TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Wednesday 8™ September 2021 at 1.30 pm
PWD Conference Room

AGENDA

PART 1

1. Apologies for absence

2. Declarations of interest (if required)

3. Confirmation of the Minutes of the meeting held on 10 June
2021

4, Matters arising from the Minutes of the meeting held on 10
June 2021

5. Miscellaneous updates - DPW

6. Camp Link Road - Kingsford Creek, San Carlos - DPW

7. Roads Update — DPW

8. FIGAS update (Verbal) - GMFIGAS

9. Workboat Services update (Verbal) - WBS Representative

10. Date of Next Meeting: To be advised

11. Exclusion of Press and Public

The public are likely to be excluded from the meeting for
this/these item(s) of business by virtue of Paragraphs 10 and 17
of Schedule 3 of the Committees (Public Access) Ordinance
2012,

The Chairman to move as follows:

“lI move that the press and public be now excluded on the
ground that the next items of business to be considered are
likely to disclose exempt information under Paragraphs 10 and
17 of Schedule 3 of the Committees (Public Access) Ordinance
2012.”
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PART 2

12.

13.

Confirmation of the Exempt Minutes of the meeting held on
10 June 2021

Not for publication by virtue of paragraph 10 & 17 of Schedule
3 of the Committees (Public Access) Ordinance 2012, relating
to Information about relevant contracts and negotiations and
Budgetary information.

Matters arising from the Exempt Minutes of the meeting
held on 10 June 2021
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OPEN MINUTES

TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

2pm, Thursday 10" June 2021,
PWD Conference Room

“These minutes are draft minutes until confirmed by Resolution at the next meeting of this Committee”

4.1

4.2

4.3

Present: Hon Roger Edwards MLA (Chair) RE
Hon Dr Barry Elsby MLA BE
Colin Summers (Director of Public Works) DPW

Catherine Silva Donayre (Director of Development &  DDCS
Commercial Services)

Martin Slater (GM, FIDC) MS
Nick Rendell (Island Representative) NR
Owen Betts (West Representative) OB
In Attendance:  Harold Neilson (WBS Assistant Manager) HN
Morgan Goss (GM FIGAS) GM FIGAS
Minutes: Imogen Didlick

Public/pressin 3
attendance:

PART 1 (Open)
Apologies for absence:

Ivan Porritt, Roads Engineer
Adam Cockwell, Work Boat Services Manager

Declarations of interest:

RE asked for declarations of interest as and when the item arose.

Confirmation of the open minutes of the meeting held on 11" February 2021:

The minutes were confirmed with no amendments.

Matters arising from the open minutes of the meeting held on 11" February 2021:

Item 7 — Ramps and Jetties Update:

RE asked DPW whether he had received a request from David Pole-Evans of Saunders
Islands to undertake the ramp works himself to make it a permanent fixture. DPW advised
he had only received a request for materials (sheet piling) for this work, but would follow
up after the meeting.

NR asked whether the ownership and responsibility of all jetties and ramps sat with FIG.
DPW confirmed that those still being used are FIG’s responsibility, but the structures that
are no longer operational or are unable to be used safely will be signed off as so.

DPW advised that a sum of money had been allocated in the 2021/22 budget for annual
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4.4

4.5

4.6
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inspections, maintenance and repairs of jetties and ramp sites. A minimum of five sites
are to be maintained per year.

OB asked whether there was an update on the overall ramps and jetties work. DPW
advised that he received an update that morning from the Design Engineer who was
leading on the project, and will circulate that report to the committee after the meeting.

DPW informed the committee that plant machinery is being transported to Lively Island
via the Concordia Bay the following day to enable works to commence on jetty repairs. A
temporary ramp will be installed alongside the existing structure to allow for the
unloading of the plant (weather and tide permitting). Trial holes will also be carried out to
check the right depth is available for sheet piling, which will be used to enable those jetty
repairs. HN added that there was no guarantee the plant would be landed the following
day but every effort would be made. DPW advised that if work was able to commence
that weekend then he would be conducting a site visit the following Tuesday.

Regarding the overall ramp/jetty project work, the contract with SAERI to undertake the
bathymetric survey work was nearly complete; this data would help finalise designs.
Additionally, a number of enquiries have also been made for the marine engineering
support work; two out of the four contacts had so far confirmed their interest. DPW
admitted that this work had made slow progress, but efforts continue in taking this
forward.

