependencies and critical

\path are sensible and appropriately linked?

'Schedule Risk - Have major risks to achievement of the schedule have been fed in to the

‘risk register {and QRA if appropriate)?

Costs - Is the schedule properly cost/resource loaded (and matches the finance

section)?

Partially Met  some time frame. Are there sufficient resources/ suitable contractors to do the works. This may not be the most cost |
|effective usage of resources /materials b

At Finol Business case - Gatewoy 3a it s expected thot a detailed delivery plon would form port of the submission. The
schedule submitted is only high level, as such we can not condude that ofl deliverables hove been considered. it has been
lassumed that since the balfour report includes oll major items the construction phase is bosed on the Balfour report. it is
Requirements  recommended that the delivery plan is submitted for the next review. !
Partially Met i
| immediate timescoles for internal approvals are behind schedule which may impact on the ability to submit the case in time.!
The time to present this will depend on how far advanced the current design/scoping has progressed. There is o difference -
between the Schedule and the Programme management plon, documents need aligning. |

Overall schedule is based around what is deemed on oppropriate critical path. More detail would be required to meet the
requirements of TfGM. The schedule would normally have been produced using Primavera PS, though this is not ¢
mandatory requirement. The plonning teom could consider bringing forward the Environmental mitigation, possibly by ,
engaging eorly. Overlapping Environrnental work with the major structure construction period. I
Bolfours assessment indicates @ period of 24 months for construction with 9 months for Environmental mitigation.
Engagement with Staturory Undertakes is required early in the schedule, iote divertions in some areas will hold up
construction. These critical dievrsions should be identified in the programme where applicoble.

The schedule shows on overall period of 28 month for construction with Environmentaf mitigation toking 5 months, but
overlapping with construction by 3 month. based on baifours time initiol assesment and constreution plan three month
longer period for Envirenmental mitigation/Construction.

In addition there are long lead items relating to the main structures which require a fabrication period

Requirements
Partially Met

Schedule covers Gateways 3a, 3b and 4. Also covers submission to exec boord and DfT for Business Case approval. Covers

substantiate.

The eritical poth is shown through Public consultation period, Plonning and CPO, DfT approvel of scheme, the Public inquiry
LR VS process, Award of construction contract, and the construction period. Logic follows on established process and the time :
[frame, with the exception of construction fNoted above).

Review the total periad for Envirenment mitigation ond overlap to construction Major Stakeholder impact. Check if SUs have.
L RSB any impact on schedule. A major roll possession will be required and timing will be in the hands of Network Reil. (Referto
recommendation regards interfaces)

Mo evidence of the schedule being cost loaded. More detail would be useful in assessing the costs.
GEG L BT R Overall cost profile lines up with the draft schedule. Start of major spending lines up with start on site, although spending on'
Land does not line up with the CPO process.
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Scheme:

Stage:

TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Specialist Reviewer

Project Manager

Overall Rating for
FROCUREMENT & CONTRACT
MANAGEMENT

PROCUREMENT & CONTRACT MANAGEMENT Date of Review

Add summary here

1o lssuer of note with
this business case section |
Rework e require

fecammendetion: Clear Agprovl

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

’—Re\d-ew Issues and Recommendations

1 |Agreed procurement strategy

Proposed Procurement Strateqy

The proposed Procurement Strategy is o 2 phase ECI. A contractor will be selected for phase 1 and 2 following an OJEU level procurement based on an
outline design. During phase 1 the contractor will provide construction planning and estimating advice, provide evidence and support at the Public Inquiry,
and will develop the preliminary design as necessary for these tasks. During Phase 2 the contractor (and its designer) will undertoke detailed design and
construction. If required by the Client, the Controctor may be iastructed to carry out eorly detailed design during Phase 1. A target price will be negotiated
before phose 2; the construction phase.

Selection will be based on technical ond commercial evaluation. The commercial evaluation is likely to be based on hourly rates and estimated number of
hours for phase 1 and % fee rates for phose 2. Within approsimately 15-20 weeks of the start of phose 1 an Initiol Target Cost will be agreed which will be
tested agoinst the client estimate of construction costs. Provided thot the initial Target Cost (ITC) is agreed and within budget the contactor will go on to
develop the preliminary design to resolve potential issues that couid be raised at the Public Inquiry, and ta seek value engineering sovings before the end of|
\phase 1.

“ome medium issues exin
This sectisn 4 Act fully comaliant
Rewerkmaybe adwsnble

Rezermmerdatian, Gualific Agss gl

\At the end of phase 1 o Final Target Cost (FTC] will be agreed based on the preliminary design fand any early detailed design that the Client may hove
instructed to that point). There may be an incentive payment where the FTC is lower than the (TC. If o target cost cannot be agreed, at either ITC or FTC, |
the client is able to return to the market. 4

During Phase 2 (as construction progresses) the actual cost of construction will be compared against the target cost ond a gain/pain share mechanism will |
apply

1t is assumed that the full scheme will be procured os a single contract.

Comments.

The proposed approach hos the advantages of contractor input to the public enquiry and design and will allow bufidability advice to be included. There are

concerns that, ot the point that the ITC and FTC are agreed, there is a reduced {or no) incentive to provide the most economically advantageous |
price/position for the client. it is not clear how this will be managed ond achieved,

The aim of cost certainty will nat be achieved until the end of phase 1 and that s subject 1o how the goin/pain share mechanism is developed and how risks |
are allocated, priced and managed. | assume that the schedule, as it currently stands, would not occommodate a re-tendering exercise at the end of phase
1 if we areunable to agree g rate that is demonstrably velue for money. Furthermore it is not clear how late client design changes will be managed.

| understand that the olternative bundling strategies have been considered and the single contract is the preferred opproach. The Procurement Strategy
|documetn does not explain this and it is therefore not possible to comment.

Proposed Way Forward
it is acknowledged that the Procurement Strategy Is stiil being developed. it is recommended thot Stockport end TfGM work together ta focus on

compieting and agreelng the pracurement strategy with focus on: understanding the rationale for a single procurement bundle; how and when the target
price will be agreed and managed; how risk will be aliocated, priced and managed; and whether or not the advantages of EC! con be ochieved in other
ways that provide a greater level of comfort around price certainty and value for money.

In addition to this we should jointly develop a governance approach that details TFGM's role and sign off of key points e.g careed Procurement Strotegy,
agreed shortlist, supplier selection.

Recommendatio

Develop a process over next few weeks to finalise and agree the Procurement Strategy

Iodium / Significant isswes exist
This section s net fully compfiant
Rewcer advisable

Reccrmendati-n: Qualified Rejection

Lajor / Critical Iseues exist
This szction s not complisay
Iajor revark require,

Rerommendation; Rejection

2 |Governance

selection

Develop a governance methodology that articulates TfGM's role particularly around sign off of procurement strategy; shortlist and supplier

3 |Schedule

Detailed Checklist
Item

|
|
{compliance - Is the proposed procurel
organisational requirements?

value for money?

|
iVaIue for Money - Is the praposed procurement strategy and route likely to maximise Reguirernents

3 Deliverability - Is the proposed procurement strategy and route are deliverable?

| Contracting Strategy - |s the propesed contracting strategy robust, represent value for ‘Requiremenls

| money and deliverable?

Contract Management - Are there robust arrangements are in place for engoing

contract management?

\Adjust sehedule to Include standstill period; allow sufficient time for tender eveluation and g e

Status Comments

The proposed procurement route is compliant with legol requirements other than the current schedule aliows 4 weeks for
evoluation of the tenders, governance and standstill period . This has been discussed with Stockport and will be

rment strategy and route compliant with legal and Requirements
Partially Met

adfusted.Timescales will aiso need to be adjusted to ensure there is adequate time for Stockport's governance and TfGM's
gavernence particulorly around sign off of the final procurement strategy, sign off of the shortiist and sign off of the supplier
selection. There is a slight risk that the selection may be challenged given Baifour Beatty's engogement under a PSC to provide

inftial advice. This risk can be mitigated by ensuring that sufficient time ond occess to information is given to all bidders to aifow i

them to compete on on equal footing.

¥

tockport and TfGM need to undertake further work to refine and agree the procurement strategy to ensure that value for money is
' maximized through an uppropriate level of competitive pressure ot later stages in the process. The current proposed strategy of o
2 stage ECI will resuit In selection of a contractor based on % fees against o clent estimated construction cost. This will resuit in @

FPartially Met  miore collaborative approach with contractor input to the design and support during the public enquiry stage. However it minimises

process.
Reguirements
Partially Met

Subject to sufficient time being built into the schedule to cover governance requirements the strategy Is deiiverable.

the contractor's incentive to agree/facilitate the 'best' target price. Furthermare, price certainty will not be gained until late in the

The proposed approach will transfer the majority of risks to the contractar fexcluding SUJ with joint responsbility for managing and
! mitigating the risks. The costs associgted with these risks will be built into the target price with any removal or non-reaiisation of

\quantified before inclusion in a target price and how they will be managed,
PartiallyMat (7 otied bef oetp ¥ i

risks will benefit the target price and therefore the henefits will be shared betwween client and contractor, Before the controcting
strategy is finalised there should be agreement between TfGM and Stockport on how risks will be allocated; how they will be

'The Procurement Strategy assumes that the scheme will be delivered as one procurement bundle. | understand thot alternative
bundiing strotegies have been considered and that the preferred approach is included in the droft Procurement Strategy document.
Without an understanding of why a single procurement bundle is the preferred opprooch { am unable te comment on its validity.

Mot Applicable  This will be developed at the appropriate time in the process



i TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Scheme: SEMMMS Specialist Reviewer Adam Patterson

Stage: Project Manager

STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT Date of Review 04-Jul-12

Noi f note with
In the time allowed, SMBC were able to outline a braod approach to stakeholder engagement which reflected the Sl

2 TfGM epproach. They have sought to be proactive, and have tried to jncorporate stakeholderfeedback into
design to prevent problems.

this business case section

] Overall Rating for
! Rewark not required

STAKEHOLDER MANAGEMENT

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

* SMBC says scheme has political support in SMBC, MCC and CEC. Also has TfGMC / GMCA support.

* Have identified major stakeholders who will affect implementation (Network Rail, golf courses, etc) Recommendation: Qualified Approval

* Appear to have high level engagement at appropriate levels for stakeholders cited | F — N

i R h, o X N . ‘ Medium / Significant issues exist
! spediali = Will be consuiting in more detail in Sept, and then again in Feb - just need to be able to ensure that they can turn this { This section is not fully compliant
} pecialist Reviewer 3 ‘ %
i detaif round b3 Rewark advisable ]
| Comments B s |
i Need to ensure project and comms teams work closely 1
‘ ! . Recommendation: Qualified Rejection 1
| ] * Need more detail to say whether stakeholder engagement / comms activity is adequately resourced (human and ___ ]
& \financiai) Maor / Critical issues exist ]
i | * Have enlisted agency to handle inbound calls and emails This section ooy m"fpl'a"" '

Major rework required.

Recommendaticn: Rejection

.IRevIew Issues'and Recommendations
1

I Issue Recommendation

i i
| 1 |Ensure strong working link between workstream and comms teams Resource comms team to support project of this scale |
| !
; ' 2 |No agreed comms and engagement strategy Articluate comms and engagement strategy

| !
E 3 |Possible public confusion around scheme and consultation Clearly defibe what will eb achieved by each stage of cansuitation

i ......... — P — e !

Detailed Checklist
Item 3 4 Status Comments

EDwnership - Have clear accountabilities and responsibilities been set out at the very 'Requirements

i
| N . ¥ |5MBC agreed how to work with stakeholders, but not sure if this has been set out.
{outset of the project and are all incumbents in agreement? Partially Met g g if setou

Yes, from information available in time given
| appear complete and accurate?

| |
I Engagement Strategy - Is the proposed stakeholder engagement strategy rebust and Requirements  Focus on delivery, so no articulated startegy., However, direction of travel is consistent with TFGM | |
a sensible? :Partially Met |apprcach :

Engagement Process - Have systems and processes been put in place to manage the :Requ'brements

Yes, good project working. Need to engage comms fully though.
engagement strategy? Partially Met gradprgl B gag fully thoug

&

ications Plan - Al iate timebased plan in place fi ti
Cammun}lcatrlons . rle apprcl:plvr\a © Hme afe i a‘n [ plRcEIRrRIoRGIVE | CECTIETGENA No plan agreed as focus on delivery. No feedback mechanism in place, although advice offered
communications and media enguiries? Does this plan incorporate a feedback |

; from TFGM with regards to phone / email fines
mechanism?

w

Mandatory Signatures - All TFGM projects have a responsibility to consult with
internal departments (EQIA, Energy Resource Requirements, Environmental Impact,  Not Applicable :Not sure if SMBC have equivalent sign off process
Data Protection Act 1998).

o




TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

i Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road

Stage: 3a

Specialist Reviewer EC Harris

Project Manager SMIBC

Overall Rating for
DESIGN & ENGINEERING

DESIGN & ENGINEERING L

Some minor issues with regards to Actual Design to be adopted and material
addressed ot future Gateways and through ongoing development

Date of Review

specificationwhich would be

02/07/2012

Mo issues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

Recommendation: Clear Approval

$pecialist Reviewer
Comments

With regards to the General arrangement and DRAFT design of this project the design is adequate and consideration of
the required technical specifications have been undertaken. However the design is not detailed enough to carry out
analysis of the material specifications etc. All existing recommendations should be monitored against any changes made
to IAN, DMRB or other equivalent documents. The scheme is buildable and meets all outline requirements of the client
contained within the outline business case.

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section Is not fully compliant
Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section Is not compliant,
Major rewark required.

Recommendation: Rejection

|Review Issues and Recommendations

|

Cost Plan - Is the design is consistent with the cost allowance? Does the costplan
.~ |appear complete and costings appropriate and supportabie for the proposed design? iPartiaF!y Met

|Client Requirements - Does the proposed design demonstrably deliver the key
|objectives of the project and comply with the key client/stakeholder requirements?

A_r,‘
]

Deliverability - s there evidence that the proposed design is buildable, deliverable,
achievable within schedule and will the final product be usable and maintainable?

IRequirements

|Requirements

requirements?

|conditions imposed?

_g —

icrdinated and consistent?

Legislative Compliance - Does the design comply with corporate and legislative

Conditions - Does the proposed design comply with any planning or funding

i
|Completeness & Consistency - |s the overall design complete and are all elements co- |Requirements

\Partially Met

Certain issues have been identified where the drawings have been quantified and suitably priced,

however there are implied measures and site specific issues which may affect price. This is subject

of a separate Commercial Due Diligence Review

have been submitted,

The Ciients requirements have been listed within the DFT business case, All of these requirements
are fulfilled within the documentation which has been reviewed and within the designs which

Issue Recommendation
1 | Material Specification Therfe lis a rgq!{irement ‘ts specffy the lifespan/loading of the pavement to ensure the correct materials can be
specified within a detailed design
2 |Embankment CBR Review the minimum CBR requirements for Embankments in accordance with IAN73/06
Detailed Checklist
ftem Status  Comments

By reviewing the alignments, preliminary drawings and documentation provided the scheme
appears to be buildable and deliverable without any major departure from standards with
regards to design. The final product will be usable and maintainable in accordance with current
standards, However some of the materials which have been costed my have an impact on the
fong term performance therefore maintenance regime to be employed.

All items appear to be designed in accordance with current best practice, Interim Advice Note

(IAN)] and referenced to standards

(IAN) and referenced to standards

Al items appear to be designed in accordance with current best practice, Interim Advice Note

in general, the scheme is buildable for the current funding arrangements which are subject of
engoing discussion. Planning is stilf to be sought as is Public inquiry, therefore we would expect to
see development of the design and mitigation measures to address this |

detailed design elements, it is more in line with a preliminary design and build project with
Geotechnical reports and alignments etc. As the design progresses through the various gateway

reviews, we would expect to see development of, design life considerations (agreed with ultimate
_ Highway Authorities), material specifications etc.

In line with the development ofﬁe scheme, at this sragej the current pmpasa! does not include

|
|
[

2]



TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road

Stage: 3a

Specialist Reviewer Chris Thorpe

Project Manager SMBC

HEALTH & SAFETY

Overall Rating for
HEALTH & SAFETY

Medium / Significant issues exist, This section is not fufly compliant and rewoerk is advisable.

Date of Review 02/07/2012 i

No issues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer

Comments x
the documentation.

The documents reviewed contain virtually no reference to how H&S is being managed through the project ife cycle.
However after meeting with the project team it is evident that work has been undertaken but not described or included in

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rewiork may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rewark advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

ERevlew Issues and Recommendations
lssue

-

No description on how hazard identification has taken place or mitigated during the
project life cycie.

Recommendation e f, S e BN e O

Include section on Hazard identification and responsibility for mitigation e.g. Designer.

No description on how CDM is being managed..

Include CDM Strategy including specific roles and responsibilities.

No description on the process to ensure that competent suppliers/contractors are

3 dnpiited. Include the process being adopted.
No desription of how corporate governance will be undertaken during the project fife
a4 P f P g g prey i Include the process being adopted.
| |eycle.
. . Review project organisation and determine specific respensibilities by poition e.g. e LM
5 |No clear roles and responsibilities stated for the project team Re) g peEcicresh ypaltioneig, flolect Manager it isinat

obvious how the project team will be supported by H&S competent persons.

Detailed Checklist

1

L

3

Item

1Approach - Has a suitable Health & Safety plan been developed?
|

Legislative - Have all relevant SHE legislation been considered in the project
development (such as site waste, biodiveristy, contaminated land, pollution,
environmental surveys)?

CDM - Has a CDMC been engaged?

|Reporting - Is a suitable and compliant reporting process in place to record and report

i‘mcidents?

1

|

Status

Comments

Requirements

No evidence or reference to a H&S Plan,
Not Met F

Requirements

Not Met No reference to H&S Legislation. .

No description of how H&S COM strategyhas been developed or implemented. it should be clearly
set out who is taking the client respensibilities due to different streams of funding.

Reguirements
Partially Met

+ = i
| 1
lNo reference or description of the reporting process for accidents, incidents or performance |
imanagement. i
. f

Requirements
Partially Met



TfGM -

Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road

Stage: 3a

Gateway Review Panel

Gardner
Project Manager SMBC

Overall Rating for

LEGAL
programme and budget.