Highways update:
DPW provided an update in the absence of the Road Engineer:

i. The 2020/21 seasonal targets had been met, with additional work being completed
on the West;

ii. The cattle grid cleaning contract was due to expire in June/July but further work is
still required. Delays were due to Covid, inclement weather, and availability of cattle
grid steel. The contract therefore may need to be extended throughout this winter
to allow the next contract to commence on time for the 2021/22 season;

iii. 2020/21 completed contracts:
e Supply of asphalt labour - next season’s work was out for tender;
e North Camp road haulage - tender process completed for next season;
e C(Cattle grid inspection, cleaning and maintenance - contract ends this year and will
be re-tendered in the next 6-8 weeks (with input from Head of Procurement).

iv. 2021/22 new contracts:
The contracts currently out to tender:
e Supply of asphalt labour;
e East roads improvements;
e  Murrell & Moody Brook culvert replacement.

The Road Haulage Framework agreement was in place.

The contracts that are yet to go out:
e Replacement of cattle grids on the MPA road;

Page 2 of 9
Transport Advisory Committee
10" June 2021

Action -
DPW



6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7
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e (Cattle grid inspections, cleaning, maintenance and replacement;

e The rebuilding of Gut Shoot Road (this road has been included in the 2021-
22 budget. This is to ensure support is provided to FIMCo to manage and
upgrade the road, as approved by ExCo).

NR noted that Gut Shoot Road had been a problem for FIMCO over several seasons due to
its condition. DPW confirmed that, subject to funding approval, the work should
commence in September/October of this year before the Camp road season starts. DPW
confirmed that the Roads Engineer had commenced work for this tender.

MS declared his interest as a Director of FIMCo.

BE asked for confirmation that all tenders are advertised via Penguin News, Falklands
Radio and SAROS. DPW confirmed that was correct.

Funding allocation — Road Programme:

RE noted that 2021-22 Budget Split’ report attached for Item 5 was in fact supporting
documentation for Item 6.

DPW introduced paper ‘Proposed funding allocations from code 7009-7032 for 2021/22
financial year for the road programme’, and highlighted a typo on para 4.12 that stated £1
would be spent on Gut Shoot Road.

RE asked whether the Johnsons Harbour Road work could be done ‘in-house’. DPW said a
decision was yet to be made due to staff shortages; however efforts were being made to
recruit agency staff. If this was not successful the work would then be tendered out. RE
asked when recruitment of the agency staff would be known — DPW confirmed by the end
of June, but if the recruitment was not a success then the tender would go out in July.

DPW confirmed that code 7019 ‘Safety, Signage and Realignment’ had £50k allocated for
completing the Port Howard jetty lighting.

DPW confirmed that the amount allocated to code 7021 ‘West Roads Improvements’ was
to honour the 3" year of that works contract.

DPW highlighted that code 7023 ‘Balance Camp Roads for Reallocation’ had £80k as
reserved funding to enable ‘catch up’ with any outstanding West roads work.

BE asked if the figures for the 3rd year of a 3 year contract should have been placed in the
open section before the price for the work had been decided with the contractor. DPW
explained that the figures were set for the 3 year duration at the start of that contract. He
added that the cattle grid inspection contract had £80k allocated per year over the 3 years
and will be spent on separate pieces of work within that contract (inspection, cleaning,
maintenance). DPW advised that the Budget Split Report should not have been made
public at this stage, however this would not affect how a contractor bids due to the fact
that there was more than one element of work in these contracts.

RE asked if the Committee were content that the report was put forward as an ExCo
paper for final approval on the budget split. The Committee approved.
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Application for access road to Corriedale Farm — Colin Summers, DPW:

MS advised that FIDC had been assisting the applicant with his paperwork but they had no
financial interest in the application.

DPW referred to Section 11 of his report to highlight that he had briefly spoken with FIDC
on this application, but had not yet spoken to other agencies such as Agriculture or
Education. However he would do so if this paper was approved and went to Executive
Council.

DPW confirmed that the application fit the criteria of the 2017 Camp Roads Policy paper
(100/17). MS asked whether this policy had allowed for roads to be constructed for other
farms in the past. DPW confirmed that two roads on the West had been constructed, and
another refused. RE added that a small section of road on the West had also been agreed
in principle by the TAC, but that this work would be undertaken only when a contractor or
PWD were in the vicinity, and after an assessment had been done.