The main risks to this project are land aequisition and planning. TfGM and Stockport te work together to ensure
that these issues are identified in terms of legal process. are progressed and allowance made for the same in the

Date of Review

|
} No issues of note with
|

Rework not required

| Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

See recommendations below

‘Review Issues and Recommendations :

Some medium issues exist
This sectlon is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

Issue Recommendation
| Before current funding was secured the original proposal was for this Scheme to be
i sponsored and advanced by Stockport Borough Council. However, since DfT funding | TfGM, Stockport Borough Council, Manchester City Council and Cheshire East Council to consider and produce
|| 1|was secured the GMCA and TfGM has been asked to oversee this project in order to recommendations for governance and project delivery structure followed by round table meeting to discuss and
| control cost and minimise the risk of overspend. This is important because the DfT agree a procedure and process for delivery of the Scheme.
\funding is to be provided to the GMCA. The DfT funding is fixed and any overspend
As a local authority Stockport Borough Council need to obtain the powers to progress
the 3ehaltie, There drétiv starut-ory route-s WHeh thight iy to thls ‘pmject and TfGM legal to be provided with a copy of the legal advice from Stockport Borough Council so that this can be
| | 2 |enable Stockport Borough Council ta obtain the necessary powers (being s10 of the " - ’
4 _ Tn : considered by the joint project board.
| Highways Act 180 or the Planning Act 2008). Under the current law it is imperative
| that Stockport follow the correct statutory route. Stockport Borough Council's legal
Stackport Council are the Highway Autharity for roads (other than trunk reads)
within rh?n' rfdm-lmsrranve area. Th:.s ef’mbt‘ehsmckp-m.rr Calj'ncn to app!){fnrpt‘anmng TFGM legal to be provide with o copy of the draft s8 Agreement from Stockport Borough Council confuring the
3 |and obtain CPO in respect of land within their administrative area required for the p B
% _ : necessary powers to Stockport Borough Councif on progress the planning and CPOs.
Scheme. However, in order to ensure the successful execution of this scheme
Stockport Borough Council require the acquisition of land which falls within the
Stockport Borough Council to provide TfGM with copies of current planning proposals and land identified as
4 requiring acquisition.
Preparatory works for planning and compulsory purchase orders are underway.
TfGM to review and come to a view as to whether this identifies any additional risks to the scheme and how these
can be mitigated. TfGM further understands thot Stockport Borough Council have completed a draft
5 Environmental Statement which should be reviewed by TfGM. The environmenta! review should include
consideration of where the scheme requires aquisition of public open spaces. TfGM understands that Stockport
! Full environmental assessment has been undertaken by Stockport Borough Council, [Borough Council have made provision for the purchase of land to compensate for the public open space that will
! The need to obtain planning and CPOS could present significant timing and programming issues. Stockport
| Borough Council and TfGM need to identify and consider whether encugh time has been allowed in the
6 programme to aliow for these risks. In particular, high risk sites such as Sale Golf Club to be identified and
Programme review and programme risks (including financial risk around land specifically addressed in the programme. The allowance for land aquitision costs in the budget to be reviewed as
acquisition) part of this exercise.
Detailed Checklist
Item Status Comments
Grant of Planning Permission - This has not been obtained by Stockport Borough Council. Stockpord
s Council intend to go out to a "Pre-Public Consultation” where they will publish possible options for
1 |Approvals & Consents - Have all necessary powers and consents been fully approved e i the SEMMMS Route and consult the public on their views of the given routes. After this pre-public
consultation Stockport will decide on the route. Planning application will then be progressed.
There is a significant amount of work and thus time/programming risk associated with this issue -
Compulsory Purchase Orders - Stockport Borough Council have identified the land which needs to
RequErerts be obtained in erder to enable the Scheme to be progressed. Stockport Borough Council will try to
Partially Met acquire the land required by agreement but have identified parcels of land which they believe will
need a CPO. Draft orders have been produced, so Stockport should be in a good position to
progress once planning issues resolved but TfGM and Stockport need to ensure that sufficient time|
Conditians - Are there any conditions to the powers and consents and do they pose Environmsntaf Impacts of scheme need to be assessed - full environment impact assessment have
2 0 Z |been carried out. No significant additional risks have been identified. TfGM should review and
any additional risks. 1
check the same.
3 |Fiekaruiicas=Hiave sontractorvetarareas besnraciiieds NotAgphicatie No ('Jppﬁcabfe at this stage. Pracure@enrs-traregy to be review in light of possible changes to
project structure and TfGM to feed into this as necessary,
4 |Insurance - Are all warranties, bonds and insurances confirmed and agreed by all parti¢Not Applicable |No applicable at this stage.

i

|
this business case section L]

!

|

__ Joanna Maddocks/Des |
Specialist Reviewer 1




Scheme: SEMIMMS Relief Road

Stage: 3a

Project Manager SMBC

Specialist Reviewer EC Harris

Overall Rating for
DELIVERY STRATEGY

Date of Review

At this stage, it is to be expected that the Delivery Strategy is not developed to any great degree. Strategies
presented in the Benefits Realisation Plan, PID, Procurement Strategy and Project Management Plan all indicate
to their being @ common understand of how to transistion to BAU, and it is anticipated that this will be further
developed prior to the next Gateway Review

No 1ssues of note with
this business case section
Rework not required

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

ecommendations

Add issue here

Some medium fssues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

Add comment here

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rewark advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Add recommendation here

Major / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

Add issue here

Add recommendation here

Add issue here

Add recommendation here

Critical Success Factors - Clearly describe all factors that must be present for the
project to succeed.

Not Applicable

Add comments here

w

Key Delivery Challenges - Have all delivery challenges been articulated and has a
robust overall delivery strategy been putin place to address them?

Integration - Is a strategy in place to address integration/transition issues and
maximise synergies in transferring to BAU?

Not Applicable

Not Applicable

Add comments here

Add comments here

Overall Consistency - Are delivery arrangements well integrated and censistent with
one another (risk, procurement, schedule, governance...)

Not Applicable

Add comments here




Specialist Reviewer

Project Manager

Date of Review

No Issues of note with
this business case section

1l Rati r
Overall Rating fo Rewark not required

TRANSITION

Recommendation: Clear Approval

Some medium issues exist
This section is not fully compliant
Rework may be advisable

Recommendation: Qualified Approval

Medium / Significant issues exist
This section is not fully compliant

Not required at this stage of the project Rework aduisable

Recommendation: Qualified Rejectlon

Specialist Reviewer
Comments

Majer / Critical issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Major rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

ecommendations

Add issue here Add recommendation here

Add issue here Add recommendation here

Add jssue here Add recommendation here

Inspection - Has a final inspection been carried out and all defects rectified in
accordance with the contract?

Financial Close Out - Have all accounts been agreed and closed and is a SAP report

included in the submission as evidence? dd-cormment=-hece

Post Implementation Review (PIR) - Has a Post Implementation Review {PIR) taken

Add ts h
place and all cutstanding actions recorded? OMUnERtEACE

Training - Has all required training been planned or carried out? Add comments here

'Maintenance - Have long term management plans been put in place for maintenance

of the new facility? This includes TfGM Infrastructure and Operations. Add EeRments e




TfGM - Gateway Review Panel

4 Scheme: SEMMMS Relief Road Specialist Reviewer Tom Sansom

i Stage: 3a Project Manager SMIBC |

EVALUATION & MONITORING Date of Review 05-Jul-12|

e g2 A R R R R R

| Mo issues of note with
Overall Rating for B !An detailed programme of activity proposed but, at present, not costed. Evaluation plan would benefit Thié Busincas cust section |
|  |considerably from specification of scheme-specific DfT and local evaluation objectives, in terms of the focus and Rework nat required 1
: EVALUATION & MONITORING | et apaLiatiah ¢ ashea pagis e JeeEy e -
¥ scafe of monitoring & evaluation activity. ;
| ] l Recommendation: Clear Approval !
|
‘ Some medium issues exist
f This section is not fully compliant
! Rework may be advisable
| Recommendation: Qualified Approval
It is clear that much thought has gone into defining the, os-yet uncosted, outline scheme evaluation plan. While jt js [
5 y é . W P . iy i Medium / Significant Issues exist
challenging to define national evaluation objectives in circumstances where DfT has yet to issue final guidance on the 1y This section s not fully compliant

i Specialist Reviewer
1 Comments

evaluation of local major schemes (the current evaluation plan makes reference to draft guidance), there is scope for| - Rewaork advisable
making progress in defining local evaluation objectives {which will go beyond a restatement of scheme objectives and |

could include an examination of Earn Back issues).

Recommendation: Qualified Rejection

Major / Critical Issues exist
This section is not compliant.
Maor rework required.

Recommendation: Rejection

R Z
{Review iIssues and Recommendations

Issue I Recommendation ]
[
Evoluation activity would benefit considerably from being focused around specified national and focal evaluation | ‘
1 |Clear definition of national and local evaluation objectives. objectives, i.e. exactly what DfT and the promoting authorities wish to learn from monitoring and evaluation [ 1
activity. i b

L

[

2 |Costing of the programme of menitoring and evaluation work to be delivered. Monitoring and evaluation costs need to be explicitly identified to ensure credibility of the proposals. |

|

|

|

; 1
| L . L L Benefits realisation and monitoring & evaluation activities should be separately defined. At the moment they are |

| 3 |Clear distinction from benefits realisation activity. L T 2 e

| merged and there Is limited text on benefits realisation. B
| |
i 2 S J

|Detailed Checklist P |
Item Status ~ Comments ; b Yira ) ke s Rl iR bl

- £ 3 : 2 bl . ‘;
| 1}
N Some degree of prioritisation is apparent in the scaling of activity. Further prioritisation would be |
| Prioritisation - Have the benefits been prioritised in terms of impact. This will inform Reguirements f 9 fp PP g of Y- P

., |bene; icial, both in respect of national and local evaluation objectives and in terms of the relative
Ithe structure of the evaluation, Partially Met A i 2 f . - i ; d
| ‘ scale of traditional scheme benefits (e.g. journey time savings).

T — S —e i

1 |
Despite an extensive programme of monitoring & evaluation wark being set out in some detail 1
(Appendix 1), no associated cost has been identified. This apparent lack of explicit cost allocation

raises questions over the credibility of evaluation plans.

|Cost - Has an appropriate budget been set aside to cover the costs of the evaluation GELIIEGERE
exercise? This should be proportional to the structure of the evaluation required. | Not Met

| Approach - Are the desired outcomes of the evaluation exercise in line with the |Requirements 'The approaches are generally robust. Perhaps the main exception is in terms of economic |
suggested approach? Partizlly Met  |impacts, likely to emerge as a key area when evaluation objectives are clearly defined. ]
i

&

Timescale - Has adequate time been allowed to conduct the evaluation?

Measures/Units/Types - Have measures/units/types been identified that will be
evaluated upon project completion (transport, economic, VM, social or For most outcomes, suitable measures are identified.
environmental impacts)?

©n

@

lData - Has all the appropriate data been captured and baselined to allow for
|compariscm in the evaluation?
|

g i
. | |

| | }ln general this checklist item is not relevant. The evaluation, however, does rely on access to data b
[Not Applicable [from bus operators in relation to journey time performance, but it is not clear whether bus |

operators have been epproached at this time.

! ‘Legal - Has a legal condition been included to allow TfGM to access operational data
\after handover?

{Process - Has a pre-defined process been put in place to evaluate the management of Requirements Some stakeholder engagement envisaged on "lessons learned" but otherwise any process
ithe project for Lessons Learnt? Partially Met  evaluation of issues surrounding development & delivery of the scheme is absent.
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1.1

A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Introduction

During June 2012, TfGM provided project assurance services for the A6 to Manchester Airport
Relief Road. To tie in with the submission of the Major Scheme Business Case to the
Department for Transport (DfT), submitted November 2012, it was agreed that TfGM Project
Management Procedures (PMP) Gateway 3A, Full Business Case would be the most appropriate
review gateway for the scheme. This aligns with the A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road
Project Control Framework as stipulated in the scheme Quality Plan.

The TfGM gateway review team acknowledged in their findings that the A6 to Manchester Airport
Relief Road was strictly between gateways 2 and 3A. Applying gateway 2 to the scheme was
agreed to be a retrograde step and so gateway 3A was applied with an expectation that areas of
development would be identified. This is considered to be the case in the Health and Safety
section and Evaluation and Monitoring section which will be progressed in line with the
programme whilst falling short of the 3A requirements.

The gateway review panel considered 15 subject areas scoring each section between 1 and 4.
With a score of 1 indicating no issues of note were found whilst a score of 4 indicates
Major/Critical issues were found.

The purpose of this report is to highlight the issues that have been raised through gateway 3A
and documents the actions that have and will be undertaken to address them. Reference should
be made to Appendix A where the detailed findings of all 15 subject areas are listed. Where there
are no issues raised in certain subject areas the SEMMMS project team will continue to apply the
appropriate procedures and methodologies to continue with and develop the good working
practices.
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1.2

1.3

A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Gateway 3A Action Paper

Core Findings

Overall the project scored a 2, indicating that based on the information reviewed some ‘medium’

issues exist.

Topic Area

Score

Strategic Alignment

Governance

Value for Money (VFM) & Appraisal

Benefits Realisation

Finance & Funding

Risk Management

Schedule

Procurement & Contract Management

Stakeholder Management

2
2
2

Design & Engineering

Health & Safety

Legal

Delivery Strategy

Transition

Evaluation & Monitoring

Overall Rating

Core Actions / Responses

Of the topic areas that scored a 3 indicating that “Medium / Significant issues exist, business
case not fully compliant with requirements, rework advisable”the following core actions /
responses are recommended by the Project Management Team.

Value for Money & Appraisal:

Issue raised by Gateway Response

Review Panel (GRP)

GRP suggested that the Following the review, TfGM and SEMMMS team worked
analysis in the economic case | together to ensure this issue was resolved prior to submission
is not supporting the strategic of a MSBC approved by all relevant parties.

case for the scheme.

SEMMMS_Gateway Review 3A Action Paper r0 1




A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Procurement & Contract Management

Issue raised by GRP

Response

GRP suggested that the
procurement strategy be
developed.

Following the review, TFGM and SEMMMS team worked
together to finalise and agree the procurement strategy as a
Staged ECI broadly following the Welsh Assembly model. The
procurement strategy was approved by all relevant parties and
formed part of the MSBC submission.

Adjust schedule to include
standstill period; allow
sufficient time for tender
evaluation and accommodate
governance requirements.

Project Team has since increased the time allocated to review
the tender documentation. Further appraisal of the time
required for PQQ has now meant the procurement activities are
removed from the critical path.

Concern that with the
proposed procurement
strategy there is minimal
incentive for the Contractor's to
agree/facilitate the 'best' target
price.

Procurement strategy requires the Contractor to produce an
Initial Target Cost (ITC) soon after appointment. The
Contractor will then be incentivised to reduce this ITC before a
Final Target Cost is agreed prior to construction. This way early
sight of the Target Cost is gained and early value engineering
is promoted and indeed paid for via the incentivisation
mechanism, providing overall cost savings for the scheme.
Updated procurement strategy was approved by all relevant
parties and formed part of the MSBC submission.

Concern over risk allocation in
the final contract and the
validity of procuring the
scheme as a single contract.

Under the proposed procurement strategy the proposed NEC3
contract conditions will be applied, the Client is able to produce
a specific risk register, clearly stating which risks will remain
with the Client. This risk register will need to be reviewed and
agreed by Project Board including TfGM. With regards
procuring as a single contract, the Project Team consider this
to be the best strategy to deliver best value, cost certainty and
programme certainty by allowing an experienced contractor to
control as much of the works as possible.
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A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Health and Safety

Issue raised by GRP

Response

Concerns raised over general
level of documentation of H&S
issues.

Acknowledged by the Project Team that H&S documentation
needs to be developed over the next phase of project
development. Whilst from the Gateway Review Panel it was
acknowledged that the SEMMMS project team is applying
appropriate consideration and practices in developing the
scheme, this has not been documented. Clear actions for the
next phase include: drafting a health and safety file; producing
detailed pre-construction health and safety information prior to
tender phase; review of preferred route design to ensure H&S
issues are identified and documented effectively; revise Project
Management Plan to ensure roles and responsibilities with
regards H&S are incorporated and ensure that the tendering
process rewards Contractors that can demonstrate an excellent
health and safety and culture.

Legal

Issue raised by GRP

Response

General concern over the level
of legal review required by and
provided by GRP legal team
on behalf of the project.

Currently, legal checks are provided by SMBC Legal on behalf
of the project team. It is recommended that the Project Board
consider the current governance structure and section 8
agreement to ensure they are content with this arrangement.
With reference to the recommendation for involvement by GRP
Legal, TfGM has now been brought onto the Project Board as
well as the previous representation on the Chief Executive’s
Project Board. With this involvement in the governance, T{GM
will be part of the decision making process on appropriate legal
resource and representation as part of the project team — to be
raised at Project Board.
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A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Evaluation and Monitoring

Issue raised by GRP

Response

Evaluations activity would
benefit considerably from
being focused around specified
national and local evaluation
objectives, i.e. exactly what
DfT and the promoting
authorities wish to learn from
monitoring and evaluation
activity.

Evaluate Benefits Realisation Plan (BRP) against national and

local evaluation objectives has been developed for purposes of
MSBC programme entry submission. The BRP requires to be

further developed prior to next gateway review.

Monitoring and evaluation
costs need to be explicitly
identified to ensure credibility
of the proposals.

Acknowledged although considered to be a small percentage
of the overall budget and therefore comfortable with level of
costing carried out to date. Project team to consider and
include specific allocation within the scheme budget for
evaluation activities.

Benefits realisation and
monitoring & evaluation
activities should be separately
defined. At the moment they
are merged and there is limited
text on benefits realisation.

Evaluate BRP with a view to separately defining benefits
realisation and monitoring in next revision prior to the next
gateway review.
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A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

2.1 Introduction

Whilst the executive summary serves to highlight the key areas of concern and development, this
section will cover each of the actions going forward.

2.2 Governance

e GRP recognised the importance of gaining a universal agreement between the
authorities for future decision making. Section 8 agreement to be finalised and signed off
by each partner prior to the start of the tendering process.

* GRP recommend that a Project Controls function is developed with the metrics used for
the checks and balances as presented to the Project Board confirmed. A full quality
control process is currently in place, with economics, key risks and issues regularly
presented to Project Board. PMT are to consider the need for more specific Project
Controls function and recommend to the Board mechanism for the next stage of the
project.

¢ GRP suggest that the Strategies and Plans are insufficient in detail for a project of this
size. Communication needed with TfGM prior to the next gateway review to ensure level
of detail recommended is understood. Currently deemed sufficient by the PMT and
Project Board.

2.3 Value for Money and Appraisal

¢  GRP recommended that the analysis in the economic case was not supporting the
strategic case for the scheme. Following the review and prior to the submission of the
Major Scheme Business Case, Atkins liaised with TfGM and ensured that all suggesting
for improvement were explored and adopted where appropriate.

2.4 Benefits Realisation

e GRP recommend that the Benefits Realisation Plan (BRP) be developed as the project
progresses to incorporate any specific benefits within the MSBC over and above the 6
core scheme objectives as well as incorporating any benefits defined in the lead up to
the Public Inquiry. This is acknowledged and Atkins or another should be commissioned
to review the Benefits Realisation Plan prior to the next gateway review.

* Project to develop BRP to include how the benefit will be measured post project
completion as well as developing the detail included in the benefits mapping. This should
include how the statements and assessment in the benefits appraisal are correct,
supportable and understandable.

¢ Review and develop the strategy to Business As Usual (BAU) in terms of the handover

into maintenance and management of the scheme. This is to be developed in time for
the next GRP.
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2.6

2.7

A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

Finance and Funding

GRP make recommendations to explore and clarify the future revenue and renewal costs
associated with the scheme. These are included in a broad sense within the economic
analysis of the scheme, however, further work is needed to ensure the scheme fulfils
requirements of the Project Board. This will be developed and agreed between the 3
promoting authorities prior to the next Gateway Review.

Risk Management

General recommendations to increase the detail evidenced in the risk register. This is
acknowledged and will be actioned by the PMT.

Specific recommendation to carry out a Schedule QRA. Action with the PMT to
investigate the value of implementing this at this stage of the project lifecycle. PMT to
explore and recommend to the project board when the most appropriate time would be to
carry this out. Schedule risks currently included within the risk register through specific
time related risks.

Recommendation made to align risk confidence between lands and project risk register.
Following the gateway review and prior to the issue of the MSBC, this was achieved
through ensuring the Project Risk confidence as well as the Land Risk confidence were
both quoted as the pre-mitigation P50 value in line with DfT requirements. Action on the
PMT to assess when the project should develop the risk allowance to a post-mitigation
P80 value. PMT to consider with the Project Director and through further liaison with
TfGM the potential convergence with TfGM methodologies with regards risk
management and to ensure that this in alignment with DfT requirements.

Review of risk management plan to ensure clarity on how contingency budget will be
managed going forward including how financial draw down will be facilitated as required.

GRP recommended that the risk allowance be increased and the optimum bias be
decreased. Over detailed discussions, post review and prior to submission of the
business case this was agreed and actioned.

Schedule

Recommendation to include, in more detail, the scheduling impacts of the approvals and
engagement with Network Rail and Statutory Undertakers. This is agreed and the PMT
will action this as soon as possible. The Project Team are in continuous liaison with
Network Rail and Stats companies and part of the next level of engagement will be to
ensure there is a full understanding of the time impact of gaining approvals and that this
is reflected in the project schedule.

Recommendation to incorporate more detail within the construction element of the

schedule. This has since been actioned by the Project Team incorporating the work
carried out by Balfour Beatty, as part of their Professional Services Contract commission,
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A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

as well as including more recently gathered project knowledge in line with scheme
development.

Recommendation to review the cost profiling against the schedule. This is acknowledged
and has been agreed since the review, with the PMT having worked up a detailed cost
profile in line with the scheme schedule. This will continue to be developed.

2.8 Procurement & Contract Management

The majority of the findings were in relation to TfGM’s buy in to the procurement strategy
(staged ECI) with development of detail of the strategy to demonstrate applicability, best
value and risk in relation to this scheme. Since the review TfGM and the project team
have worked together in developing knowledge and detail associated with the proposed
procurement strategy and how the strategy is best applied for the delivery of this
scheme. This has resulted in TfGM agreement and subsequent Project Board approvals
to the procurement strategy, being a staged ECI approach.

Risk allocation to be developed prior to tender process and agreed by all parties. This is
a necessary part of the development of the NEC suite of documents and will be in place
prior to the next gateway review.

2.9 Stakeholder Management

Majority of the feedback concerned the early stage of the communications strategy. This
has since been developed. Action with the communications team to ensure this strategy
covers all future periods of the project prior to the next gateway review.

2.10 Design and Engineering

All aspects agreed to be fully compliant with expectations at this stage. Design team to
develop design to ensure future maintenance requirements are explored and
incorporated where appropriate and/or covered into the contract information for
consideration at detailed design stage by the ECI Contractor/Designer.

211 Health and Safety

Following the confirmation of the preferred route, the Design Manager will progress the
health and safety documentation. Recommended that a first draft of the Health and
Safety File is completed prior to tender stage.

The project team is to develop a documented strategy on how the CDM-C will continue
to be engaged throughout the project lifecycle.

Investigate and review how health and safety considerations can be formally recorded
within the project information. Ensure that, in the lead up to the tender, all available
health and safety information is documented and presented to the Contractor on
appointment.
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A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road

212 Legal

® The majority of the recommendations concerned the legal review process. The GRP
reviewer recommended that all documentation be reviewed by TfGM legal to ensure
compliance. This contradicts the understanding of the current project governance and it
is recommended that, once agreed with all parties, the Section 8 agreement is reviewed
and confirmed by Project Board (including TfGM representative). This will ensure TfGM
are comfortable with the current legal arrangements, mainly being that legal review and
guidance be provided by SMBC on behalf of the promoting authorities, with SMBC Legal
involving the other 2 promoting authorities as appropriate and in line with the Section 8
agreement.

2.13 Evaluation and Monitoring

® Project Team to evaluate the Benefits Realisation Plan (BRP) against national and local
evaluation objectives prior to the next gateway review.

e Evaluate BRP with a view to separately defining benefits realisation and monitoring in
next revision prior to the next gateway review.

* Project team to review the evaluation process of the economic benefits prior to the next
gateway review.

® Project team to review data capture requirements pre-construction and set out plan with
costs of what additional data is required.

® Project Team to include within the scheme budget or identify source of funding to cover
the costs associated with the evaluation period post implementation.

* Project team to consider options with regards "Lessons Learnt" of the management of
the scheme and, where appropriate and applicable, incorporate these into BRP
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Gateway Review 3A Issue/Action Log

Dec-12

[ssue  |Issue raised by Gateway Review Pane Current
Section Number |(GRP) R ion made by Gateway Review Panel Score |A6 to Manchester Airport Project Team Response A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road Action Owner Date to Be Completed By
trategic Alignment  [N/A e A A N/A N/A N/A
A Delivery Agreemen ontract could be designed, pprovals and delegated authority has been formally handed
circulated and agreed to clarify how decisions will be made to SMBC. The Management Plan clearly sets out what levels
and what levels of escalation will be used within the project of escalations will used. The governance structure has been |Section 8 agreement to be signed off by each local
Approvals/Delegated Authority does not organisation. This should also acknowledge how decision 2 agreed at Project Board level. MCC, CEC, SMBC authority. Overall project governance structure to
seem to have been formally handed to making external to the project organisation will be managed represented at each level of governance. Section 8 be reviewed and confirmed prior to progresses to  |SRO / Project Prior to the appointment of
Governance 1 Stockport to manage the project (DfT/GMCA/Airport etc.). 1t is currently be ised. the procurement of the scheme. Board the Staged ECI Contractor.|
Considering the project is underway, there has been a Approvals and delegated authority has been formally handed
As this project is being jointly deli by ignificant amount of design work already completed and to SMBC. The Management Plan clearly sets out what levels
three separate authorities there are obvious |procurement activity will soon commence a decision should be 2 of escalations will used. The governance structure has been |Section 8 agreement to be signed off by each local
questions regarding who's governance made as soon as possible about which governance framework agreed at Project Board level. MCC, CEC, SMBC authority. Overall project governance structure to
framework will be used. It is not clearly will be used going forward for the SEMMMS project. This will represented at each level of governance. Section 8 be reviewed and confirmed prior to progresses to |SRO / Project Prior to the appointment of
Governance 2 identified in the submission. also be agreed and approved by all parties. agreement is currently be formalised. the procurement of the scheme. Board the Staged ECI Contractor.
[This is a high profile, high cost project and
will certainly be subject to audit at some Create an assurance plan that allows project information ISMBC is a quality assured council and it's systems and
stage during its lifestyle and possibly controlled and archived periodically using an information processes by which SEMMMS is in compliance are subject to|
afterwards. Whilst it states in the st mar plan that would facilitate the retrieval of regular audits. Each consultant employed on the scheme is
that audit requirements will be satisfied it ir ion when required. Work with audit bodies to best 2 also QA assured and is required to undertake their own audit
stops short of listing which standards the L points of which information will need to be processes. Project Assurance is undertaken by the TFGM Review current audit practices and consider
project is being managed in accordance presented for audit. These audits should appear in the cost GRIP review process. It is agreed that a audit process recommendations to Project Board for project Prior to the appointment of
Governance 3 with. and resource plans. specifically for the project could be considered. specific audit process. PM the Staged ECI Contractor.|
[Section 3.5 on Page 5 of the Management Plan states that
the role of Project Controls Manager will be undertaken by
the Assistant Project Manager. A clear configuration
It is acknowledged that there is a need to A Project Controls function should be engaged as soon as management plan is in place and active. The project
provide reporting, the documentation possible to define how the project will present information to 2 reporting to Project Board is carried out on a monthly basis
suggest that this is yet to be decided and the |board members, decide on the metrics used for the checks with the content of the reporting agreed by the Project Board. |Review current configuration management /
Project Controls Manager hasn't been and balances and begin providing information that will allow This includes reporting on all aspects of Project Controls project controls. Review reporting to the Project Prior to the appointment of
Governance 4 engaged. efficient monitoring and control of the project. including budget and programme. Board to ensure compliance continues. PM the Staged ECI Contractor.|
Risk Manager and Project Controls Manager role undertaken
by the Assistant Project Manager (Section 3.5 on Page 5 of
the Management Plan). Finance Manager referenced in
2 section 3.3 page 4 of the Management Plan. Finance
Manager is required to be a member of SMBC to enable sign
Some key roles are missing from the roles  |Add TfGM support as well as a dedicated Risk Manager, off of key financial decisions. This role is undertaken by Prior to the issue of the
and responsibilities section and costs don't  |Project Controls Manager, and Finance Manager to the Martin Rigby. Costs for these roles are fully accounted for in  |Name Martin Rigby as the Finance Manager within MSBC to the DfT
Governance 5 seems to be accounted for. Project Team. the forward preparation cost forecasting. the Management Plan. APM (Complete).
Although this is not a TFGM project it will be subject to the If the scheme were to follow the same internal standards of a |Request that TIGM GRP supply description of
PMP/ProgMP - Has the correct same internal standards. As a result of this it has been decided TfGM project this, under the current governance structure, PMP requirements of a Route 5 project for clarity
procedure/route been selected to govern the |that it will be a Route 5 project following the Project would be a decision for the Project Board and ulti for |and i ion. SEMMMS Project Team to Prior to the appointment of
Governance 1 project? I it Procedures (PMP). the Senior Responsible Owner. review the internal standards of the PMP of TfGM. |TfGM GRP the Staged ECI Contractor.
ateway Review Process -Isthisa
clear understanding of TfGM's approvals
process? Have submission dates been built ion dates have been built into the schedule for the [Submission dates based on information transferred on the
Governance 2 into the schedule? PMP Gateway Review and appear to be realistic at this stage. GRP from TfGM to date. No Action N/A N/A
[As This project Is delivered by three separate councils It is
Strategies & Plans - is there a clear that there are no corporate strategies quoted. Request that TFGM GRP supply description of
understanding of the PM's responsibility to  JHowever, individual plans should be well advanced. Although PMP requirements of a Route 5 project for clarity
devise a plan to each aspect of the project  |there seems to be a plan for most aspects of the project the Plans produced to levels of detail deemed sufficient by the  |and consideration. SEMMMS Project Team to Prior to the next gateway
Governance 3 from TfGM's strategies. detail is insufficient for project of this size. Project Director and SRO at this stage of the scheme. review the internal standards of the PMP of TfGM. |TfGM GRP review.
Atkins completed dialogue with TTGM prior to
Agreed that TFGM will work with SMBC and Atkins to ensure submission of the business case and ensured all Prior to the issue of the
Analysis in the economic case is not the strategic economic cases complement each other in the suggestions are considered and included as MSBC to the DfT
VFM & Appraisal 1 supporting the strategic case for the scheme |revised MSBC submission to DfT Continue liaison with TFGM representatives. necessary. Atkins (Complete).
|BCR of 18 1s incorrectly calculated and 1s Prior t0 the Issue of the
misleading. | also think the quoted 11,000  |Agreed that this will not appear in the revised economic This was removed following the gateway review MSBC to the DfT
VFM & Appraisal 2 jobs is incorrect. I Atkins to provide response and prior to the submission of MSBC. Atkins (Complete).

Benefits Realisation

Outline Benefits - Describe the anticipated
financial and non-financial benefits, including
an explanation of the current baseline state.

The Benefits Realisation Plan is centred around the 3 Local
Authorities. It addresses the 6 key Scheme Objectives. The 2
key issues here are whether there are specific detailed
benefits within the various commitments of the business case.
Additionally, a mechanism for incorporating benefits which are
emphasised or developed as part of the Public Inquiry would
be needed. It would be expected that this level of detail would
be developed as the project continues.

Accepted - BRP should be reviewed at each gateway and,
where required be revised to include any additional/further
detail of the benefits that the scheme will be aiming to
achieve.

[Commission Atkins or similar to update the BRP at

prior to the next gateway.

Atkins

Prior to the next gateway
review.
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The Benefits Realisation Plan stipulates a methodology that,
notwithstanding the above comments, describes an effective
Benefit Profiling - Define the measures that |way of collating this data. At this stage, the method is
will be used to assess benefits, attached a ibed at high level, and as the scheme progresses, it Quantitative benefits analysis to be reviewed and Prior to the next gateway
R on 2 quantitative unit where possible. would be expected that the detail would be developed. detail to be added prior to the next gateway review |Atkins review.
The sirategy contains a mapping table Which lINks 1SsUes to
Benefits Mapping - Create a benefit map Specific Objective to WebTAG Impact
that indicates how each of the anticipated Classifications. Again, at this stage the problems this
benefits follows from the project output to addresses do not contain specifics and detail, which would be Produce more specific information regarding the Prior to the next gateway
Benefits Realisation 3 ic objecti ped as the project progresses. mapping. Atkins review.
Tnsofar as progression to required specific actions, a
As part of the transition of project output into |mitigation measures plan is identified and referred to within the
BAU explain what steps will need to be taken|Benefits Realisation Model. Other than that, given the level of
to integrate the project output into a new detail presented at present, a detailed transition to BAU would Review and produce detailed transition to BAU as Prior to the next gateway
R n 4 ility. not be expected at this time. required prior to the next GRP. Atkins review.
ATThis stage, the figh level nature of the benemts are
expressed as resolution of issues affecting the area. This is
Benefit Appraisal - Define how at this stage, and it would be expected that more
and assessment in benefits appraisal are detail would be generated as the project progresses towards Review section of the BRP in the lead up to the Prior to the next gateway
Benefits Realisation 5 correct, supportable and understandable. Public Inquiry. Accepted Public Inquiry. Atkins review.
Further work and quantification on on-gomng
revenue maintenance and renewals costs 2 On going revenue and maintenance costs are outside the
Finance and Funding 1 required. No recommendation scope of the project. No action suggested by the project team. - N/A
Revised capial Costs per EC Harfis due algence analysis 1s
within funding available of £290m. The EC Harris report note
that further work is required in certain areas to finalise costs
Funding - Has a source been identified to however the revised costings provide for a commercially 2 Revenue and Renewal This is outside the scope of the Investigate with TFGM if specific actions are
fund the project? This should include details |robust project. Additional work required on future revenue and project and will become the responsibility of the highways required on the future revenue and renewal costs Prior to the next gateway
Finance and Funding 1 of revenue as well as capital expenditure. costs. authority to which the scheme will be handed over to. prior to the next GRP. PM review.
[ATTordability - Demonsirate Now the overall |Revised capial Costs are Within the Tunding sources avaiable
project appears affordable against expected |as noted above. Additional work required on future revenue 2 Prior to the next gateway
Finance and Funding 2 funding arrangements. and renewals costs and funding. as above as above PM review.
Robusfcosfing analysis performed by arris. Report notes
Capital Costs (CAPEX) - Are all capital co: questions to be resolved however that the revised costs
fully scoped, clearly stated, robust and within |(as noted above) 'would provide for a commercially robust EC Harris performed a due diligence exercise on the robust  |No further actions as comments raised by EC
Finance and Funding 4 expectations? project'. costing of the scheme carried out by Corderoy. Harris discussed in detail. N/A N/A
Revenue Costs (OPEX) Are all revenue |Tvestigate with TTGM 1T speciic actions are
costs fully scoped, clearly stated robust and |Limited information provided to date on future revenue costs. required on the future revenue and renewal costs Prior to the next gateway
Finance and Funding 5 within expectations. Requires additional future work. Outside the scope of the project. prior to the next GRP. PM review.
Tontingency - 1s the contingency Tully
scoped, committed to the project, clearly
stated, appears to be appropriate level and  |Appropriate contingencies applied as per EC Harris report and
Finance and Funding 6 treatment? within the funding envelope. Acknowledged. No action N/A N/A
Renewals - Are the renewals fully scoped, Investigate with TFGM if specific actions are
clearly stated, appear robust, in appropriate |Limited information provided to date on future renewals costs. required on the future revenue and renewal costs Prior to the next gateway
Finance and Funding 7 cost base, and within expectations. Requires additional future work. Renewals are not within the scope of this project. prior to the next GRP. PM review.
1) Detailed review of risk registers to include items identified as|
being deficient; ensuring robust and timely mitigation measures|
and assessments (likelihood & impact) are agreed by all
parties. 2
2) Detailed assessment of the schedule risks (and undertake a Risk Management process has been subject to an Review the need for a Schedule QRA. Continue to
Schedule QRA) and ensure robust and timely mitigation independent review. Deemed as sufficient for this stage of develop mitigation measures and continue to share
Risk registers not sufficiently robust for both and cost 1t of the schedule risks; for the project. Acknowledges that carrying out a schedule QRA |risks with all those working on the project to ensure Prior to the next gateway
Risk Management 1 it and it inclusion with risk register and & Cost QRA. could add value to the project. all are aware of the risk ownership. APM review.
T) Update Cost QRA 10 (ake sk register updates (as identied
above) 1) Costed risk register will continue to be updated to add
2) Alignment of confidence values between land risk and further detail to the mitigation measures in line with the risk
construction risk or presentation of a strategy to support management plan.
methodology. 2) Project Risk has now been realigned to use the P50 value
3) Separation of construction risk into contractor risk, client risk ) in agreement with the lands risk register and in accordance  |1) Continue to review costed risk register and
and sponsor risk (assuming SMBC are the client and TfGM are| with DfT guidance. develop (and cost as necessary) mitigation
the sponsor). 3) Risks already separated. measures.
4) Agreement by parties for the correct application of OB; 4) Project has now moved to include 27% OB down from 2) No further action required
[Assessment of allowance for Contingency ~ |moving towards less reliance upon OB and a greater reliance 44% OB due to recognition of the risk management activities |3) Review allocation of risk between parties. Prior to the appointment of
Risk Management 2 (inc. risk and OB) upon risk identification and quantification. already taken place. 4) No further action required. APM the Staged ECI Contractor.
The Risk Management Plan should be updated to detail how
contingency will be managed by the funding parties; and how 2 Prior to the appointment of
Risk Management 3 Contingency Management that interfaces with the Project Change Management. Agreed. Review risk management plan APM the Staged ECI Contractor.|
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The Risk Management Plan (RMP) is approprﬁe and robust;
and reflects industry best practice. The RMP has been subject Agreed. The risk management plan is based on a Highways
to an independent review in January 2012; which found it to be Agency approach - chosen as best practice for the
fit-for- purpose. construction of a major highway. If the project is to be judged
Risk Management Approach - Is the risk Detailed risk registers (Land Costs & Project) have been in future against the Tf{GM guidance, the project would
management plan appropriate and robust?  |provided. benefit from having sight of this guidance so that a review of |Seek clarity from TfGM on the issues relating to
Does it comply with TFGM guidance? Has an |The RMP doesn't address the issue of Contingency it's acceptability for the project can be undertaken and, where |Contingency Management as well on TFGM Risk Prior to the next gateway
Risk Management 1 outline risk register been provided? Management i.e. who owns and manages the... appropriate, the guidance followed. Management guidance in general for review. APM review.
Reporing/Escalation - Are arrangements Tor
reporting and escalating risks to the Within the RMP reporting arrangements to the PrB and
Risk Management 2 Programme board are in place? responsibilities are clearly defined. Agreed No action required N/A N/A
OF the risk identilied and captured Within the rsK registers; the
Register - Appears to cover all material majority of the required fields have been completed. But there
foreseeable risks, no obvious key risks are a number of issues with the information contained within Prior to the issue of the
missing and all required fields complete (risk Jthe registers. There are listed In detail within the substantiation Seek further information from TfGM on the detail MSBC to the DfT
Risk Management 3 owners, mitigations, scoring etc.) to these findings. Acknowledged referred to. APM (Complete).
[ The RMP contains a recognisable scoring matrix for the
qualitative assessment of the risk (i.e. probability and impact -
time, cost and quality); this matric has been used within the risk|
registers only to assess the risk on a pre-mitigation basis; Review the Project Risk Register/Mitigation
therefore unable to understand or demonstrate what effect any Measures and seek to develop the register to
Scoring - Have recognised scoring and mitigation measure would have. Acknowledged. Since review, Project Risk has been taken  |create a post mitigation risk register. For the lands
mitigation measures been used? Are risks  |Within the Lands Cost Risk Register only 5 of 19 risk have back to the pre-mitigation case removing the confusion risk register, undertake a full review of risks and Prior to the appointment of
Risk Management 4 appropriately mitigated, scored and valued. |mitigation measures identified. mentioned. mitigation measures. APM the Staged ECI Contractor.|
The risk identified and contained within the registers have been
quantified, save for the comments detailed in 3 & 4 above.
The outputs of the Cost QRASs reflect the quantification of the
risks contained within the registers.
Different confidence levels have been used on the Lands
QRA - Are all key risks on the register are Costs QRA (P50 - Pre-Mitigation Quantification) and Project
quantified appropriately within the QRA, and |QRA (P80 - Post mitigation Quantification); alignment of
QRA can be substantiated against the risk  |confidence values between land risk and construction risk, or Acknowledged - Since review Project Risk is now presented
Risk Management 5 register? presentation of a strategy to support methodology is required. in P50 pre-mitigation and hence alignment can be confirmed. |No further action. N/A N/A
Following a review of the contingency allowances (for Land
Contingency - QRA and overall contingency |Costs risk, Project risk and Optimism Bias); we believe that the|
(including OB where necessary) are broadly |current risk allowance is lower than what we would normally Acknowledged - Through discussion with TFGM Risk
appropriate for the stage of project see for a project of this stage, but the 44% OB is too high. Allowance has been reviewed and increased a paper written
Risk Management 6 development? So due to the Issues to justify the change in OB from 44% to 27%. No further action. N/A N/A
The schedule highlights the critical path in adequate detail, but
does not cover any secondary path that's may become critical.
It lacks detail related to the engagement with Network Rail and Acknowledged - it should also be understood that the
Statutory Undertakers. These are normally areas of concern schedule presented is only intended to give a high level Review each work stream programme and ensure
and most schedules take these into account as it can have an programme. This is backed up by more detailed schedules  |this, and the high level programme, takes account Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 1 Level of detail of the schedule impact on the start of construction. for each work stream. of suitable NR and SU engagement times. APM the Staged ECI Contractor.
The period allowed for Construction and Environmental
in the schedule is three months shorter than that
allowed by Belfour's in their assessment. This may be the
difference between the Optimistic and Pessimistic. Further Review construction schedule against BB Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 2 Construction Period ir ion would be required to understand this fully. schedule. APM the Staged ECI Contractor.|
Review construction schedule and incorporate Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 3 Statutory Diversions Identify and incorporate critical diversions stats diversions on appointment of the Contractor. |APM the Staged ECI Contractor.
| Total the tmescale allocated 10 receving The INSpectors
Further consideration of timescales report can take up to 6 report and getting SoS agreement is 6 months. This is
Schedule 4 Inspectors Report and Inquiry months deemed to be sufficient at this stage. No further action required. N/A N/A
Governance arrangements need 10 Trst be confirmed betore
changes in the design approvals are programmed in. The
project programme allows for approvals from Local Review and confirm the scheme governance.
Design approvals and interfaces have not been identified, HA, Authorities which is the current understanding of the project  |Following confirmation, review programme to Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 5 Design Approvals NR, TIGM include further design approvals as required. PrB the Staged ECI Contractor.