NR noted that applications had to meet certain specifications to be classed as a ‘working
farm’ (holds 2000 dry sheep equivalent or a £10k annual agricultural turnover). DPW
confirmed this was correct and unfortunately Corriedale Farm did not meet either of
those specifications; however the support of a road would enable the applicant to meet
that criteria and become a working farm. DPW added that the applicant was currently
unable to live on the farm year-round due to the weather and accessibility issues, but his
intention was to move out there with his family on a permanent basis.

RE and BE agreed that it would be a positive step for FIG to approve as it gives
encouragement for families to move to Camp.

MS reiterated FIDC's support for this application and confirmed that it met the criteria
within the Rural Development Strategy as it was increasing the Camp population. He
added that the applicant had been very open and honest with FIDC throughout his
application process, and that the working farm specifications would be achievable as the
farm was capable of holding 2000 sheep.

NR confirmed his support for the application and felt that encouragement should be given
to those wanting to live in Camp.

OB asked whether the FIG road gang were working in that area. DPW advised that they
were not far but this work would likely be contracted out due to current workload.
However, this would be decided once a full assessment of the area had been undertaken.
DPW noted that it was only a 1km section of road that was being asked for so it may be
achievable within the FIG Roads programme.

RE asked about the costings for material and where it would be obtained. DPW said that
the Roads Engineer would look into the source of material, and that an accurate cost
estimate can be provided once the assessment had taken place. Costs would be taken out
of underspends from 2020/21 budget if the FS approved (Section 2 of the report would be
amended to reflect this) but if it exceeded £100k then the paper would need to go back to
ExCo for approval.

The Committee confirmed their support for the application.
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Application for Harps Farm shed link road — Colin Summers, DPW:

DPW advised that the estimated cost for this piece of work was £25k although an
assessment was yet to take place. He added that a similar application had been approved
previously by the TAC but on the basis that support would only be given when the FIG
road gang were in that area.

DPW confirmed that Harps Farm met the criteria to be classed as a ‘working farm’;
however his only reservation if this application was approved would be that a similar
previous request had been refused by officers because it was not within FIG’s ‘gift’ to
extend a road beyond where it had been already agreed and established. If this
application was approved there may be further requests that follow. However DPW
acknowledged that haulage needs have changed since that refusal and farms do require
reasonable access for ease of transporting livestock and goods.

RE suggested that this work is added on to the FIG West road works programme as and
when the contractor was in the area rather than tendered out as a separate contract.
DPW said that it could either be added on to the existing West Roads Improvement
contract, or advertised for expressions of interest (if it was under £50k). DPW again added
that, in the first instance, they would ask that these costs were taken from 2020-21
underspends.

MS commented that if this application was approved then it may encourage a number of
other claims. DPW agreed that there may be a consequence from this approval but
reminded that applications would still need TAC approval, and fall within FIG’s budget.

The Committee confirmed their support for the application.
Request for the adoption and maintenance of Mullet Creek Road:

MS declared an interest given that the land is on the boundary of Beckside Farm which is
owned by FIDC.

DPW informed the Committee that this road was just over 1km (from MPA Road to Mullet
Creek settlement boundary), and beyond that up to the Galileo site extended it to
1800mtr. The road used to be graded each summer but it had deteriorated to such an
extent that it was now not possible.

DPW advised that this application did fall outside the current policy and he therefore
could not provide a recommendation; however as it was a small piece of road it could
potentially be done in the off-season which would have a low impact on resource, but
with cost implications.

RE asked whether there was any risk of unforeseen expenses if FIG adopted into their
road network. DPW advised there may be some soft spots but that was a risk with any
road. He added that it would not be widened but instead will remain as single-width with
a few passing points. DPW pointed out that there were a number of options in his report
(5.1 to 5.5) for the Committee to consider, but they could combine options to their liking
given that there was no clear policy to follow for this particular request.

MS informed the committee that the Galileo site had been decommissioned so there
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would be no traffic to that site. However, peat cutting had been taking place at Beckside
Farm so FIG may want to consider removing any machinery on the site before adoption.

BE asked why FIG would want to adopt this road when the only advantage would be to
the home owners. DPW advised that the road was across Common land so the home
owners are not able to stop other drivers from using it, causing more wear and tear at
their expense.

RE supported Option 5.3 and advised that adoption of this road would put it into the
capital works programme as a Cat C road. It would also avoid further applications to the
TAC for grading works requests. NR agreed.

OB advised he had been in support of Option 5.4 but, on reflection, now agreed with
Option 5.3.

The Committee confirmed their support for Option 5.3.