Jgovernance.
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QS and Commercial Management provided in two forms.
Specialist QS advice is regularly sourced through Corderoys
and has been for a number of years. Financial Management
is provided by SMBC based project Finance Manger, Martin
Rigby. This is a requirement of the governance as all
payments of suppliers is carried out through SMBC payment
2 systems. NR coordination is being carried out by the Design
QS and Co! ial Vv 1t not di Co-ordinator Manager - Naz Huda. HA Co-ordination is currently only
role with Network Rail and Highways agency not identified. required for land transfer and this is being carried out at
Definition of Roles and resources are adequate for size and Project Board level by the Project Director, Jim McMahon
nature of project. Major structures, 9 of, are to be built in the and at Project Level by the Project Manager, Graham Martin. |Review management structure leading up to
Resources - Does the project have provision |same time frame. Are there sufficient resources/suitable Construction programme based on advice by Balfour Beatty. |appointment of Contractor. Review construction
for sufficiently skilled resources to progress |contractors to do the works. This may not be the most cost Market testing to date suggests that sufficient resource is [programme on appointment of the Contractor. Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 1 the project to its next gateway. ffective usage of ial available. Continue to liaise with NR and the HA. All the Staged ECI Contractor.
ATTinal Business Case - Galeway o N 1s expected thal a
detailed delivery plan would form part of the submission. It has
been assumed that since the Balfour report includes all major
items the construction phase is based on the Balfour report. It
is recommended that the delivery plan is submitted for the next
review.
2
for internal approvals are behind
schedule which may impact on the ability to submit the case in
time. The time to present this will depend on how far advanced
Deliverables - Have each of the deliverable |the current design/scoping has progressed. There is a Prior to the issue of the
been stated with a realistic timeframe for difference between the Schedule and the Project MSBC now issued. Schedule submitted to be based on the  |Review schedule and Project Management Plan MSBC to the DfT
Schedule 2 delivery? mar plan, documents need aligning. timescales set out in the current programme. prior to issue with MSBC to insure they align. APM (Complete).
Overall schedule is based around what is deemed an
appropriate critical path. More detail would be required to meet|
the requirements of TfGM. The schedule would normally have
been produced using Primavera P6, though this is not a
mandatory requirement. The planning team could consider
bringing forward the Environmental mitigation, possibly by
engaging early. Overlapping Environmental work with the
major structure construction period. Balfours assessment
indicates a period of 24 months for construction with 9 months
for Environmental Mitigation. Engagement with Statutory 2
Undertakers is required early in the schedule, late diversions in Acknowledged that in the lead up to an appointment of a
some areas will hold up construction. These critical diversions Principle Contractor further detail will be required within the
should be i in the prc where The schedule.
schedule shows an overall period of 28 month for construction
with Environmental mitigation taking 5 months, but overlapping With regards Environmental Mitigation, acknowledged that
with construction by 3 months. Based on Balfours time initial this needs to be lengthened and more detail added. The
it and construction plan three month longer period project team are currently investigating the potential to bring |Continue to review programme with regards early
Has a detailed schedule (TfGM/Contractor) |for Environmental mitigation/Construction. In addition there are forward the Environmental Mitigation, carrying out, where Environmental Mitigation. Continue to liaise with
been provided in appropriate format and long lead items relations to the main structures which require a possible, survey and clearing activities by agreement with SU companies and programme in diversions on Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 3 required level of detail? fabrication period. land owners. lappointment of Principle Contractor. APM the Staged ECI Contractor.
[Schedule covers Gateways 3a, 3b and 4. Also Covers
Completeness - is the schedule ission to exec board and DfT for Business Case
with major GRP approval. Covers the overall period from current status to
iviti ones and handover Gateway 6. Covers all stage approval gateways,
Schedule 4 achievable? insufficient detail to substantiate. Acknowledged No further action required. N/A N/A
The critical path is shown through Public consultation period,
Planning and CPO, DfT approval of scheme, the Public Inquiry
Logic - Does the logic appear robust? Are  |process, Award of construction contract, and the construction
timings, sequence, dependencies and critical |period. Logic follows an established process and the time
Schedule 5 path are sensible and appropriately linked.  [frame, with the exception of construction (Noted above). Acknowledged No further action required. N/A N/A
Review the total period for Environment mitigation and overlap
Schedule Risk - Have major risks to to construction Major Stakeholder impact. Check if SUs have
achievement of the schedule have been fed |any impact on schedule. A major rail possession will be Accepted - It should be noted that full liaison is in place with  |Review schedule in line with comments. Review
in to the risk register (and QRA if required and timing will be in the hands of Network Rail (Refer NR with conversations under way to agree required ISU diversions and incorporate discussions to date Prior to the appointment of
Schedule 6 appropriate)? to recommendation regards interfaces). [possessions. into the schedule with regards NR possessions. APM/DM the Staged ECI Contractor.|
No evidence of the schedule being cost loaded. More detall
'would be useful in assessing the costs. Overall cost profile
Costs - Is the schedule properly lines up with the draft schedule. Start of major spending lines Review costing mechanism with programme going
cost/resource loaded (and matches the up with start on site, although spending on Land does not line Acknowledged. Cost profiling has been carried out outside of [forward. Review spending on land and CPO Review prior to next
Schedule 7 finance section)? up with the CPO process. but is reflective and tied to the programme. process. APM IEateway review
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Cknowledged. Since receipt of the GRP findings SEMMMS
Procurement & Project Team has progressed discussions with TFGM to Prior to the issue of the
Contract Develop a process over the next few weeks to finalise and further review the preferred procurement strategy of a staged | TfGM to review information and confirm Staged MSBC to the DfT
Management 1 [Agreed procurement Strategy agree the Procurement Strategy ECIL. ECI as preferred procurement route or otherwise. |PM (Complete).
[Procurement & Develop a governance methodology that arficulates TTGM's
Contract role particularly around sign off of procurement strategy; Agreed - governance strategy to be confirmed between all Review prior to next
Management 2 Governance shortlist and supplier selection. parties. (Confirm governance strategy PD/PM/TfGM gateway review
[Procurement & Adjust schedule to include standstll period; allow sutficient On confirmation of governance requirements,
Contract time for tender evaluation and accommodate governance Acknowledged. Tender review period extended. Governance |review schedule to ensure sufficient time has been Prior to the appointment of
Management 3 Schedule requil requirements to be confirmed. accounted for. PM the Staged ECI Contractor.
The proposed procurement route is compliant with legal
requi other than the current schedule allows for 4
weeks for evaluation of the tenders, governance and standstill
period. This has been discussed with Stockport and will be
adjusted. Timescales will also need to be adjusted to ensure
there is adequate time for Stockport's governance and TfGM's
[governance particularly around sign off of the final 2
procurement strategy, sign off of the shortlist and sign off of
the supplier selection. There is a slight risk that the selection Evaluation of tenders including LA approval has now been
may be challenged given Balfour Beatty's engagement under lextended to 12 weeks. Risk to selection being challenged has|
Procurement & Compliance - Is the proposed procurement  |PSC to provide initial advice. This risk can be mitigated by been mitigated by only supplying BB with selected
Contract strategy and route compliant with legal and  |ensuring sufficient time and access to information is given to all information. All parties will be able to access the same
Management 1 organisational requirements? bidders to allow them to compete on an equal footing. information during tender. No further action proposed. N/A N/A
and agree the procurement strategy to ensure that value for
money is maximised through an appropriate level of
[ itive pressure at later stages in the process. The
current proposed strategy of a 2 stage ECI will result in
selection of a contractor based on % fees against a client
i construction cost. This will result in a more
collaborative approach with contractor input to the design and Procurement strategy document developed on the back of
support for the public inquiry stage. However it minimises the the GRP review. A process of incentivisation will serve to
Procurement & Value for Money - Is the proposed contractor's incentive to agree/facilitate the 'best' target price. reward the contractor at an early stage for reducing the
Contract procurement strategy and route likely to Furthermore, price certainty will not be gained until late in the Target Cost between appointment and Final Target Cost prior]|
Management 2 maximise value for money. process. to the start of construction. No further action proposed. N/A N/A
[Procurement & Review programme 10 ensure surficient ime Prior 0 he 1ssue of the |
Contract Deliverability - is the proposed procurement |Subject to sufficient time being built into the schedule to cover allowed for executive decisions at key decision MSBC to the DfT
Management 3 strategy and route are deliverable? [governance requirements the strategy is deliverable. Acknowledged points. APM (Complete).
The proposed approach will transfer the majority of risks to the
contractor (excluding SU) with joint responsibility for managing
and mitigating the risks. The costs associated with these risks
will be built into the target price with any removal or non-
of risk will benefit the target price and therefore
benefits will be shared between the client and contractor.
Before the contracting strategy is finalised there should be
agreement between TfGM and Stockport on how risks will be
allocated; how they will be quantified before inclusion in the
target price and how they will be managed.
The Procurement Strategy assumes that the scheme will be
i as one procurement bundle. | understand that
alternative bunding strategies have been considered and that
the preferred approach is included in the draft Procurement
Procurement & Contracting Strategy - is the proposed document. Without an understanding of why a single Since the review the contracting strategy has been agreed Prior to contract award, Project Board (including
Contract contracting strategy robust, represent value |procurement bundle is the preferred approach | am unable to with TfGM including the strategy the let the works as a single |TfGM presence) to review and confirm agreement Prior to the appointment of
Management 4 |for money and deliverable? comment on it's validity. contract. with risk allocation. Project Board the Staged ECI Contractor.
[Procurement & Contract Management - Are there robust
Contract arrangements are in place for on-going N/A
Management 5 contract management This will be developed at the appropriate time in the process. N/A N/A N/A N/A
takenolder EnsUre strong Working TNk DETwWeen Work Agreed. Comms consultant appointed 10 Supplement comms
Management 1 stream and comms teams. Resource comms team to support project of this scale. 2 teams. No further action. N/A N/A
akeholder Agreed, communications strategy now completed for up 1o
Management 2 No agreed comms and engagement strategy|Articulate comms and engagement strategy 2 lend of public consultation. No further action. N/A N/A
Stakeholder Possible public confusion around scheme Clearly define what will be achieved by each stage of 2 Develop comms strategy to cover post public (Communications | Prior to the appointment of
Management 3 and consultation consultation. Agreed consultation activity. Team the Staged ECI Contractor.|
Ownership - Have clear accountabiies and
responsibilities been set out at the very
Stakeholder outset of the project and are all incumbents |SMBC agreed how to work with stakeholders, but not sure if 2 This has been fully set out up to the end of public (Comms strategy to be developed up to end of [Communications  |Prior to the appointment of
Management 1 in agreement? this has been set out consultation. construction. Team the Staged ECI Contractor.|
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Tdentinication - Does the st of dentied
Stakeholder stakeholders and their interest in the project Further review of list of stakeholders to ensure this |Communications |Prior to the appointment of
Management 2 appear complete and accurate? Yes, from information available in time given Acknowledged takes into account those post Public Consultation |Team the Staged ECI Contractor.|
Engagement Strategy - 1s the proposed
Stakeholder stakeholder engagement strategy robust and |Focus on delivery, so no articulated strategy. However, 2
Management 3 sensible? direction of travel is consistent with TFGM approach. Comms strategy fully developed since review. No further action N/A N/A
Engagement Process - Have systems and TGOK T0 continue 10 arrange regular Comms
Stakeholder processes been put in place to manage the |Yes, good project working. Need to engage comms fully 2 meeting post public consultation to ensure close ~ |Comms/ Prior to the appointment of
Management 4 engagement strategy? though. Acknowledged that this has been developed since review. communication is continued. PM the Staged ECI Contractor.
Communications Plan - Are appropriate Tme
based plan in place for proactive
communications and media enquiries? Does|No plan agreed as focus on delivery. No feedback mechanism
Stakeholder this plan incorporate a feedback in place, although advice offered from TfGM with regards Plan now fully developed in preparation for the public Prior to the appointment of
Management 5 mechanism? phone/email lines. consultation phase. (Continue this throughout project future. (Comms the Staged ECI Contractor.|
Mandatory Signatures - Al TIGM projects
have a responsibility to consult with internal
[departments (EQIA, Energy Resource
Stakeholder Requirements, Environmental Impact, Data Requirement fulfilled through integrated involvement of
Management 6 Protection Act 1998). Not sure if SMBC have equivalent sign off process. [SMBC comms. No further action N/A N/A
There Is a requirement to specity the fespan/ioading of the
Design & P to ensure the correct materials can be specified Acknowledged, although this will be agreed during the design |Design Manager to specify the lifespan/loading of Prior to the tender stage of
Engineering 1 Material Specification within a detailed design. development in Stage 1 of the ECI contract. the pavement prior to detailed design. Design Manager  |the ECI Contractor
Design & Review the minimum CBR requirements for Embankments in Prior to the tender stage of
Engineering 2 Embankment CBR accordance with IAN73/06 Acknowledged Design Team to review against standard. Design Manager  |the ECI Contractor
Cost Plan - Is the design is consistent with  |Certain issues have been identified where the drawings have
the cost allowance? Does the cost plan been quantified and suitably priced, however there are implied
Design & appear complete and costings appropriate and site specific issues which may affect price. This [Commercial due diligence completed with full agreement
Engineering 1 and supportable for the proposed design?  |is subject of a separate Commercial Due Diligence Review. between TfGM and the Project Team reached. No further actions. N/A N/A
CTient Requirements - Does the proposed
design demonstrably deliver the key The Clients requirements have been listed within the DfT
Design & objectives of the project and comply with the |business case. All of theses requirements are fulfilled within
Engineering 2 key client/stakeholder requirements? the documentation which has been reviewed and within Acknowledged No further actions. N/A N/A
By reviewing the alignments, preliminary drawings and
[documentation provided the scheme appears to be buildable
and deliverable without any major departure from standards
with regards to design. The final product will be usable and
Deliverability - Is there evidence that the maintainable in accordance with current standards. However, Design team to liaise with the future maintaining
proposed design is buildable, deliverable, some of the materials which have been costed may have an Acknowledged although without specification on which highways authorities to ensure maintenance
Design & achievable within schedule and will the final  |impact on the long term performance therefore maintenance materials may have an impact it is hard to prescribe a requirements are developed prior to the Prior to the appointment of
Engineering 3 product be usable and maintainable? regime to be employed. specific action. commencement of detailed design. Design Manager  |the Staged ECI Contractor.
Health & Safety - Does the proposed design
[demonstrably take account of health and All items appear to be design in accordance with current best
Design & safety requirements and minimises health practice, Interim Advice Note (IAN) and referenced to
Engineering 4 and safety risks to an appropriate level? standards. Acknowledged No further actions. N/A N/A
Dellverability - Is there evidence that the
proposed design is buildable, deliverable, All items appear to be design in accordance with current best
Design & achievable within schedule and will the final |practice, Interim Advice Note (IAN) and referenced to
Engineering 5 product be usable and maintainable? standards. Acknowledged No further actions. N/A N/A
Tn general, the scheme is bulldable for the current funding
Deliverability - Is there evid that the arrar which are subject of on-going discussion.
proposed design is buildable, deliverable, Planning is still to be sought as is Public Inquiry, therefore we
Design & achievable within schedule and will the final Jwould expect to see development of the design and mitigation
Engineering 6 product be usable and maintainable? to address this. Agreed No further actions. N/A N/A
TnTine with the development of The scheme, at This stage, the
current proposal does not included detailed design elements, it
is more in line with a preliminary design and build project with
Geotechnical reports and alignments etc. As the design
progresses through the various gateway reviews, we would 2
Completeness & Consistency - Is the overall |expect to see development of, design life considerations
Design & design complete and are all elements co- (agreed with ultimate Highway Authorities), material Design Manager to include review of designing for Prior to the tender stage of
Engineering 7 ordinated and consistent? ifications etc. Agreed maintenance. Design Manager  |the ECI Contractor
Following the selection of a preferred route, the
design manager is to consider drafting of the first
draft of the health and safety file. This can feed
into the pre-construction information to be included
No description on how hazard identification in the tender phase. Acknowledged that some
has taken place or mitigated during the Include section on Hazard Identification and responsibility for form of formal record of the health and safety Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 1 project life cycle. mitigation e.g. Designer. Acknowledged issues considered at prelim design to be produced. |Design Manager  |the ECI Contractor
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CDM-C to continue to be engaged post selection
No description on how CDM is being Include CDM strategy including specific roles and of the preferred route and a CDM strategy to be Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 2 managed. responsibilities. Acknowledged developed for reference. PM the ECI Contractor
No description on the process 1o ensure that
competent suppliers/contractors are Current practices and aspirations for future Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 3 appointed. Include the process being adopted. Acknowledged practices to be recorded in a H&S File/Strategy Design Manager  |the ECI Contractor
NG description of Now corporate governance
will be undertaken during the project life- Disagree - Full corporate governance recorded in the
Health and Safety 4 cycle. Include the process being adopted. Management Plan. No further action. N/A N/A
Review project organisation and determine speciic TG0k 1o Tormalise how heallh and sarety will be
responsibilities by position e.g. Project Manager. It is not managed in future and ensure the roles and
No clear roles and responsibilities stated for |obvious how the project team will be supported by H&S ibilities in the 1t plan clearly Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 5 the project team. competent persons. (CDM-C clearly stated on the organisation chart. state where H&S responsibilities lie. PMT/DT the ECI Contractor
Review Product Mairix and ensure 1t 1s clear at
[Approach - Has a suitable Health and Safety what project stage a Health and Safety Plan is Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 1 Plan Been Developed No evidence or reference to a H&S Plan Acknowledged. started. PMT/DT the ECI Contractor
Cegislative - Have all relevant SHE Review design standards repor, technical
legislation been considered in the project approvals report etc. to ensure H&S legislation is
[development (such as site waste, referenced and adhered to. Further engage with
biodiversity, contaminated land, pollution, the CDM-C to ensure obligations are met in the Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 2 environmental surveys)? No reference to H&S Legislation Acknowledged. next project stage. Design Manager  |the ECI Contractor
No description of how H&S CDM strategy has been developed ICDM-C has been appointed and engaged and involved in Ensure relationship between the project team and
or implemented. It should be clearly set out who is taking the 2 project Ackr that this { i the CDM-C is documented within the Project Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 3 CDM - Has a CDM-C been engaged. client responsibilities due to different streams of funding. needs to be better documented in the next project stage. Initiation Documentation. PMT the ECI Contractor
Risk management process clearly defned i the rsk
management plan. Acknowledge this needs to be tailored to
support Health and Safety issues. Accidents, incidents will be |Ensure that the health and safety requirements are
2 by the Ci on i Any works an integral part of the tender process for the main
Reporting - Is a suitable and compliant carried out on site in the preparation stages are subject to the |contractor. Incentivise good health and safety
reporting process in place to record and No reference or description of the reporting process for Health and Safety policies and procedures of the supplier practices and encourage a zero tolerance attitude Prior to the tender stage of
Health and Safety 4 report incidents? accidents, incidents or performance management. organisation. during construction. PMT the ECI Contractor
Before current funding was secured the
original proposal was for this Scheme to be
|sponsored and advanced by Stockport
Borough Council. However, since DfT
funding was secured the GMCA and TfGM
has been asked to oversee this project in TfGM, Stockport Borough Council, Manchester City Council
order to control cost and minimise the risk of Jand Cheshire East Council to consider and produce
overspend. this is important because the DfT |r ions for governance and project delivery
funding is to be provided to the GMCA. The |structure followed by round table meeting to discuss and agree 'TfGM management since added to the Project Board and
Legal 1 DfT funding is fixed and any overspend... a procedure and process for delivery of the scheme. Chief Executive's Steering Committee. No further action N/A N/A
As a local authority, Stockport Borough
Council need to obtain the powers to
progress the scheme. There are two
statutory routes which might apply to this
project and enable Stockport Borough
Council to obtain the necessary powers
(being S10 of the Highways Act 1980 or the
Planning Act 2008). Under the current law it | TfGM legal to be provided with a copy of the legal advice from
is imperative that Stockport follow the correct]Stockport Borough Council so that this can be considered by This information could have been requested at the gateway |SMBC legal to provide statement to the Project Prior to the tender stage of
Legal 2 statutory route. SMBC's legal.... the joint project board. review and provided at the time but was not requested. Board for review. SMBC Legal. the ECI Contractor
Stockport Council are the Highway Authority
for roads (other than trunk roads) within their
administrative area. This enables Stockport
Council to apply for planning and obtain CPO
in respect of land within the administrative
area required for the Scheme. However, in
order to ensure the successful execution of
this scheme Stockport Borough Council TfGM legal to be provided with a copy of the draft s8 Draft s8 agreement to be issued to the Project
require the acquisition of land which falls [Agreement from SMBC confusing the necessary powers to This information could have been presented at the gateway |Board. TfGM Project Board member to issue to | TfGM Board Prior to the tender stage of
Legal 3 within the... SMBC on progress the planning and CPO. review but was not requested. TfGM legal as required. Member. the ECI Contractor
is information could have been presented at the gateway
review but was not requested. SMBC legal are providing the
legal check of the planning proposals and CPO on behalf of
the three promoting authorities for the A6 to Manchester
Airport Relief Road Project Team. It is not clear why TIGM | TfGM Board member to confirm and agree with
Preparatory works for planning and SMBC to provide TfGM with copies of current planning legal check of this work is required as part of the GRP the project board and subsequently the project  TfGM Board Prior to the tender stage of
Legal 4 compulsory purchase order are underway.  |proposals and land identified as requiring acquisition. review, team if this information is required. Member. the ECI Contractor
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[ [lssue [Issue raised by Gateway Review Panel Current
Section Number |(GRP) R made by Gateway Review Panel Score |A6 to Manchester Airport Project Team Response A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road Action Owner Date to Be Completed By
TfGM to review and come to a view as to whether this
identifies any additional risks to the scheme and how these can|
be mitigated. TFGM further understands that SBC have
completed a draft ES which should be review by TfGM. The This information could have been presented at the gateway
environmental review should include consideration of where review but was not requested. It is unclear why TfGM would
the scheme requires acquisition of public open spaces. TIGM need to provide this review and what value this would add  TfGM Board member to confirm and agree with
Full environmental has been L that SMBC have made provision for the purchase lover and above the review being made by SMBC, CEC and |the project board and subsequently the project TfGM Board Prior to the tender stage of
Legal 5 undertaken by SMBC. of land to compensate for the public open space that will... MCC. team if this information is required. Member. the ECI Contractor
This information could have been presented at the gateway
review but was not requested. It is unclear why TfGM would
need to provide this review and what value this would add
over and above the review being made by SMBC, CEC and
MCC. All land acquisition procedures have been fully included
in the programme. Assuming the reviewer is referring to Styal|
[The need to obtain planning and CPO could present significant golf club and not Sale (which is unaffected by the scheme),
timing and programming issues. SMBC and TfGM need to the project team is and has been progressing with early
identify and consider whether enough time has been allowed in discussions with not only Styal but all four golf clubs affected
the programme to allow for these risks. In particular, high risk by the scheme. The project team has made excellent
sites such as Sale Golf Club to be identified and specifically progress on all these issues. Following a cost benefit analysis
Programme review and programme risks addressed in the programme. The allowance for land at Styal a pr of early dations works is
(including financial risk around land acquisition costs in the budget to be review as part of this currently being progressed with a view to mitigate the impact
Legal 6 acquisition). ise. of the road before the main construction of the scheme. No further action. N/A N/A
Grant of planning permission - This has not been obtained by
SMBC. SMBC intend to go out to a "Pre-Public Consultation”
where they will publish options for the SEMMMS Route and
consult for the SEMMMS Route and consult the public on their
views of the given routes. After this pre-public consultation
SMBC will decide on the route. Planning application will then Acknowledge but unclear why this represents "consents not
Approvals & Consents - Have all necessary |be progressed. There is a significant amount of work and thus fully met". Full consents programmed for after this review in
Legal 1 powers and consents been fully approved time/programming risk associated with this issue - line with best practice and correct procedures. No further actions N/A N/A
Compulsory
which needs to be obtained in order to enable the Scheme to
be progressed. SMBC will try to acquire the land required by
agreement but have identified parcels of land which they belief
will needs a CPO. Draft orders have been produced, so Understood and acknowledged. Not clear why this is not "No
Stockport should be in a good position to progress once Issues” score as reviewer recognises that significant prep.
[Approvals & Consents - Have all necessary |planning issues resolved but TfGM and Stockport need to work carried out prior to land acquisition. The land acquisition
Legal 1A |powers and consents been fully approved ensure that sufficient time... [process remains on programme. No further actions N/A N/A
Agreed at Project Board level including representative from
'TfGM that no further legal checks required on these issues by
TfGM. Acknowledged that reviewer has found good practice
Environmental impacts of scheme need to be assessed - full in the environmental impact assessment procedures carried
Conditions - Are there any conditions to the |environmental impact assessment have been carried out. No out to date. This work will be completed/updated post
powers and consents and do they pose any |significant additional risks have been identified. TIGM should selection of a preferred route and in the lead up to the
Legal 2 additional risks. review and check the same. submission of a planning application. No further action. N/A N/A
Not applicable at This stage. Procurement sirategy 10 be
References - Have contractor references iewed in light of possible changes to project structure and
Legal 3 been received? [TfGM to feed into this as necessary. Acknowledged No further action N/A N/A
Thsurance - Are all warranties, bonds and
insurances confirmed and agreed by all N/A
Legal 4 parties? Not applicable at this stage. Acknowledged No further action N/A N/A
Crilical Success Factors - Clearly describe
all factors that must be present for the
Delivery Strategy 1 project to succeed. N/A N/A
|Rey Delvery Challenges - Have all delvery |
challenges been articulated and has a robust
overall delivery strategy been put in place to
Delivery Strategy 2 address them? N/A N/A
Integration - Is a strategy in place to address |At this stage, it is to be expected that the Delivery Strategy is
integration/transition issues and maximise  |not developed to any great degree. Strategies presented in the
Delivery Strategy 3 |synergies in transferring to BAU? Benefits Realisation Plan, PID, Procurement Strategy and N/A N/A
Overall Consistency - Are delvery Project Management Plan all indicate to their being a common
arrar welli and consistent | of how to transition to BAU, and it is anticipated
with one another (risk, procurement, that this will be further developed prior to the next Gateway
Delivery Strategy 4 schedule, governance...) Review. Acknowledged No further action N/A N/A
| Transition A VA A NA |NA Na N/A N/A
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Tissue [issue raised by Gateway Review Panel Current
Section Number |[(GRP) R ion made by Gateway Review Panel Score |A6 to Manchester Airport Project Team Response A6 to Manchester Airport Relief Road Action Owner Date to Be Completed By
Evaluations activity would benefit considerably from being
focused around specified nation and local evaluation Evaluate Benefits Realisation Plan (BRP) against
Evaluation & Clear definition of national and local objectives, i.e. exactly what DfT and the promoting authorities national and local evaluation objectives prior to Review prior to next
Monitoring 1 evaluation objectives. wish to learn from monitoring and evaluation activity. Acknowledged next gateway review. ISMBC / Atkins IEateway review
cknowledged although considered to be a small percentage
Evaluation & Costing of the programme of monitoring and |\ ing and costs need to be explicitly identified of the overall budget and therefore comfortable with level of  |Project team to consider and include in budget Review prior to next
Monitoring 2 evaluation work to be delivered. to ensure credibility of the proposals. costing carried out to date. explicit budget for evaluation activities. ISMBC / Atkins gateway review
enefits realisation and monitoring & evaluation activities Evaluate BRP with a view [0 separately defining
Evaluation & Clear distinction from benefits realisation should be separately defined. At the moment they are merged benefits realisation and monitoring in next revision Review prior to next
Monitoring 3 activity. and there is limited text on benefits realisation. Acknowledged prior to the next gateway review. ISMBC / Atkins IEateway review
ome degree of prioritisation is apparent in the scaling of
activity. Further prioritisation would be beneficial, both in
Prioritisation - Have the benefits been respect of national and local evaluation objectives and in terms 2
Evaluation & prioritised in terms of impact. This will informof the relative scale of traditional scheme benefits (e.g. journey Evaluate BRP with a view to address prioritisation Review prior to next
Monitoring 1 the structure of the evaluation. time savings). Acknowledged issues prior to the next gateway review. ISMBC / Atkins gateway review
espite an extensive programme of monitoring & evaluation
Cost - Has an appropriate budget been set  Jwork being set out in some detail (Appendix J), no associated
aside to cover the costs of the evaluation cost has been identified. This apparent lack of explicit cost Acknowledged although considered to be a small percentage
Evaluation & exercise? This should be proportional to the |allocation raises questions over the credibility of the evaluation of the overall budget and therefore comfortable with level of ~ |Project team to consider and include in budget Review prior to next
Monitoring 2 structure of the evaluation required. plans. costing carried out to date. explicit budget for evaluation activities. ISMBC / Atkins Igateway review
Approach - Are the desired outcomes of the |The approaches are generally robust. Perhaps the main Project team to review the evaluation process of
Evaluation & evaluation exercise in line with the suggested ion is in terms of economic impacts, likely to emerge as 2 the economic benefits prior to the next gateway Review prior to next
Monitoring 3 approach? a key area when evaluation objectives are clearly defined. Acknowledged review. ISMBC / Atkins gateway review
Evaluation & Timescale - Has adequate ime been [Timescale clearly specilied (Defore, 1 year and b years arter,
Monitoring 4 allowed to conduct the evaluation? and appropriate for a scheme of this scale. Acknowledged No further actions N/A N/A
Measures/Unis/ Types - Have
measures/units/types been identified that will
be evaluated upon project completion
Evaluation & (transport, economic, VfM, social or
Monitoring 5 environmental impacts)? For most suitable are i Acknowledged No further actions N/A N/A
Data - Has all (he appropriate data been PToJect leam 10 review data capiure requirements
Evaluation & captured and baselined to allow for Not at this stage but this is envisaged as an important part of pre-construction and set out plan with costs of Review prior to next
Monitoring 6 comparison in the evaluation? the pre-construction activities. Acknowledged \what additional data is required. ISMBC / Atkins Igateway review
T general This CEcKIist 15 not relevant. The evaluation,
Legal - Has a legal condition been included Jhowever, does rely on access to data from bus operators in Accepted as not relevant, however, project team
Evaluation & to allow TfGM to access operational data relation to journey time performance, but it is not clear whether N/A Acknowledged - should be understood that SMBC, CEC and |to review with TFGM what, if any, operational data Review prior to next
Monitoring 7 after handover? bus operators have been approached at this time. MCC will be the Highway Maintaining Authorities. may be required. PM/TfGM gateway review
PToJect tleam 0 Consider oprions with regards
Process - Has a pre-defined process been  |Some stakeholder engagement envisaged on "lessons Acknowledged - although understood that the Gateway "Lessons Learnt" of the management of the
Evaluation & put in place to evaluate the management of |learned" but otherwise any process evaluation of issues 2 Review Process will provide an element of this review scheme and, where appropriate and applicable, Review prior to next
Monitoring 8 the project for Lessons Learnt? surrounding development & delivery of the scheme is absent. process. incorporate these into BRP. PM Igateway review
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SEMMMS 3a Review (re-visit) - Issue/Action Log