DPW advised paragraphs 5.6, 5.7 and 5.8 were actually statements rather than Options
and would therefore move them to Section 4 when drafting the report for Executive
Council. DPW added that he would also amend his recommendation that the adoption of
the road would be up to and excluding the Mullet Creek boundary to ensure that the
cattle grid becomes the homeowner’s responsibility rather than FIG.

MS reiterated his concern that future peat-cutting at Beckside Farm would likely impact
this road. OB suggesting that a weight limit is enforced but was advised by DPW that - if
FIG adopt - it would become a Cat C road which will allow for implementation of winter
weight restrictions.

Responses to questions from Lay Members — Colin Summers, DPW:

West Rep - Question 1 — Port Howard jetty lights:

DPW confirmed that only four out of the five units were currently operable. As these units
are no longer available other options are being looked into. Once an alternative has been
identified an order will be made and a contract put in place for the installation of the
lights. DPW expected that the installation would happen around Oct/Nov. OB commented
that it would be good to see this piece of work completed and Port Howard jetty lit up.

West Rep - Question 2 — Port Howard jetty:

DPW confirmed that sinkholes were not infrequent and, to a certain extent, was the
nature of this particular construction. However, he would get someone to assess and fill
the most recently reported sink hole as quickly as possible. HN advised that it should be
concrete capped but WBS are currently using a steel sheet to cover it. DPW reassured that
once the ferry was out of dry-dock it will be filled. The Committee discussed the different
solutions to filling and covering sink holes, and how they occur. DPW confirmed he would
put forward a proposal to include the jetty in the capital works programme. OB asked
whether Newhaven and Port Howard had their own maintenance budgets; DPW
confirmed they did have an operating budget that sat with Highways.

West Rep - Question 3 — Fox Bay (FXB) grass airstrip:
DPW said he had limited involvement with this piece of work as the Roads Engineer had
been dealing with. BE asked whether this piece of work had been advertised. DPW
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repeated that he did not have the information to hand but he would find out from the
Roads Engineer upon his return. RE recommended this contract detail was looked into
further given that two French drains were to be installed but one was filled with the
incorrect sized gravel, causing the drainage issues. DPW confirmed he would speak to the
Roads Engineer to establish the facts.

OB asked whether the clay strip was still operational. GM FIGAS confirmed that as of the
previous day landing from the south was usable up to the intersection. The cross strip
intersection was usable if it remained dry.

OB highlighted the concerns of a FXB resident who had been in touch to point out the
importance of FXB airstrip for West Falkland. OB asked if there was a risk of the FXB
airstrip being unusable and whether FIGAS have alternative solutions. GM FIGAS
confirmed that there were two other landing options; Spring Point and Chartres. However
it would be the responsibility of FXB to service the airstrip only when it was for their
freight and/or passengers. For FIG flights this responsibility would fall to the Village Agent.
DPW confirmed that, in principle, the Village Agent could meet other such flights but the
provision of a second person would be dependent on the passengers and freight. A
schedule would also need to be put in place to ensure the Village Agent was available to
attend aircraft landing at both Spring Point and Chartres.

The committee discussed how to rectify the issues at the airstrip. DPW informed of recent
works in Orkney where material had been layered and then topped with capping material;
the layers allowing for drainage. Both DPW and GM FIGAS were looking into this option
and will establish costs, but there was a concern that this method may be affected by
frost. Therefore consideration was being given to using an alternative airstrip as a test site
first, but this would obviously be a timely and costly exercise.

West Rep - Question 4 — Culvert replacements West Falklands:

OB expressed disappointment that this work has to be redone and asked whether a Clerk
of Works could be on-site when culvert replacement works are undertaken. DPW
reminded that a Clerk of Works used to be available but was stopped due to staffing
shortages and costs. BE asked whether someone on the West could be identified and
trained to provide such expertise and ‘sign off’ on completed works. DPW advised that
they had considered the Village Agent, but unfortunately he would have no capacity
during the summer to take on this additional role. DPW acknowledged that this
opportunity had not been widened out to the public but was cautious to do so given the
risk for potential conflict of interest.

The committee discussed what impact incomplete works can have on a contract. DPW
advised that rectifications are at the expense of the contractor not FIG, with RE pointing
out that if the contractor fails to meet tender terms then such mistakes could potentially
affect any future tender bids.

Stanley Rep - Question 5 — MPA road markings:

DPW confirmed that PWD had followed best practice when painting ‘SLOW’ by the cattle
grids on the MPA Road as this warned drivers of the upcoming change to the road
surface, particularly in wet conditions. DPW added that he would be more concerned that
these warning signs were not there, rather than having too many.

RE commended PWD for painting the white centre lines on the MPA road, and said he
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looked forward to when this was complete. OB agreed and said that he had asked for
white lines over Sappers Hill when he was a TAC member in 2012 but was told at the time
it was too expensive. DPW confirmed that the length of the MPA Road would eventually
have road markers along the outside of the road, and white lines down the middle.

Work Boat Services update — Harold Neilson, WBS Assistant Manager:

HN provided the following update:

i. The two UK surveyors (who had worked on-board under a Quarantine Exemption
from the KEMH) were very happy with what they had seen and gave the Concordia
Bay a full service which will last for a year;

ii. An underwater survey is also required but this will likely take place in July. It should
not affect the ferry service given that it will only be % day’s work;

iii. As this year is the last for dry-dock exemptions the Concordia Bay will have to dry-
dock before the 8™ August 2022. The port is unknown, and will be dependent on the
pandemic, but the hope is for either Montevideo or Punta Arenas;

iv. The Concordia Bay is now fully operational, with numerous outstanding jobs being
completed by the crew during the surveying period.

RE commended the efforts of Work Boat Services and their staff.
FIGAS update — Morgan Goss, General Manager FIGAS:

GM FIGAS provided the following update:

i. It had been a very busy year for FIGAS due to the success of the TRIP scheme, with
10,000 passengers travelling as of 31° May;

ii. A significant amount of staff overtime was paid out to meet demands of TRIP scheme;

iii. Revenues were down despite the high passenger demand due to no international
tourism;

iv. Additional engineering staff had been brought in to help with aircraft maintenance
requirements;

v. Britten Norman was providing support in the avionics upgrade for Bravo November,
which is approximately two years behind schedule. Their engineers are due to arrive
in July, with a target completion date of September;

vi. Other aircraft modifications inc. new 2 metre sets and carbon monoxide detectors;

vii. Britten Norman is trying to get to Romania to look at the structures of the new
aircraft before accepting, but as the UK is on Romania’s red list this has not been
possible. They are hoping to get Government dispensation to be able to travel, but
due to these ongoing delays the arrival of the aircraft will not be until after summer.
FIGAS are therefore under additional pressures to ensure the current fleet is serviced
in time for this coming season.

GM FIGAS thanked his team for their efforts over this last year. RE and DDCS also
commended the staff and added their thanks to FIGAS for ensuring the TRIP scheme was
a success.

NR asked whether the TRIP scheme would be operated differently if it is offered again
next season. DDCS advised that there was a review taking place to look at how it went
and ‘lessons learnt’ to help ensure additional support is there for the staff in future. GM
FIGAS added that they are looking at ways in which the service can be improved to suit
both customer and FIGAS if the scheme were to be reinstated next summer. BE advised
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that it was likely that there would be some form of TRIP scheme again and this review will
advise on how to manage the scheme better next time round.

Exclusion of Press and Public:
The Chair (RE) moved as follows:
“I move that the press and public be now excluded on the ground that the next items of
business to be considered are likely to disclose exempt information under Schedule 3 of the
Committee (Public Access) Ordinance 2012.”

PART 2 (Closed)
Confirmation of the exempt minutes of the meeting held on 11" February 2021:
The minutes were confirmed with no amendments.
Matters Arising from the exempt minutes of the meeting held on 11" February 2021:
There were no matters arising.
Funding Allocation — Road Programme:
Not for publication by virtue of paragraph 10 and 17 of Schedule 3 of the Committees
(Public Access) Ordinance 2012, relating to information about relevant contracts and

negotiation and budgetary information.

The Committee discussed the report entitled ‘Proposed Funding Allocation from Code
7009 — 7032 for 2021/22 financial year for the road programme’.

There being no other business the meeting closed at 3.55pm.
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Updates requested for TAC on Wednesday 11 September 2021

From Owen Betts

1. Can we get an update on the works carried out on the Lively Island ramp project to date and
what is the next stage of works.

2. The cattle grid sign and pole have not yet been replaced at the top of Hell,s Kitchen (Hill
Cove Road) after an incident there.

3. The cattle grid woodwork at Little Chartes bridge has been damaged for some years now
and not been renewed.

4. The cattle grid sign on the newly realigned Warrah River section of road has not yet been
fitted. (Still attached to the old pole at the old section of road.) Also the woodwork at the

new Warrah River cattle grid has not been painted.