Score Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
(July 12) (Sept 13)
Strategic Alignment SA |None None -N/A N/A No response needed. -
A Delivery Agreement/SLA/Contract could be designed, i
. ¥ A8 /SLA/ i - , e Approvals and delegated authority has been formally handed to
. circulated and agreed to clarify how decisions will be . . . .
Approvals/Delegated Authority does not seem to have R R e SMBC. The Management Plan clearly sets out what levels of Section 8 agreement to be signed off by each local authority. A Section 8 agreement has been drafted and presented
made and what levels of escalation will be used within R N _ X . Stephen . . R . R
G1 |been formally handed to Stockport to manage the . o , 2 escalations will used. The governance structure has been agreed at |Overall project governance structure to be reviewed and confirmed for this review. However, this was in draft for in the 2
| the project organisation. This should also acknowledge . i Chapman ) . :
project o X . Project Board level. MCC, CEC, SMBC represented at each level of |prior to progresses to the procurement of the scheme. January review, it has yet to be signed off.
how decision making external to the project overnance. Section 8 agreement is currently be formalised
organisation will be managed (DfT/GMCA/Airport etc.). g ’ g v ’
Considering the project is underway, there has been a
. e . significant amount of design work already completed Approvals and delegated authority has been formally handed to
As this project is being jointly delivered by three 8 ", 8 X v P PP & v v . . . .
. R X and procurement activity will soon commence a SMBC. The Management Plan clearly sets out what levels of Section 8 agreement to be signed off by each local authority. A Section 8 agreement has been drafted and presented
separate authorities there are obvious questions L R . N X X . Stephen . . R . .
G2 . \ R decision should be made as soon as possible about 2 escalations will used. The governance structure has been agreed at |Overall project governance structure to be reviewed and confirmed for this review. However, this was in draft for in the 2
regarding who's governance framework will be used. It R . R . . Chapman . X .
. . P L which governance framework will be used going Project Board level. MCC, CEC, SMBC represented at each level of |prior to progresses to the procurement of the scheme. January review, it has yet to be signed off.
is not clearly identified in the submission. . L . . K
forward for the SEMMMS project. This will also be governance. Section 8 agreement is currently be formalised.
agreed and approved by all parties.
- . . . . . . Create an assurance plan that allows project . . . .
This is a high profile, high cost project and will certainly |, . X . . SMBC is a quality assured council and it's systems and processes by
X . L information controlled and archived periodically using K . K . .
be subject to audit at some stage during its lifestyle and K . " which SEMMMS is in compliance are subject to regular audits. Each
R o . . an information management plan that would facilitate . . . . . . . - . . . .
possibly afterwards. Whilst it states in the submission . . . . R consultant employed on the scheme is also QA assured and is Review current audit practices and consider recommendations to Stephen |No additional information has been provided regarding
G3 . . . NP the retrieval of information when required. Work with 2 ) . . . ) A e A . . . 2
that audit requirements will be satisfied it stops short of . X X X required to undertake their own audit processes. Project Assurance|Project Board for project specific audit process. Chapman [the a review of audit practices.
L. R o . |audit bodies to best understand points of which X . .
listing which standards the project is being managed in |, . . K is undertaken by the TfGM GRIP review process. It is agreed that a
R information will need to be presented for audit. These R e . N
accordance with. . . audit process specifically for the project could be considered.
audits should appear in the cost and resource plans.
Section 3.5 on Page 5 of the Management Plan states that the role
A Project Controls function should be engaged as soon . 8 X 8 .
. . . X X . i of Project Controls Manager will be undertaken by the Assistant
It is acknowledged that there is a need to provide as possible to define how the project will present R . : L . ! . . . . -
: . L X i R . Project Manager. A clear configuration management plan is in Review current configuration management / project controls. The project still does not appear to have sufficient
reporting, the documentation suggest that this is yet to |information to board members, decide on the metrics ; . R i . . . R . . Stephen . . .
Governance G4 X . , X L 2 place and active. The project reporting to Project Board is carried |Review reporting to the Project Board to ensure compliance provision for monitoring of costs, the schedule or risks 2
be decided and the Project Controls Manager hasn't used for the checks and balances and begin providing S . . Chapman R
X X . L o out on a monthly basis with the content of the reporting agreed by |continues. on a regular basis (monthly).
been engaged. information that will allow efficient monitoring and . . . .
. the Project Board. This includes reporting on all aspects of Project
control of the project. . R
Controls including budget and programme.
Risk Manager and Project Controls Manager role undertaken by the
Assistant Project Manager (Section 3.5 on Page 5 of the
Some key roles are missing from the roles and Add TfGM support as well as a dedicated Risk Manager, Management Plan). Finance Manager referenced in section 3.3 A . - A risk management specialist is still not present in the
I . \ . X N . B Name Martin Rigby as the Finance Manager within the Stephen K . .
G5 |responsibilities section and costs don't seems to be Project Controls Manager, and Finance Manager to the 2 page 4 of the Management Plan. Finance Manager is required to be Management Plan Chabman project organisation, nor are there any visible forms of 2
accounted for. Project Team. a member of SMBC to enable sign off of key financial decisions. € ’ P project controls.
This role is undertaken by Martin Rigby. Costs for these roles are
fully accounted for in the forward preparation cost forecasting.
Although this is not a TfGM project it will be subject to If the scheme were to follow the same internal standards of a TfGM
g X proj . ,J . . Request that TFGM GRP supply description of PMP requirements of
PMP/ProgMP - Has the correct procedure/route been |the same internal standards. As a result of this it has project this, under the current governance structure, would be a . R . R . Stephen
G6 X . L . i . R R . a Route 5 project for clarity and consideration. SEMMMS Project No response needed.
selected to govern the project? been decided that it will be a Route 5 project following decision for the Project Board and ultimately for the Senior ' . Chapman
K . Team to review the internal standards of the PMP of TfGM.
the Project Management Procedures (PMP). Responsible Owner.
Gat Review P GRP) - Is thi | Submission dates have b built into the schedule f
ateway e'V|ew roces's( ) -Is this a clear ubmission dates ave. een bulltinto the sche ,ufe or Submission dates based on information transferred on the GRP . Stephen
G7 |understanding of TfGM's approvals process? Have the PMP Gateway Review and appear to be realistic at No Action No response needed.
o o . from TfGM to date. Chapman
submission dates been built into the schedule? this stage.
As this project is delivered by three separate councils it
is expected that there are no corporate strategies
Strategies & Plans - is there a clear understanding of the P o P g . - . Request that TFGM GRP supply description of PMP requirements of L
\ . R quoted. However, individual plans should be well Plans produced to levels of detail deemed sufficient by the Project . R . R . Stephen |GRP criteria is not relevant for the development of
G8 |PM's responsibility to devise a plan to each aspect of 2 R R a Route 5 project for clarity and consideration. SEMMMS Project ) . 2
i ; X advanced. Although there seems to be a plan for most Director and SRO at this stage of the scheme. X . Chapman |detailed delivery plans.
the project from TfGM's strategies. i I L Team to review the internal standards of the PMP of TfGM.
aspects of the project the detail is insufficient for
project of this size.
. . . . Agreed that TfGM will work with SMBC and Atkins to Atkins completed dialogue with TfGM prior to submission of the
Analysis in the economic case is not supporting the : R . . . . . . . . .
ViM1 X ensure the strategic economic cases complement each Continue liaison with TfGM representatives. business case and ensured all suggestions are considered and lan Palmer | This issue has been dealt with
strategic case for the scheme K R o i
other in the revised MSBC submission to DfT included as necessary.
BCR of 18 is incorrectly calculated and is misleading. |  |Agreed that this will not appear in the revised economic This was removed following the gateway review and prior to the
VM2 v g 8 PP Atkins to provide response & & v P lan Palmer |This issue has been dealt with

also think the quoted 11,000 jobs is incorrect.