From Marvin Clarke

1. Update on what appears to be gradual subsidence/cracking of the pavement in the area
South of the old CO-OP building

2. What action is being taken to carryout either temporary or remedial repairs to the
significant pot-hole/s on Crozier Place and Davis St. at the junction with Fieldhouse Close?

3. What is the situation with the open trench and barriers which are now in the trench at the
junction of Davis St. and Villiers St.?

From Nick Rendell

1. An update on the LIDAR rotors prediction equipment at MPA

Transport Advisory Committee
Wednesday 8 September 2021
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Agenda Item 6

TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Title of Report: Application for assistance with access to Kingsford Creek
Date: 8" September 2021
Report of: Director Public Works

1. Recommendations
That the committee: -

1.1. Review the attached request and provide direction to the Director of Public Works on how
the committee wishes to respond to Mr and Mrs McPhee and/or their recommended decision
for referral to Executive Council.

2. Additional Budgetary Implications

There are no proposed additional budgetary implications to the request. Should the committee wish to
recommend the application for approval then the costs involved would be met from within the existing
£2,500,000 camp roads allocation and PWD Highways operating budget.

3. Executive Summary

To provide members with information regarding the requests received from Mr & Mrs McPhee for the
consideration of assistance with a link road to Kingsford Creek and for members to provide direction to
the Director of Public Works regarding a recommended response to Mr & Mrs McPhee and/or referral
to Executive Council.

4. Background

4.1. In 2017 Executive Council approved the Camp Roads Policy paper 100/17 (appendix 2)
which confirmed the move from rural road construction to road maintenance.

4.2. One of the key reference documents for the future development of camp is the Rural
Development Strategy. The 2018 -2021 Rural Development Strategy contains the following
strategic objectives and key priority areas: -

Strategic Objective 1 — Increase the value of farming (agricultural)activity in camp by 20%
by 2023.

Strategic Objective 2 — Further increase the economically active population in camp by 5%
by 2023.

Strategic Objective 3 - Increase capital investments in key enabling infrastructure and
services to drive growth in the rural (agricultural) economy.

Key Priority Area 1 — Business Growth and development, developing a more profitable and
resilient business base in camp.

Transport Advisory Committee
Wednesday 8™ September 2021
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Key priority 3 — Infrastructure: providing key enabling infrastructure to drive growth in the
rural economy.

Providing the access road requested would potentially fulfil Objectives 3 and key priorities.

4.3. The application although in camp may be considered as a non-agricultural destination and
therefore fall outside the remit of the committee.

5. Options

There are a number of options which could be considered by the committee. Any recommendation by
the committee would need to be referred to Executive council for approval. The options for
consideration are: -

5.1. Do Nothing — Refuse the application — Members could either recommend refusal to
Executive Council or provide response directly to the applicant.

5.2. Approve the application — Recommend the application for approval and refer to Executive
Council and Standing Finance committee for formal decisions.

5.3. Defer the application — Defer the application and request officers seek additional information
to allow a more informed decision.

6. Resource Implications
6.1. Financial Implications

e No detailed survey or design has been completed at this time and therefore all costings
for this proposal are estimates.

e Recent cost for new road construction has been approx. £65,000 per kilometre.

e Based on the information provided by Mr & Mrs McPhee, assuming 450m of road, the
geotextile material and the fact that there are currently no other works in the immediate
area the estimate cost for the project would be £50,000.This would exclude any cattle
grid works.

e Itisassumed that any approval would be funded from the existing camp roads budget.

e If approved then funds would be allocated form within the £2,500,000 camp road
allocation.

6.2. Human Resource implications
e  The expectation is that this work would be contracted out through the tender process.
Therefore, the HR implications for the works are minimal as it will only require PWD
Highways Engineers time to prepare and manage the contract.
6.3. Other Resource implications
o Ifapproved, once completed the road would be added to the category C grading
commitments and therefore would require approx. 1 hours grading annually. However,
being a category C road, this may be every two years or more depending on condition
and use.

7. Legal Implications

None
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Environmental& Sustainability Implications
None
Camp Implications

The funding would come from the existing budget or identified underspends and therefore would
have a minimal impact on the existing camp roads programme.

Significant risks

o If we are unable to identify/procure a suitable contractor then the works may have to be
completed by PWD Highways, reducing the volume of works which can be delivered
elsewhere. Works would then need to be prioritised based on benefits gained.

e Contracting the works may attract a higher cost than the estimated value.

e  Survey work may identify a need for increase in construction or change of route leading to
increases in programme and cost.

e Approval of this application may lead to a number of further applications from other farms.
These would then need to be reviewed and assessed on a case by case basis.

Consultation

e Due to the nature of the request no additional consultation has been carried out.
Communication

e The recommendations of the committee will be communicated to the applicant.

e The recommendations of the committee will be recorded and included in the recommendation
to Executive Council.
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Appendix A

From: Sheila & Terence McPhee <kvi@horizon.co.fk>
Date: 26 July 2021 at 3:10:13 pm GMT-3

To: admin@pwd.gov.fk

Subject: Link road

Dear Colin

Following a conversation | just had with the Road Engineer he advised me to contact you.

As you know we live at Kingsford Creek approximately 450 metres from the San Carlos Road.
We are finding Winter very difficult for access especially through the valley, we did have
Charles Dickson come to do some improvements, lack of materials was a problem but it did
help.

We have put two gates in, so we can avoid the valley when the tide is out and we can go on
the beach, again this helps but not always a choice.

There is a old Colvert that Mike McKay fitted years ago when this was the track to The Head
of the Bay and Wreck Point.

We have obtained a second hand cattle grid which we have planned to fit at the Boundary but
again this is difficult due to lack of materials.

We are going into Self-Catering and this will add extra traffic.

We would just be grateful if we could have some assistance especially across the valley up to
the house.

Kind regards

Terence and Sheila
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Appendix B
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL
CONFIDENTIAL
Title: Camp Roads Policy
Paper Number: 100/17
Date: 28 June 2017
Responsible Director Public Works
Director:
Report Author: Director Public Works

Portfolio Holder: MLA Short, MLA Rendell
Reason for paper: This paper is submitted to Executive Council:

For policy decision (including budgetary policy)
For policy update/information

Publication: Yes

Previous papers: 144/08 — Camp roads Construction; Roads to farms (not public)
138/08 — Camp Road Construction Programme (not public)

List of Documents: None.

1. Recommendations
Honourable Members:

(a) Agree that FIG has adopted a policy of road maintenance and are no longer
constructing roads to rural locations

(b) Agree that any applications be considered on an individual basis reviewing the
criteria as laid out in option 1 below.

(c) Acknowledge that any approval for the construction of new rural roads will
require additional funding approval and will not be available from the current
£2,000,000 allocation.

2. Additional Budgetary Implications
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None

3.

Executive Summary

A number of applications have recently been received for the construction of new
roads to farm settlements. As it has been a number of years since FIG participated in
the building of new roads it has been necessary to review and refresh the policy
associated with road building.

This paper provides the background to FIG road building programme and
recommendations for future application.

4. Background

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

There have been a number of ExCo papers and proposals relating to roads to
non-agricultural destinations. These have not been reviewed or considered as
this paper is in relation to roads to farms.

The latest policy reference to rural road construction is contained within 2012-
17 Rural Development strategy, which was published in February 2012.
Section 2.40 states:-

The camp road network is not yet complete, with a few roads left to build. The
absence of capping on some of the roads hinders economic activity, accelerates
their erosion and raises concerns over road safety for both residents and
visitors. The road network requires a large amount of annual maintenance, the
majority of which is undertaken in summer. Maintenance is undertaken by a
road gang who reside temporarily in Camp whilst the work is undertaken. In
winter, in the absence of regular maintenance, the quality of the roads
diminishes significantly making all types of travel difficult.

While this statement does suggest, that at the time of publication, there were
still roads to build it acknowledges that there is a greater requirement for
maintenance.

Records show that the last rural road construction works were completed in
2009. Since this date all funding allocations from 954-4000 has been in relation
to maintenance, upgrade and improvement of existing network.

In September 2008 members approved recommendations with ExCo paper
144/08 which included a recommendation ‘not to fund the building of roads to
unoccupied farms.’

This paper also made specific recommendations in relation to two of the recent
requests.
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4.5 Previous, unwritten, policy appears to have been to provide a road to all
occupied farms. There has been no clear definition of occupied but it has been
assumed to mean that the individual resides on the farm all year round with the
exception of holiday.

4.6 Since the natural transition in 2009/10 from rural road construction to road
maintenance there has been a marked change in the makeup of the plant assets
held by PWD highways section. The department now does not have the correct
plant to undertake major road construction projects. However there is a
significant amount of plant available within the private sector and works could
be subcontracted if construction were to recommence.

5. Reasons for Recommendations

5.1 Agree that FIG has adopted a policy of road maintenance and are no longer
constructing roads to rural locations and that any application for the
construction of roads would need to be reviewed on their merit.