appraisal.

submission of MSBC.
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Score Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
(July 12) (Sept 13)
DfT have placed a conditional on PE approval that
"SMBC should ensure that the variable demand
modelling for the scheme is appropriate and a range of
sensitivities are carried out (e.g. may consider
recalibrating the variable demand model based on peak
VM3 n/a lan Palmer | hour generalised cost from the traffic assighment model
and revise the economic appraisal, as well as employing
a range of sensitivity tests of alternative reasonable
assumptions). This should address the uncertainty in
VFM & Appraisal the scheme benefits related to the demand model
methodology." A response is required from SMBC.
DfT have placed a conditional on PE approval that "xi.
SMBC should update the forecast uncertainty logs for
the scheme to ensure appropriate assumptions are
VM4 n/a 1an Palmer madfe (for example, assumption§ about which road,
public transport and Local Sustainable Transport Fund
schemes are included in the forecast year Do-Minimum
and Do-Something scenarios)." A response is required
from SMBC.
DfT have placed a conditional on PE approval that
"SMBC should review the need for the Public Transport
VfM5 n/a lan Palmer Y view X Y |" P
model and enhance/update as appropriate." A
response is required from SMBC.
The Benefits Realisation Plan i tred d the 3
© Senel S_ 'ea sation Flan Is centred around the Update of BRP carried out in May 2012.
Local Authorities. It addresses the 6 key Scheme R X L
o R Recommendation not actioned, therefore it is still
Objectives. The 2 key issues here are whether there are aoplicable
Outline Benefits - Describe the anticipated financial and |specific detailed benefits within the various Accepted - BRP should be reviewed at each gateway and, where o . o . i ’
. R . R . . . . . ; X o ) Commission Atkins or similar to update the BRP at prior to the next | Stephen
BR1 |non-financial benefits, including an explanation of the |commitments of the business case. Additionally, a 2 required be revised to include any additional/further detail of the . . -
. . . . § R ! i o R gateway. Chapman |Specific benefits are not sufficiently clearly and
current baseline state. mechanism for incorporating benefits which are benefits that the scheme will be aiming to achieve. L § i
. . . individually defined to allow adequate tracking
emphasised or developed as part of the Public Inquiry R .
. throughout the long duration of the project. The
would be needed. It would be expected that this level of ) . .
) X i concern being that detail may be lost before evaluation.
detail would be developed as the project continues.
The Benefits Realisation Plan stipulates a methodology
that, notwithstanding the ab ts, describ
Benefit Profiling - Define the measures that will be used at, no ‘_NI standing e'a ov.e commen Sf escribes L . . i .
, L R an effective way of collating this data. At this stage, the Quantitative benefits analysis to be reviewed and detail to be Stephen
BR2 |to assess benefits, attached a quantitative unit where R i K Accepted . . No response needed.
ossible method is described at high level, and as the scheme added prior to the next gateway review Chapman
P ’ progresses, it would be expected that the detail would
be developed.
Benefits Realisation . . e
The strategy contains a mapping table which links issues
Benefits Mapping - Create a benefit map that indicates |to Scheme Specific Objective to WebTAG Impact Stephen
BR3 |how each of the anticipated benefits follows from the |Classifications. Again, at this stage the problems this Accepted Produce more specific information regarding the mapping. Chapman No response needed.
project output to strategic objective. addresses do not contain specifics and detail, which P
would be developed as the project progresses.
Insofar as progression to BAU required specific actions,
As part of the transition of project output into BAU a mitigation measures plan is identified and referred to
P . R proj P . . g } p. X Review and produce detailed transition to BAU as required prior to | Stephen
BR4 |explain what steps will need to be taken to integrate within the Benefits Realisation Model. Other than that, Accepted the next GRP Chapman No response needed.
the project output into a new capability. given the level of detail presented at present, a detailed ’ P
transition to BAU would not be expected at this time.
At this stage, the high level nature of the benefits are
Benefit Appraisal - Define how statements and expressed as resolution of issues affecting the area. This Stephen
BR5 |assessment in benefits appraisal are correct, is acceptable at this stage, and it would be expected Accepted Review section of the BRP in the lead up to the Public Inquiry. Chapman No response needed.
supportable and understandable. that more detail would be generated as the project P
progresses towards Public Inquiry.
Further work and quantification on on-going revenue On going revenue and maintenance costs are outside the scope of Dave
FF1 ) a . going No recommendation 2 g _g P No action suggested by the project team. No response needed.
maintenance and renewals costs required. the project. Daughney
Revised capital costs per EC Harris due diligence
analysis is within funding available of £290m. The EC
Funding - Has a source been identified to fund the Harris report note that further work is required in Revenue and Renewal This is outside the scope of the project and
R g . ) ) K P . q ) K - . P .p ) R Investigate with TfGM if specific actions are required on the future Dave |No investigation has taken place and there is no further
FF2 |project? This should include details of revenue as well |certain areas to finalise costs however the revised 2 will become the responsibility of the highways authority to which . . X 2
| . . ' . . . revenue and renewal costs prior to the next GRP. Daughney |information presented to address Renewals.
as capital expenditure. costings provide for a commercially robust project. the scheme will be handed over to.
Additional work required on future revenue and
renewals costs.
Affordability - Demonstrate how the overall project Revised capital costs are within the funding sources Dave
FF3 |appears affordable against expected funding available as noted above. Additional work required on 2 As above As above Daughney As above 2

arrangements.

future revenue and renewals costs and funding.
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Score

(Sept 13)

Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation (uly 12) Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
Robust costing analysis performed by EC Harris. Report
FEa Capital Costs (CAPEX) - Are all capital costs fully scoped, |notes some questions to be resolved however that the EC Harris performed a due diligence exercise on the robust costing |No further actions as comments raised by EC Harris discussed in Dave No response needed
Finance and Funding clearly stated, robust and within expectations? revised costs (as noted above) 'would provide for a of the scheme carried out by Corderoy. detail. Daughney P :
commercially robust project'.

FES Revenue Costs (OPEX) Are all revenue costs fully Limited information provided to date on future revenue Outside the scope of the project Investigate with TfGM if specific actions are required on the future Dave |No investigation has taken place and there is no further
scoped, clearly stated robust and within expectations. |costs. Requires additional future work. P project. revenue and renewal costs prior to the next GRP. Daughney |information presented to address OPEX costs.
Contingency - Is the contingency fully scoped, i . i . X

_g v K gency Tully P Appropriate contingencies applied as per EC Harris . Dave
FF6 |committed to the project, clearly stated, appears to be . R Acknowledged No action No response needed.
. report and within the funding envelope. Daughney
appropriate level and treatment?
Renewals - Are the renewals fully scoped, clearly stated,| . . . . | . . 5 - . . . I .
. X Y scop 'y K Limited information provided to date on future .y . . Investigate with TfGM if specific actions are required on the future Dave |No investigation has taken place and there is no further

FF7 |appear robust, in appropriate cost base, and within i -, Renewals are not within the scope of this project. . . X

expectations renewals costs. Requires additional future work. revenue and renewal costs prior to the next GRP. Daughney |information presented to address Renewals.
1) Detailed review of risk registers to include items
identified as being deficient; ensuring robust and timel o .
mitigation measu%es and assessmentgs (likelihood & Y Risk is due to be updated during the tender
. € . Risk Management process has been subject to an independent Review the need for a Schedule QRA. Continue to develop consolidation period post award of preferred bidder.
) . - impact) are agreed by all parties. ) . ) ) e . . . . . ) e .
Risk registers not sufficiently robust for both . . review. Deemed as sufficient for this stage of the project. mitigation measures and continue to share risks with all those . |Actions raised are to identify risks that may be
RM1 2) Detailed assessment of the schedule risks (and 2 R X . R EC Harris | . .
assessment and management purposes. Acknowledges that carrying out a schedule QRA could add value to |working on the project to ensure all are aware of the risk mitigated through the tender process and review
undertake a Schedule QRA) and ensure robust and K X .
. e the project. ownership. budget. Schedule risk has not been undertaken as yet.
timely mitigation measures and cost assessment of the . L . .
. R . o X Review of suitability during next period
schedule risks; for inclusion with risk register and &
Cost QRA.
1) Update Cost QRA to take risk register updates (as . . . .
. ) pA . o g P ( 1) Costed risk register will continue to be updated to add further
identified above) R e o K .
. . . detail to the mitigation measures in line with the risk management
2) Alignment of confidence values between land risk plan
and construction risk or presentation of a strategy to ) 1) Continue to review costed risk register and develop (and cost as
P &Y 2) Project Risk has now been realigned to use the P50 value in ) - g Pl Risks are now allocated to risk owners and identified as
. . . support methodology. R . N . . necessary) mitigation measures. . . -
Assessment of allowance for Contingency (inc. risk and . L . agreement with the lands risk register and in accordance with DfT R X . |strategic or project. This will be developed further

RM2 3) Separation of construction risk into contractor risk, 2 . 2) No further action required EC Harris . . . h
0OB) N R . . guidance. . R . . during the initial development period however will

client risk and sponsor risk (assuming SMBC are the R 3) Review allocation of risk between parties. . s
client and TfGM are the sponsor) 3) Risks already separated. 4) No further action required require some commercial input.
. P ) L 4) Project has now moved to include 27% OB down from 44% OB q !

4) Agreement by parties for the correct application of . . L

. . due to recognition of the risk management activities already taken
OB; moving towards less reliance upon OB and a greater lace
reliance upon risk identification and quantification. place.
The Risk Management Plan should be updated to detail
how contingency will be managed by the fundin This has been done and needs continual developing as

RM3 |Contingency Management . gency K g X Y X e 2 Agreed. Review risk management plan EC Harris . ping
parties; and how that interfaces with the Project the design and scope develops
Change Management.
The Risk Management Plan (RMP) is appropriate and
robust; and reflects industry best practice. The RMP has Agreed. The risk management plan is based on a Highways Agency
. . been subject to an independent review in January 2012; approach - chosen as best practice for the construction of a major . . . .
Risk Management Approach - Is the risk management . . i} ! L i R X Seek clarity from TfGM on the issues relating to Contingency . . . .
R . ) which found it to be fit-for- purpose. highway. If the project is to be judged in future against the TFfGM K . . _|Internal discussion required regarding the use and level
RM4 |plan appropriate and robust? Does it comply with TfGM . . i . 2 ! ) > R X . Management as well as on TfGM Risk Management guidance in EC Harris o R
. R K . K Detailed risk registers (Land Costs & Project) have been guidance, the project would benefit from having sight of this R of OB to be maintained going forward.
guidance? Has an outline risk register been provided? . . . o - . general for review.
provided. guidance so that a review of it's acceptability for the project can be
The RMP doesn't address the issue of Contingency undertaken and, where appropriate, the guidance followed.
Management i.e. who owns and manages
Reporting/Escalation - Are arrangements for reportin
P g/. X 8 P R J Within the RMP reporting arrangements to the PrB and . . .
. RM5 |and escalating risks to the Programme board are in L . Agreed No action required EC Harris |No Further Comment
Risk Management place? responsibilities are clearly defined.
Of the risk identified and captured within the risk
. . registers; the majority of the required fields have been Risk register has been developed and maintained
Register - Appears to cover all material foreseeable . X .
. N . L K ' completed. But there are a number of issues with the . . . . |throughout the last 12 months. Reflective of stage of
RM6 |risks, no obvious key risks missing and all required fields |, i X . . 2 Acknowledged Seek further information from TfGM on the detail referred to. EC Harris )
. e . information contained within the registers. There are contract and current risks. Track change log has been
complete (risk owners, mitigations, scoring etc.) X I L . N .
listed In detail within the substantiation to these kept to evidence the development of the risk register.
findings.
The RMP contains a recognisable scoring matrix for the
qualitative assessment of the risk (i.e. probability and
impact - time, cost and quality); this matric has been . . . . N L .
. . . N P . X q ) . Review the Project Risk Register/Mitigation Measures and seek to Pre-mitigation values used. Land risk is still somewhat
Scoring - Have recognised scoring and mitigation used within the risk registers only to assess the risk on a . . . . . e R K R i
. . L. e . Acknowledged. Since review, Project Risk has been taken back to |develop the register to create a post mitigation risk register. For . |vague, however this has been identified as an area for
RM7 |measures been used? Are risks appropriately mitigated, |pre-mitigation basis; therefore unable to understand or 2 EC Harris

scored and valued.

demonstrate what effect any mitigation measure would
have.
Within the Lands Cost Risk Register only 5 of 19 risk

have mitigation measures identified.

the pre-mitigation case removing the confusion mentioned.

the lands risk register, undertake a full review of risks and
mitigation measures.

development over the next period. Otherwise approach
is best practice
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Score Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
(July 12) (Sept 13)
The risk identified and contained within the registers
have been quantified, save for the comments detailed
in 3 & 4 above.
The outputs of the Cost QRAs reflect the quantification
RA - Are all key risks on the register are quantified of the risks contained within the registers.
Q . y. R 8 q i § 8 Acknowledged - Since review Project Risk is now presented in P50 . . |P50 Pre-mitigation evidenced within submitted
RM8 |appropriately within the QRA, and QRA can be Different confidence levels have been used on the Lands 2 L . ! No further action. EC Harris N
X . X R o L pre-mitigation and hence alignment can be confirmed. documentation
substantiated against the risk register? Costs QRA (P50 - Pre-Mitigation Quantification) and
Project QRA (P80 - Post mitigation Quantification);
alignment of confidence values between land risk and
construction risk, or presentation of a strategy to
support methodology is required.
Following a review of the contingency allowances (for
. . . . Land Costs risk, Project risk and Optimism Bias); we . . . .
Contingency - QRA and overall contingency (including . ) X P K ) Acknowledged - Through discussion with TfGM Risk Allowance has . .
R believe that the current risk allowance is lower than K . . - . . |Save for comments regarding TfGM's approach, no
RM9 |OB where necessary) are broadly appropriate for the . . 2 been reviewed and increased a paper written to justify the change |No further action. EC Harris .
stage of project development? what we would normally see for a project of this stage, in OB from 44% to 27% further action
’ but the 44% OB is too high. ’
So due to the Issues
The schedule highlights the critical path in adequate
detail, but does not cover any secondary path that’s
may become critical. It lacks detail related to the Acknowledged - it should also be understood that the schedule Review each work stream programme and ensure this, and the high
S1 |Level of detail of the schedule engagement with Network Rail and Statutory 2 presented is only intended to give a high level programme. Thisis |level programme, takes account of suitable NR and SU engagement |Alf Gwilym |Ensure continuous review of schedule takes place. 2
Undertakers. These are normally areas of concern and backed up by more detailed schedules for each work stream. times.
most schedules take these into account as it can have
an impact on the start of construction.
The period allowed for Construction and Environmental
measure in the schedule is three months shorter than
that allowed by Belfour's in their assessment. This ma
S2 |Construction Period . v o v 2 Review construction schedule against BB schedule. Alf Gwilym |Ensure continuous review of schedule takes place. 2
be the difference between the Optimistic and
Pessimistic. Further information would be required to
understand this fully.
Review construction schedule and incorporate stats diversions on
S3  |Statutory Diversions Identify and incorporate critical diversions 2 R P Alf Gwilym |Ensure continuous review of schedule takes place. 2
appointment of the Contractor.
Further consideration of timescales report can take u In total the timescale allocated to receiving the inspectors report
S4  |Inspectors Report and Inquiry to 6 months P P 2 and getting SoS agreement is 6 months. This is deemed to be No further action required. Alf Gwilym |No further action required. 2
sufficient at this stage.
Governance arrangements need to first be confirmed before . . .
. . . I R . Review and confirm the scheme governance. Following
. Design approvals and interfaces have not been changes in the design approvals are programmed in. The project . X X X . .
S5 |Design Approvals . . 2 - . confirmation, review programme to include further design Alf Gwilym |See above comments (G1&2) 2
identified, HA, NR, TfGM programme allows for approvals from Local Authorities which is i
. R approvals as required.
the current understanding of the project governance.
QS and Commercial Management provided in two forms. Specialist
QS advice is regularly sourced through Corderoys and has been for
QS and Commercial Management not disclosed, Co- a number of years. Financial Management is provided by SMBC
ordinator role with Network Rail and Highways agency based project Finance Manger, Martin Rigby. This is a requirement
. - not identified. Definition of Roles and resources are of the governance as all payments of suppliers is carried out . . .
Resources - Does the project have provision for . . . L . Review management structure leading up to appointment of . .
- . . adequate for size and nature of project. Major through SMBC payment systems. NR coordination is being carried X . . . Provide a refreshed project org structure post contract
S6 [sufficiently skilled resources to progress the project to 2 Contractor. Review construction programme on appointment of  |Alf Gwilym 2

its next gateway.

structures, 9 of, are to be built in the same time frame.
Are there sufficient resources/suitable contractors to
do the works. This may not be the most cost effective
usage of resources/materials.

out by the Design Manager - Naz Huda. HA Co-ordination is
currently required for land transfer and key stakeholder
engagement and is being led by the Project Director, Jim
McMahon. Construction programme based on advice by Balfour
Beatty. Market testing to date suggests that sufficient resource is
available.

the Contractor. Continue to liaise with NR and the HA.

award.
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Section

Ref

Issue

Recommendation

Score

(uly 12) Project Team Response

Project Team Action

Score
(Sept 13)

Schedule

S7

Deliverables - Have each of the deliverable been stated
with a realistic timeframe for delivery?