5.2 Procedure for applications is as follows:-
e Application submitted to Director PWD for review
e Director PWD, assisted by highways engineer would submit a report with
recommendations to TAC.
e TAC would review comment on report and it would then be submitted to
ExCo for decision/approval

5.3 The report submitted to TAC and then ExCo would be based on the following
Criteria and information:-
e Formal written submission form the applicant

e Supporting information from other agencies i.e. Policy, Education, social
services etc.

e Review the status of the farm. Size, use etc.
e Historical decisions and agreements relating to the farms.
e Estimated costing for the construction for individual application.

6. Resource Implications

6.1 Financial Implications

There are no financial implications associated with this paper assuming the above
approval.

It is estimated that the cost of construction for a rural road would be between £50,000
and £60,000 per kilometre depending on location. A more detailed costing will be
provided when applications are reviewed.
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Based on the current applications received there would be a required budget of
approx. £1,560,000.

During the budget process members have approved £500,000 which could be used if
future applications are approved. If one or more applications are recommended for
approval and approval is given then any works will need to be prioritised and
additional funds may need to be sought in future years.

Any prioritisation will be based on social and economic benefits of each individual
application.

6.2 Human Resource Implications

None

6.3 Other Resource Implications

None

7. Legal Implications

7.1 There are legal agreements in place for a number of farms and these would need
to be reviewed as part of any decision making process and the opinion of the
Law and Regulation Dept. would need to be sought. The consequences of which
may be the redrafting of agreements.

8. Consultation

8.1 This report was submitted to TAC on the 11" May 2017 for review and
approval and all subsequent amendments are included.

9. Communication

9.1 Director of public works will write to current applicants to provide them with an
update.

9.2 PWD will communicate process for applications once it has been approved.

Transport Advisory Committee
Wednesday 8™ September 2021
Page 8 of 8



Agenda Item 7

Roads Update
2020/21 & 2021-22 SEASON WORKS

SEPTEMBER 2021
GRADING WORKS:

e The MPA Road has been graded.
e The roads around the Lady Elizabeth, Gypsy Cove and Cape Pembroke have been graded. As
well as Murray Heights and Keil Canal Road.

EAST ROADS IMPROVEMENTS CAT B:

e No further work has taken place on East Roads since the end of the 2020/21 construction
season.

WEST ROADS IMPROVEMENTS CAT A & B:

e The Contractor is waiting to restart works on the west and to complete the Boundary Hill
Road, from where they left off to the junction of the Port Howard / Fox Bay Road.

CAPPING EAST FALKLAND CAT A:

e Crushing is on-going at Salinas Beach prior to the capping works starting at Newhaven at the
beginning of 2021/22 season.

CATTLEGRID INSTALLATION:

e A Small Works Contract is with the DPW for the replacement of the cattle grid at the Frying
Pan for this season asphalt works.

e A contract for the Inspection, Cleaning & Maintenance for the cattle grids 2021/22-2023/24,
this is also sat with the DPW for approval.

SAFETY, SIGNAGE & REALIGNMENT:

e The placement of directional signs has started on the west, along with the placement of
verge marker posts at junctions and on dangerous sections of the roads.

CULVERT REPLACEMENT:

e The contractor has completed the works for the culvert replacement, for the 2020/21
season.

e He will start with the remaining culverts on the east at the start of the 2021/22 season.

e PWD have mobilised to the start works on the replacement of the Moody Brook & Murrell
culverts in-house.
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MPA Road:

e The hard shoulder works have been completed along with the placement of the verge
marker posts.
e Getting ready to start hauling Type 1 aggregate out to be stockpiled for the beginning of the

season.
Airport Road:
e N/A.

e This road is now under Stanley Town Roads.
New Contracts 2021/22 onwards:

e The supply of asphalt labour — this has been extended with Connor Construction for 1yr only.
e Road Haulage Framework Agreement is currently in-use as is working well.
e Murray Heights Park — Infrastructure Improvement Works. The FIC have started these works.

Contracts waiting to be tendered:

e East Roads Improvements 2021/22-2023/24

e Cattle grid inspection, cleaning, maintenance & replacement 2021/22-2023/24

e Replacement of cattle grid on the MPA Rd

e The road at Harps Farm, West Falkland.

e The road at Corridale, East Falkland.

e The road to Mullet Creek & the Abattoir disposal site Rd will be done in-house by the
Highways Section, this is due to start at the end of September/ beginning of October.
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