At Final Business Case - Gateway 3a it is expected that a
detailed delivery plan would form part of the
submission. It has been assumed that since the Balfour
report includes all major items the construction phase is
based on the Balfour report. It is recommended that the
delivery plan is submitted for the next review.
Immediate timescales for internal approvals are behind
schedule which may impact on the ability to submit the
case in time. The time to present this will depend on
how far advanced the current design/scoping has
progressed. There is a difference between the Schedule
and the Project management plan, documents need
aligning.

MSBC now issued. Schedule submitted to be based on the
timescales set out in the current programme.

Review schedule and Project Management Plan prior to issue with
MSBC to insure they align.

Alf Gwilym

Level of detail of the schedule unchanged from previous
submission, this should increase as the design develops.
Major structures within the works have not been
identified, since these are a fundamental element in the
construction period, in particular the rail crossings.
Terminal Float (contingency on time) has not been
identified within the schedule.

S8

Has a detailed schedule (TfGM/Contractor) been
provided in appropriate format and required level of
detail?

Overall schedule is based around what is deemed an
appropriate critical path. More detail would be required
to meet the requirements of TfGM. The schedule would
normally have been produced using Primavera P6,
though this is not a mandatory requirement. The
planning team could consider bringing forward the
Environmental mitigation, possibly by engaging early.
Overlapping Environmental work with the major
structure construction period. Balfours assessment
indicates a period of 24 months for construction with 9
months for Environmental Mitigation. Engagement with
Statutory Undertakers is required early in the schedule,
late diversions in some areas will hold up construction.
These critical diversions should be identified in the
programme where applicable. The schedule shows an
overall period of 28 month for construction with
Environmental mitigation taking 5 months, but
overlapping with construction by 3 months. Based on
Balfours time initial assessment and construction plan
three month longer period for Environmental
mitigation/Construction. In addition there are long lead
items relations to the main structures which require a
fabrication period.

Acknowledged that in the lead up to an appointment of a Principle
Contractor further detail will be required within the schedule.

With regards Environmental Mitigation, acknowledged that this
needs to be lengthened and more detail added. The project team
are currently investigating the potential to bring forward the
Environmental Mitigation, carrying out, where possible, survey and
clearing activities by agreement with land owners.

S9

Completeness - is the schedule complete with major
GRP gateways/activities/milestones and achievable?

Schedule covers Gateways 3a, 3b and 4. Also covers
submission to exec board and DfT for Business Case
approval. Covers the overall period from current status
to handover Gateway 6. Covers all stage approval
gateways, insufficient detail to substantiate.

Continue to review programme with regards early Environmental
Mitigation. Continue to liaise with SU companies and programme
in diversions on appointment of Principle Contractor.

Alf Gwilym

Schedule for construction, main works, has been
reduced from the original submission of 120 weeks to
102, whilst the end date has slipped from 09-Mar-17 to
01-Jun-17. Nothing to has been done to substantiate
the reduction in time

Acknowledged

S10

Logic - Does the logic appear robust? Are timings,
sequence, dependencies and critical path are sensible
and appropriately linked.

The critical path is shown through Public consultation
period, Planning and CPO, DfT approval of scheme, the
Public Inquiry process, Award of construction contract,
and the construction period. Logic follows an
established process and the time frame, with the
exception of construction (Noted above).

No further action required.

Alf Gwilym

Acknowledged

Si1

Schedule Risk - Have major risks to achievement of the
schedule have been fed in to the risk register (and QRA
if appropriate)?

Review the total period for Environment mitigation and
overlap to construction Major Stakeholder impact.
Check if SUs have any impact on schedule. A major rail
possession will be required and timing will be in the
hands of Network Rail (Refer to recommendation
regards interfaces).

No further action required.

Alf Gwilym

Granting of Planning permission, as time been allowed
in the schedule for SMBC strategy (line 90)

Total time - Resolving Planning issues - Maximum time
for CPO could exceed the overall schedule for
construction. Status for this line should be raised to
RED

Accepted - It should be noted that full liaison is in place with NR
with conversations under way to agree required possessions.

S12

Costs - Is the schedule properly cost/resource loaded
(and matches the finance section)?

No evidence of the schedule being cost loaded. More
detail would be useful in assessing the costs. Overall
cost profile lines up with the draft schedule. Start of
major spending lines up with start on site, although
spending on Land does not line up with the CPO
process.

Review schedule in line with comments. Review SU diversions and
incorporate discussions to date into the schedule with regards NR
possessions.

Alf Gwilym

Acknowledged. Cost profiling re Land has been carried out outside
of CPO process with early acquisitions being sought and is
reflective and tied to the programme.

PCM1

Agreed procurement Strategy

Develop a process over the next few weeks to finalise
and agree the Procurement Strategy

Review costing mechanism with programme going forward. Review
spending on land and CPO process.

Alf Gwilym

Breakdown of cost inline with schedule not available

Acknowledged. Since receipt of the GRP findings SEMMMS Project
Team has progressed discussions with TfGM to further review the
preferred procurement strategy of a staged ECI.

PCM2

Governance

Develop a governance methodology that articulates
TfGM's role particularly around sign off of procurement
strategy; shortlist and supplier selection.

TfGM to review information and confirm Staged ECI as preferred
procurement route or otherwise.

Hilary
Moules

The procurement approach has been approved by the
SEMMMS board.

Agreed - governance strategy to be confirmed between all parties
(procurement strategy singed off by TfGM).

Confirm governance strategy

Hilary
Moules

The procurement approach has been approved by the
SEMMMS board.
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Score Score

Section Ref |Issue Recommendation Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t

(July 12) (Sept 13)
Tender evaluation period has been extended to 12
Adjust schedule to include standstill period; allow . . ) . . . . . P L ..
L K R Acknowledged. Tender review period extended. Governance On confirmation of governance requirements, review schedule to Hilary |weeks. Itis assumed that this is sufficient to
PCM3 |Schedule sufficient time for tender evaluation and accommodate ) ) - . . 2
. requirements to be confirmed. ensure sufficient time has been accounted for. Moules |accommodate Stockport's internal governance. Score
governance requirements. K
revised
The proposed procurement route is compliant with
legal requirements other than the current schedule . . .
€ a . It's not clear what "Risk to selection being challenged
allows for 4 weeks for evaluation of the tenders, . . .
. . . has been mitigated by only supplying BB with selected
governance and standstill period. This has been . S .
X . N . information" actually means. How long did the
discussed with Stockport and will be adjusted. . -
. . . tenderers have to respond and was this sufficient to
Timescales will also need to be adjusted to ensure there . . . .
. . . \ \ Evaluation of tenders including LA approval has now been allow the other tenderers time to develop as good an
Compliance - Is the proposed procurement strategy and |is adequate time for Stockport's governance and TfGM's K i R . .
. . . R X } extended to 12 weeks. Risk to selection being challenged has been . Hilary  |understanding of the scheme as BB? [Comment from
PCM4 |route compliant with legal and organisational governance particularly around sign off of the final 2 L. . . " ! No further action proposed. X " .
K X N . mitigated by only supplying BB with selected information. All Moules |Bill Edwards "Tenders were issued to the four tenderers
requirements? procurement strategy, sign off of the shortlist and sign N . R . X
R . . R . parties will be able to access the same information during tender. on 14th May 2013 and returned on 6th August 2013.
off of the supplier selection. There is a slight risk that X .
. . .\ All four tenders were of a high quality and there was no
the selection may be challenged given Balfour Beatty's . . .
NN . . evidence that BB had gained any advantage from their
engagement under a PSC to provide initial advice. This . N . G
. L. . - . previous work"]. On the basis of Bill's response | am
risk can be mitigated by ensuring sufficient time and " .
. L R happy to positively adjust the score
access to information is given to all bidders to allow
them to compete on an equal footing.
Stockport and TfGM need to undertake further work to Approach noted. Is the gainshare/painshare subject to
refine and agree the procurement strategy to ensure an overall cap/collar?
that value for money is maximised through an [Comments from Bill Edwards: "There are three phases
appropriate level of competitive pressure at later stages to the contract:-
in the process. The current proposed strategy of a 2 Pro‘curement Strateg}’ docu-m-ent‘ devgloped on the back of the GRP Design development is an NEC Professional Services
Value for Money - Is the proposed procurement stage ECI will result in selection of a contractor based review. A process of incentivisation W.'" serve to reward the . Hilary |Contract Option C target price - There is no cap on the
PCM5 strategy and route likely to maximise value for money. |on % fees against a client estimated construction cost. contr‘actor atan early stage for reduc!ng the Target Cost between | No further action proposed. Moules |pain share where if the cost is greater than 120% the

Procurement & This will result in a more collaborative approach with appomtm-ent and Final Target Cost prior to the start of client takes 60%.

Contract Management contractor input to the design and support for the construction. Key Stage 4 -Statutory process - is a NEC Professional
public inquiry stage. However it minimises the Services Contract Option E - This is a time and materials
contractor's incentive to agree/facilitate the 'best' contract as the scope if the work is undefined.
target price. Furthermore, price certainty will not be Key Stage 6 - Construction - is a NEC Engineering

. L Subject to sufficient time being built into the schedule i . . . .
Deliverability - is the proposed procurement strategy . . Review programme to ensure sufficient time allowed for executive Hilary .
PCM6 . to cover governance requirements the strategy is 2 Acknowledged - . . No comment at this stage 2
and route are deliverable? R decisions at key decision points. Moules
deliverable.
The proposed approach will transfer the majority of
risks to the contractor (excluding SU) with joint
responsibility for managing and mitigating the risks. The
costs associated with these risks will be built into the
target price with any removal or non-realisation of risk
will benefit the target price and therefore benefits will
be shared between the client and contractor. Before the
contracting strategy is finalised there should be
Contracting Strate is the proposed contractin agreement between TfGM and Stockport on how risks
g i prop g will be allocated; how they will be quantified before Since the review the contracting strategy has been agreed with Prior to contract award, Project Board (including TfGM presence) Hilary |There has been no formal agreement of the contracting
PCM?7 |strategy robust, represent value for money and X S X , R X . R : o . 2
deliverable? inclusion in the target price and how they will be TfGM including the strategy the let the works as a single contract. |to review and confirm agreement with risk allocation. Moules |strategy between TfGM and SMBC.
’ managed.
The Procurement Strategy assumes that the scheme will
be delivered as one procurement bundle. | understand
that alternative funding strategies have been
considered and that the preferred approach is included
in the draft Procurement Strategy document. Without
an understanding of why a single procurement bundle is
the preferred approach | am unable to comment on it's
validity.
The contract management approach should be
Contract Management - Are there robust arrangements |This will be developed at the appropriate time in the Hilan sufficiently developed at this stage [Comment from Bill
PCM8 are in place forgon oing contract mana ementg rocess P pprop N/A  |N/A N/A MouI:s Edwards "These are currently being developed by me - 2
P going g P ’ but will follow establish principles used on HA and WG
major projects"]. Minor reservations
Consultant used to help through consultation
Ensure strong working link between work stream and . . Agreed. Comms consultant appointed to supplement comms . Adam |successfully. Needs to work with contractor when
SM1 Resource comms team to support project of this scale. 2 No further action. R R X X R 2
comms teams. teams. Patterson |appointed to ensure working relationship during next
stage of scheme
Strategy successful during consultation,. But needs
. Agreed, communications strategy now completed for up to end of . Adam | gy . 8 X
SM2 |No agreed comms and engagement strategy Articulate comms and engagement strategy 2 R . No further action. input of contractor to finalise comms strategy for 2
public consultation. Patterson . .
design/build element.
Possible public confusion around scheme and Clearly define what will be achieved by each stage of ) . - Adam .
SM3 p v ) v g 2 Agreed Develop comms strategy to cover post public consultation activity. Achieved
consultation consultation. Patterson
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Score Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
(July 12) (Sept 13)
Ownership - Have clear accountabilities and .
. p . SMBC agreed how to work with stakeholders, but not . . . . Adam . . .
SM4 |responsibilities been set out at the very outset of the e 2 This has been fully set out up to the end of public consultation. Comms strategy to be developed up to end of construction. Needs updating once contractor is appointed 2
] . . sure if this has been set out Patterson
project and are all incumbents in agreement?
Identification - Does the list of identified stakeholders
o . . . . . o . Further review of list of stakeholders to ensure this takes into Adam |In place, although will need updating as scheme
SM5 |and their interest in the project appear complete and  |Yes, from information available in time given Acknowledged i X
account those post Public Consultation Patterson |progresses
Stakeholder accurate?
Management
Engagement Strategy - Is the proposed stakeholder Focus on delivery, so no articulated strategy. However, i . . Adam |In place, although will need updating as scheme
SM6 £ag gy prop X i ' v i . i £y 2 Comms strategy fully developed since review. No further action P e P J
engagement strategy robust and sensible? direction of travel is consistent with TFGM approach. Patterson |progresses
Engagement Process - Have systems and processes been|Yes, good project working. Need to engage comms full Look to continue to arrange regular comms meeting post public Adam |Achieved, but integration with contractor will be
SM7 g.g v P & prol € 38 v 2 Acknowledged that this has been developed since review. ) geree L g postp & 2
put in place to manage the engagement strategy? though. consultation to ensure close communication is continued. Patterson |needed for next stage
Communications Plan - Are appropriate time-based plan . Comms plan delivered for consultation stage, but will
X ' o R No plan agreed as focus on delivery. No feedback . . . . . .
in place for proactive communications and media o . Plan now fully developed in preparation for the public consultation . . . Adam |need to be updated when contractor is appointed to
SmM8 L X . mechanism in place, although advice offered from TfGM Continue this throughout project future. o i 2
enquiries? Does this plan incorporate a feedback i . phase. Patterson |ensure that comms activity is linked to project
; with regards phone/email lines. .
mechanism? milestones
Mandatory Signatures - All TFGM projects have a
responsibility to consult with internal departments . ) . Requirement fulfilled through integrated involvement of SMBC ) Adam
SM9 P Y . P . Not sure if SMBC have equivalent sign off process. q g g No further action n/a n/a
(EQIA, Energy Resource Requirements, Environmental comms. Patterson
Impact, Data Protection Act 1998).
There is a requirement to specify the lifespan/loading of L . . . . . . Bridge design has been significantly developed,
. . N pecly p / g Acknowledged, although this will be agreed during the design Design Manager to specify the lifespan/loading of the pavement . & . 8 R 8 . Y R P -
DE1 |Material Specification the pavement to ensure the correct materials can be R . . . EC Harris |especially around the rail bridges. Design responsibility
e L R R development in Stage 1 of the ECI contract. prior to detailed design. L f—
specified within a detailed design. for the majority of the scheme will sit the contractor.
Review the minimum CBR requirements for
DE2 |Embankment CBR Acknowledged Design Team to review against standard. EC Harris |Complete - no further comment
Embankments in accordance with IAN73/06 wieds e view agal ' P Y
There are still aspects of the scheme that sit outside of
the tendered price. 1. There are a number of issues that
have arisen during the tender process which will be
subject to a Compensation Event. Commercial support
. . . Certain issues have been identified where the drawings will be required in agreeing this within the framework
Cost Plan - Is the design is consistent with the cost - . . i R
have been quantified and suitably priced, however . . . of the tender. 2. Costs associated with Statutory
allowance? Does the cost plan appear complete and o i . Commercial due diligence completed with full agreement between . . L I R . .
DE3 R . there are implied measures and site specific issues 2 . No further actions. EC Harris |Authorities, Network Rail and Bramhall Oil Terminal sit 2
costings appropriate and supportable for the proposed K X o X TfGM and the Project Team reached. R . K
design? which may affect price. This is subject of a separate outside of the tendered price. These costs will need
: Commercial Due Diligence Review. close commercial monitoring to avoid any overspend. 3.
Land, Preparation Costs, Risk Drawn Down and
Indexation all require review post award to confirm
budget. However currently the project is forecasting
delivery within the original budget.
Client Requirements - Does the proposed design The Clients requirements have been listed within the
demonstrably deliver the key objectives of the project |DfT business case. All of theses requirements are . ) -
DE4 yA ) ¥ OBl proj " . . § K Acknowledged No further actions. EC Harris |No further comment at this time
and comply with the key client/stakeholder fulfilled within the documentation which has been
requirements? reviewed and within
By reviewing the alignments, preliminary drawings and
documentation provided the scheme appears to be
buildable and deliverable without any major departure
Design & Engineering Deliverability - Is there evidence that the proposed R X ¥ maj . P . - . o .
o . i . - from standards with regards to design. The final . T . . Design team to liaise with the future maintaining highways
design is buildable, deliverable, achievable within R S . Acknowledged although without specification on which materials " . X . . .
DES . X product will be usable and maintainable in accordance i o . . i authorities to ensure maintenance requirements are developed EC Harris |Action is on-going.
schedule and will the final product be usable and R . may have an impact it is hard to prescribe a specific action. R X .
o with current standards. However, some of the materials prior to the commencement of detailed design.
maintainable? X .
which have been costed may have an impact on the
long term performance therefore maintenance regime
to be employed.
Health & Safety - Does the proposed design
demonstrabl Zake accountpof :ealth andgsafet Allitems appear to be design in accordance with
DE6 K v o y. current best practice, Interim Advice Note (IAN) and Acknowledged No further actions. EC Harris |No further comment at this time
requirements and minimises health and safety risks to
X referenced to standards.
an appropriate level?
Deliverability - Is there evidence that the proposed
o .y i . P p K All items appear to be design in accordance with
design is buildable, deliverable, achievable within K N R . . L
DE7 . . current best practice, Interim Advice Note (IAN) and Acknowledged No further actions. EC Harris |No further comment at this time
schedule and will the final product be usable and
o referenced to standards.
maintainable?
In general, the scheme is buildable for the current
Deliverability - Is there evidence that the proposed 8 R K R X
design is buildable, deliverable, achievable within funding arrangements which are subject of on-going
DE8 e ’ ! discussion. Planning is still to be sought as is Public Agreed. No further actions. EC Harris |No further comment at this time

schedule and will the final product be usable and
maintainable?

Inquiry, therefore we would expect to see development
of the design and mitigation measures to address this.
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Score Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
(July 12) (Sept 13)
In line with the development of the scheme, at this
stage, the current proposal does not included detailed
design elements, it is more in line with a preliminar .
. . !g . I I. Al fne w! R prefiminary Design has been developed further than many ECI
Completeness & Consistency - Is the overall design design and build project with Geotechnical reports and - .
R K . . . . Lo . . |contracts. The development of the design is a function
DE9 |complete and are all elements co-ordinated and alignments etc. As the design progresses through the 2 Agreed Design Manager to include review of designing for maintenance. EC Harris R
X . R of the development period. Therefore no further
consistent? various gateway reviews, we would expect to see I
L ) : . comment at this time.
development of, design life considerations (agreed with
ultimate Highway Authorities), material specifications
etc.
Following the selection of a preferred route, the design manager is
to consider drafting of the first draft of the health and safety file.
Hs1 No description on how hazard identification has taken |Include section on Hazard Identification and Acknowledged This can feed into the pre-construction information to be included Chris  |Now in place and subject to ongoing management
place or mitigated during the project life cycle. responsibility for mitigation e.g. Designer. & in the tender phase. Acknowledged that some form of formal Thorpe |routines.
record of the health and safety issues considered at prelim design
to be produced.
Include CDM strategy includi ific rol d CDM-C t ti tob d post selecti f th ferred Chri
HS2 |No description on how CDM is being managed. ncluae - strategy Including specific roles an Acknowledged 0 continue to be engaged post selection ofthe preferre s CDMc appointed and integral to the team.
responsibilities. route and a CDM strategy to be developed for reference. Thorpe
No description on the process to ensure that competent Current practices and aspirations for future practices to be Chris
HS3 © Pt P R Y P Include the process being adopted. Acknowledged Y p- : . pirat uture pract I Ongoing.
suppliers/contractors are appointed. recorded in a H&S File/Strategy Thorpe
No description of how corporate governance will be Disagree - Full corporate governance recorded in the Management Chris
HS4 P X p . g Include the process being adopted. g P g 8 No further action. Could be strenghtened.
undertaken during the project life-cycle. Plan. Thorpe
Review project organisation and determine specific This is beyond CDMc and consideration should be given
I, . view p R J & I. . : R ine specil . Look to formalise how health and safety will be managed in future . 1515 bey . I X : -u . sV
No clear roles and responsibilities stated for the project |responsibilities by position e.g. Project Manager. It is L U Chris  |to how the project team get advice strategic advice
Health and Safety HS5 . . A CDM-C clearly stated on the organisation chart. and ensure the roles and responsibilities in the management plan . . . 2
team. not obvious how the project team will be supported by I Thorpe |when necessary. Consider responsibilities during
clearly state where H&S responsibilities lie. L R .
H&S competent persons. incident/accident escalation.
Approach - Has a suitable Health and Safety Plan Been Review Product Matrix and ensure it is clear at what project stage a|  Chris
HS6 pp u v No evidence or reference to a H&S Plan Acknowledged. view N |x- ureit! what proj g I Complete.
Developed Health and Safety Plan is started. Thorpe
Legislative - Have all relevant SHE legislation been Review design standards report, technical approvals report etc. to
considered in the project development (such as site ensure H&S legislation is referenced and adhered to. Further Chris
HS7 I . I . prol .V P fsu R : No reference to H&S Legislation Acknowledged. N R gistation | - u I Ongoing. 2
waste, biodiversity, contaminated land, pollution, engage with the CDM-C to ensure obligations are met in the next Thorpe
environmental surveys)? project stage.
No description of how H&S CDM strategy has been
P . 8y CDM-C has been appointed and engaged and involved in project . . . . .
developed or implemented. It should be clearly set out R . X Ensure relationship between the project team and the CDM-C is Chris
HS8 |CDM - Has a CDM-C been engaged. . . R e ) 2 development. Acknowledged that this relationship needs to be - . e R Complete.
who is taking the client responsibilities due to different R . documented within the Project Initiation Documentation. Thorpe
. better documented in the next project stage.
streams of funding.
Risk management process clearly defined in the risk management
plan. Acknowledge this needs to be tailored to support Health and |Ensure that the health and safety requirements are an integral part
Reporting - Is a suitable and compliant reporting No reference or description of the reporting process for Safety issues. Accidents, incidents will be managed by the of the tender process for the main contractor. Incentivise good Chris . .
HS9 R L . . 2 K X o . X Consider escalation and response process. 2
process in place to record and report incidents? accidents, incidents or performance management. Contractor on appointment. Any works carried out on site in the  |health and safety practices and encourage a zero tolerance attitude| Thorpe
preparation stages are subject to the Health and Safety policies and|during construction.
procedures of the supplier organisation.
The legal agreement under which GMCA will fund SCC is
not yet in place. GMCA has recently requested TfGM to
prepare the first draft of the agreement but this has not
. L been done pending clarification of TfGM's role in the
Before current funding was secured the original overnance arrangements. The structure of the
proposal was for this Scheme to be sponsored and TfGM, Stockport Borough Council, Manchester City g R 8 ) R
R . R X R X agreement will be based on other funding agreements
advanced by Stockport Borough Council. However, since|Council and Cheshire East Council to consider and X . R
) R . . . . currently being negotiated by the parties for LSTF and
DfT funding was secured the GMCA and TfGM has been |produce recommendations for governance and project TfGM management since added to the Project Board and Chief . Des .
L1 . L R i o R i No further action therefore, once the principles of the governance
asked to oversee this project in order to control cost delivery structure followed by round table meeting to Executive's Steering Committee. Gardner o .
. . L . N arrangements have been agreed it will be a relatively
and minimise the risk of overspend. this is important discuss and agree a procedure and process for delivery X L
. i straightforward matter to produce an initial draft.
because the DfT funding is to be provided to the GMCA. |of the scheme. S K X
o Similarly the balance of risks between the parties and
The DfT funding is fixed and any overspend... .
management of programme contingency have also
been discussed between senior finance officers
although detailed negotiation is required to finalise the
arrangement.
A paper has been received setting out the position in
relation to various legal issues. The statement
As a local authority, Stockport Borough Council need to I. various fegal issu . .
. describes the SMBC legal team's engagement in the
obtain the powers to progress the scheme. There are K
two statutory routes which might apply to this project process to date which has focussed on the agreement
M & pp. v ‘p ) TfGM legal to be provided with a copy of the legal between Highway Authorities and supporting the
and enable Stockport Borough Council to obtain the X . . - . . . . . Des L .
L2 . . advice from Stockport Borough Council so that this can This information was not requested at the gateway review. SMBC legal to provide statement to the Project Board for review. procurement process. In addition to the funding
necessary powers (being S10 of the Highways Act 1980 Gardner

or the Planning Act 2008). Under the current law it is
imperative that Stockport follow the correct statutory
route. SMBC's legal....

be considered by the joint project board.

agreement referred to above, the paper does not
indicate the extent to which SMBC legal are engaged in
the development of the NEC suite of documents for the
contract and land acquisition processes (including any
CPO processes).
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Score

(uly 12) Project Team Response

Project Team Action

Score

(Sept 13)

Draft agreement has been supplied together with
confirmation that terms have been settled with MCC.
Final negotiations with Cheshire East to be concluded.
The agreement delegates the necessary powers to
SMBC from the other highway authorities to acquire the

Section Ref |Issue Recommendation
Stockport Council are the Highway Authority for roads
(other than trunk roads) within their administrative
. Thi bles Stockport C il t ly f
area . s ena es' o¢ p(.Jl' ounciito app y. or TfGM legal to be provided with a copy of the draft s8
planning and obtain CPO in respect of land within the X
L3 L . . Agreement from SMBC confusing the necessary powers
administrative area required for the Scheme. However, i
X X . to SMBC on progress the planning and CPO.
in order to ensure the successful execution of this
scheme Stockport Borough Council require the
acquisition of land which falls within the...
L4 Preparatory works for planning and compulsory SMBC to provide TfGM with copies of current planning
purchase order are underway. proposals and land identified as requiring acquisition.
TfGM to review and come to a view as to whether this
identifies any additional risks to the scheme and how
these can be mitigated. TfGM further understands that
. SBC have completed a draft ES which should be review
Full environmental assessment has been undertaken by R . .
L5 SMBC by TfGM. The environmental review should include
: consideration of where the scheme requires acquisition
of public open spaces. TfGM understands that SMBC
have made provision for the purchase of land to
compensate for the public open space that will...
Legal
The need to obtain planning and CPO could present
significant timing and programming issues. SMBC and
TfGM need to identify and consider whether enough
6 Programme review and programme risks (including time has been allowed in the programme to allow for

financial risk around land acquisition).

these risks. In particular, high risk sites such as Sale Golf
Club to be identified and specifically addressed in the
programme. The allowance for land acquisition costs in
the budget to be review as part of this exercise.

L7

Approvals & Consents - Have all necessary powers and
consents been fully approved

Grant of planning permission - This has not been
obtained by SMBC. SMBC intend to go out to a "Pre-
Public Consultation" where they will publish options for
the SEMMMS Route and consult for the SEMMMS
Route and consult the public on their views of the given
routes. After this pre-public consultation SMBC will
decide on the route. Planning application will then be
progressed. There is a significant amount of work and
thus time/programming risk associated with this issue -

L8

Approvals & Consents - Have all necessary powers and
consents been fully approved

Compulsory Purchase Orders - SMBC have identified the
land which needs to be obtained in order to enable the
Scheme to be progressed. SMBC will try to acquire the
land required by agreement but have identified parcels
of land which they belief will needs a CPO. Draft orders
have been produced, so Stockport should be in a good
position to progress once planning issues resolved but
TfGM and Stockport need to ensure that sufficient
time...

L9

Conditions - Are there any conditions to the powers and
consents and do they pose any additional risks.

Environmental impacts of scheme need to be assessed -
full environmental impact assessment have been
carried out. No significant additional risks have been
identified. TFGM should review and check the same.

Draft s8 agreement to be issued to the Project Board. TfGM Project Des
This information was not requested at the gateway review. 8 ) ) i ! land and design and build the new road. Terms of the 2
Board member to issue to TfGM legal as required. Gardner
agreement reflect that SMBC (and the GMTF) bear the
cost risk of all the activities. MCC and Cheshire East do,
however, have the right of approval to all material
issues in relation to the design and construction of the
road.
This information was not requested at the gateway review. SMBC
legal are providing the legal check of the planning proposals and
& P e & K P . € prop: TfGM Board member to confirm and agree with the project board Des This information was not included in the position
CPO on behalf of the three promoting authorities for the A6 to X o o R . R .
. . . ) and subsequently the project team if this information is required. Gardner |statement received for the purposes of this review.
Manchester Airport Relief Road Project Team. It is not clear why
TfGM legal check of this work is required as part of the GRP review,
This information was not requested at the gateway review. It is
unclear why TfGM would need to provide this review and what ) 5 . L ’ . . .
X v P . R TfGM Board member to confirm and agree with the project board Des This information was not included in the legal position
value this would add over and above the review being made by the X b Lo R
R . L R and subsequently the project team if this information is required. Gardner |[statement.
SEMMMS project team on the environmental activities being
progressed.
This information was note requested at the gateway review. It is
unclear why TfGM would need to provide this review and what L .
X Y P . R The statutory process to CPO the land is included in the
value this would add over and above the review being made by the . . .
K . programme which shows that the Order will be made in
SEMMMS project team. All land acquisition procedures have been .
R R X November 2013 and the public inquiry expected to be
fully included in the programme. Styal golf club (Sale is unaffected R .
N X R X held in June 2014. The legal position statement does
by the scheme), the project team is and has been progressing with . Des N L
X . X No further action. not make reference to this work although it is assumed
early discussions with not only Styal but all four golf clubs affected Gardner o .
. that SMBC Legal and/or specialist legal advisers are
by the scheme. The project team has made excellent progress on X R X
. . " R involved in the drafting of the Orders and the
all these issues. Following a cost benefit analysis at Styal a X .
R X . development of the case for the CPO. Confirmation of
programme of early accommodations works is currently being R \
. . e . this should be sought from SMBC's legal team.
progressed with a view to mitigate the impact of the road before
the main construction of the scheme.
Acknowledge but unclear why this represents "consents not full
" 8 M P . L s v . Des The programme shows that the consents are expected
met". Full consents programmed for after this review in line with  |No further actions -
. Gardner |[shortly from all three authorities.
best practice and correct procedures.
Understood and acknowledged. Not clear why this is not "No As discussed above the programme for CPO commences
Issues" score as reviewer recognises that significant prep. work No further actions Des later this year. No information received about current
carried out prior to land acquisition. The land acquisition process Gardner |status of or legal support to land acquisition
remains on programme. programme
Agreed at Project Board level including representative from TfGM
that no further legal checks required on these issues by TfGM.
Ack ledged that revi has found d tice in th
c .now edge . at reviewer has found good prac |'ce nthe . Des no further information received in view of advanced
environmental impact assessment procedures carried out to date. |No further action. L R .
Gardner |position as per previous exercise

This work will be completed/updated post selection of a preferred
route and in the lead up to the submission of a planning
application.
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Score

Section Ref |Issue Recommendation (uly 12) Project Team Response Project Team Action R R C t
In relation to procurement strategy, ECl under the NEC
suite of documents has the potential to yield significant
benefits in terms of design development and delivery of
the scheme. The contractual drafting around the
. . preconstruction phase should describe clearly the
Not applicable at this stage. Procurement strategy to be
. . . . . . Des stages of the work to be undertaken and any hold
L10 |References - Have contractor references been received? |reviewed in light of possible changes to project N/A  |Acknowledged No further action . . X
. . Gardner |points/approvals required before proceeding to next
structure and TfGM to feed into this as necessary. ) : R . \
phase. The information provided indicates SMBC's legal
team are engaged in the process which is essential to
ensure the final contract governs the risks and
opportunities arising as a result of ECl and the
subsequent delivery.
Insurance - Are all warranties, bonds and insurances . . . Des . .
L11 i R Not applicable at this stage. N/A  |Acknowledged No further action Not applicable at this stage
confirmed and agreed by all parties? Gardner
Critical S Factors - Clearly describe all factors that
pgy |Critical Success Factors e.ar y describe all factors tha EC Harris
must be present for the project to succeed.
. . At this stage, it is to be expected that the Delivery The Benefits Realisation Plan has been developed as
Key Delivery Challenges - Have all delivery challenges ) R R R
. . Strategy is not developed to any great degree. _ |part of the Business Case. Upon cursory review this
DS2 |been articulated and has a robust overall delivery N i ! o EC Harris X R
. Strategies presented in the Benefits Realisation Plan, document address the Delivery Strategy in some depth.
strategy been put in place to address them? K . R
. PID, Procurement Strategy and Project Management . It is apparent from the team that the key drivers for the
Delivery Strategy " " - o Acknowledged No further action R
Integration - Is a strategy in place to address Plan all indicate to their being a common understand of scheme are well known. The scheme has been subject
DS3 |integration/transition issues and maximise synergies in |how to transition to BAU, and it is anticipated that this EC Harris |to 2 public Inquiries and full planning conditions,
transferring to BAU? will be further developed prior to the next Gateway therefore the key drivers are evidenced as being met
Overall Consistency - Are delivery arrangements well Review. legislatively
DS4 |integrated and consistent with one another (risk, EC Harris
procurement, schedule, governance...)
Transition n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
Evaluations activity would benefit considerably from
S . . being focused around specified nation and local ) - . .
Clear definition of national and local evaluation 8 . . -p Evaluate Benefits Realisation Plan (BRP) against national and local Tom . .
EM1 L evaluation objectives, i.e. exactly what DfT and the Acknowledged . . . X This appears to have been actioned.
objectives. . L. R - evaluation objectives prior to next gateway review. Sansom
promoting authorities wish to learn from monitoring
and evaluation activity.
The legal agreement under which GMCA will fund SMBC
is not yet in place. GMCA has recently requested TfGM
to prepare the first draft of the agreement but this has
not been done pending clarification of TfGM's role in
the governance arrangements. The structure of the
. agreement will be based on other funding agreements
. - . L . . Acknowledged although considered to be a small percentage of the . . . . . & K . R €28
Costing of the programme of monitoring and evaluation |Monitoring and evaluation costs need to be explicitly . 8 Project team to consider and include in budget explicit budget for Tom |currently being negotiated by the parties and therefore,
EM2 . . e o overall budget and therefore comfortable with level of costing . L L
work to be delivered. identified to ensure credibility of the proposals. . evaluation activities. Sansom |once the principles of the governance arrangements
carried out to date. - . .
have been agreed it will be a relatively straightforward
matter to produce an initial draft. Similarly the balance
of risks between the parties and management of
programme contingency have also been discussed
between senior finance officers although detailed
negotiation is required to finalise the arrangement.
Benefits realisation and monitoring & evaluation
o ! L - activities should be separately defined. At the moment Evaluate BRP with a view to separately defining benefits realisation Tom More an issue for benefit realisation reviewer - no
EM3 |Clear distinction from benefits realisation activity. o ) Acknowledged o . i X
they are merged and there is limited text on benefits and monitoring in next revision prior to the next gateway review. Sansom |further comments.
realisation.
Some degree of prioritisation is apparent in the scaling
Prioritisation - Have the benefits been prioritised in of activity. Further prioritisation would be beneficial, . . T . L .
X L R R X Evaluate BRP with a view to address prioritisation issues prior to Tom  |Activity in different areas appears to be proportionate
EM4 |terms of impact. This will inform the structure of the  |both in respect of national and local evaluation 2 Acknowledged R . N
. - K . the next gateway review. Sansom |to relative scale of benefits.
. evaluation. objectives and in terms of the relative scale of
Evaluation & traditional scheme benefits (e.g. journey time savings)
iti i .g. jou i vings).
Monitoring gJ v €
Despite an extensive programme of monitoring &
Cost - Has an appropriate budget been set aside to P R : prosi ) . g . .
h R . evaluation work being set out in some detail (Appendix Acknowledged although considered to be a small percentage of the . . . . .
cover the costs of the evaluation exercise? This should ) R . : . . Project team to consider and include in budget explicit budget for Tom
EMS Rk . J), no associated cost has been identified. This apparent overall budget and therefore comfortable with level of costing . o See above comments.
be proportional to the structure of the evaluation o i X . R evaluation activities. Sansom
R lack of explicit cost allocation raises questions over the carried out to date.
required. S .
credibility of the evaluation plans.
The approaches are generally robust. Perhaps the main
EM6 Approach - Are the desired outcomes of the evaluation |exception is in terms of economic impacts, likely to ) Acknowledged Project team to review the evaluation process of the economic Tom |A wide range of activity is proposed, reflecting the
exercise in line with the suggested approach? emerge as a key area when evaluation objectives are g benefits prior to the next gateway review. Sansom |importance of this category of impact.
clearly defined.
Timescale - Has adequate time been allowed to conduct |Timescale clearly specified (before, 1 year and 5 years . Tom L
EM7 ' q v p ( v . 4 Acknowledged No further actions No further comment at this time
the evaluation? after) and appropriate for a scheme of this scale. Sansom
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Score
Section Ref |Issue Recommendation (uly 12) Project Team Response Project Team Action R R Cc t
Measures/Units/Types - Have measures/units/types
been identified that will be evaluated upon project Tom
EM8 R ) p .p : For most outcomes, suitable measures are identified. No further actions No further comment at this time
completion (transport, economic, VfM, social or Sansom
environmental impacts)?
Data - Has all the appropriate data been captured and  |Not at this stage but this is envisaged as an important Project team to review data capture requirements pre-construction Tom
EM9 . pprop X R P X & . K .g. P ; i P q K p . No further comment at this time
baselined to allow for comparison in the evaluation? part of the pre-construction activities. and set out plan with costs of what additional data is required. Sansom
In general this checklist is not relevant. The evaluation,
however, does rely on access to data from bus i i i Not generally applicable, though further discussion with
Legal - Has a legal condition been included to allow | .y X i Acknowledged - should be understood that SMBC, CEC and MCC Accepted as not relevant, however, project team to review with Tom Vl v app 8 L
EM10 . operators in relation to journey time performance, but N/A K K o " . ' . TfGM bus colleagues may be beneficial at an early stage
TfGM to access operational data after handover? o will be the Highway Maintaining Authorities. TfGM what, if any, operational data may be required. Sansom |, R L
it is not clear whether bus operators have been in relation to acquiring bus operator data.
approached at this time.
) . Some stakeholder engagement envisaged on "lessons ) . . .
Process - Has a pre-defined process been put in place to N -g g 8 . . . Project team to consider options with regards "Lessons Learnt" of
R learned" but otherwise any process evaluation of issues Acknowledged - although understood that the Gateway Review . Tom . . .
EM11 |evaluate the management of the project for Lessons . R . 2 X . . . the management of the scheme and, where appropriate and Now built in to process reviews envisaged.
surrounding development & delivery of the scheme is Process will provide an element of this review process. Sansom

Learnt?

absent.

applicable, incorporate these into BRP.
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