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Transport Advisory Committee 
PWD Conference Room, Bill Roberts Way 

14.00 hrs Thursday 10th June 2021 
AGENDA 

 
Part 1  
  
1. Apologies for absence 
  
2. Declarations of interest 
  
3. Confirmation of the minutes of the meeting held on 11th February 2021 
  
4. Matters Arising from the minutes of the meeting held on 11th February 2021 
  
5. Highways update – Ivan Porritt – Roads Engineer  - Report Attached 
  
6. Funding Allocation – Ivan Porritt – Roads Engineer – Report attached 
  
7. Application for access road to Corriedale Farm – Colin Summers – Director of 

Public Works – Report attached. 
  
8 Application for Harps Farm Shed Link Road – Colin Summers – Director of Public 

Works – Report attached. 
  
9. Request for the adoption and maintenance of Mullet Creek Road – Colin Summers 

– Director of Public Works – Report attached. 
  
10. Responses to questions from Lay Members – Colin Summers – Director of Public 

Works – Report attached. 
  
11. Work Boat Services Update –– Work Boat Services – Verbal  
  
12. FIGAS Update – Morgan Goss – General Manager FIGAS - Verbal 
  
13. Exclusion of Press and Public 
  
 The Chairman to move as follows: 
 “I move that the press and public be now excluded on the ground that the next 

items to be considered are likely to disclose exempt information under paragraphs 
10 and 17 of Schedule 3 of the Committees (Access to Information) Ordinance 
2012.” 

  
Part 2  
14. Confirmation of the draft exempt minutes of the meeting held on 11th February 

2021 
  
15. Matters arising from the draft exempt minutes of the meeting held on 11th February 

2021 
  
16. Funding Allocation – Ivan Porritt – Roads Engineer – Report attached. 

 
 NOT FOR PUBLICATION by virtue of paragraph 10 and 17 of Schedule 3 of the 
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Committees (Public Access) Ordinance 2012, relating to information about 
relevant contracts and negotiations and budgetary information.  
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TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 

DRAFT OPEN MINUTES 
 

Minutes of the meeting held at 10.00am on Thursday 11th February 2021 
In the PWD Conference Room, Bill Roberts Way 

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

 
 

Members: MLA Roger Edwards (RE) MLA 
 MLA Barry Elsby (BE) MLA 
 Mr Colin Summers (CS) Director of Public Works 
 Mr Marvin Clarke (MC) Stanley Representative 
 Mr Lewis Clifton (LC) Stand In Island Representative 
 Mr John Hellowell (JH) FIDC 
 Mrs Catherine Silva Donayre (CSD) Director of Development & Commercial Services 
 Mr Adam Cockwell (AC) Workboat Services 
 Mr Morgan Goss (MG) FIGAS General Manager 
In 
Attendance 

  

 Mr Harold Neilson (HN) Workboat Services 
 Mr Ivan Porritt (IP) Roads Engineer 
 
Minutes: Tessa Berntsen Secretary 
 
Public:         2 Members of the Press 
 
PART I 

 ACTION 
1. Apologies for Absence 

 
 

 None  
 
2. Declarations of Interest  

 LC - owner of Weddell Island and Chair of RBA  
 
3. Confirmation of minutes of the open meeting held on the 31st July 2020  
 Page 2 – Fox Bay Airstrip 

CS confirmed that the soil samples were sent to UK and the results sent to a 
company in Australia. 

 
 

 
4. Matters arising from the minutes of the open meeting held the 31st July 

2020 
 

  
LC was a stand in for Nick Rendell. RE confirmed that he, as chair of the 
committee can invite stand ins. BE mentioned that members can attend 
virtually in future meetings. CS confirmed this was also an option for this 
meeting but Nick Rendell was not able to take advantage as he was travelling 
to outer islands.  
 
Page 1 – Item 4 – Page 2 – Wooden Ramps 
Question still remains regarding the responsibility for the wooden ramps. CS to 
please chase this up. CS has spoken with AG’s. FIG were responsible for the 
construction and although there is nothing relating to the maintenance it is 
assumed that it is FIG responsibility.  
LC mentioned that the jetties were built with funds that Stabex provided. It 
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would have been a government project therefore government are responsible. 
Is there nothing in FIG records? CS confirmed that FIG was responsible for 
delivery but it is unclear who would be responsible afterwards. The seabed 
belongs to FIG but the jetty was built for the Island therefore should the Island 
owner be responsible? There are 2 ramps that currently require attention and 
FIG are taking this responsibility and working with the island owners/operators. 
 
Page 2, Item 6 – Port Howard Lighting Request 
This was delayed due to COVID; this is now being followed up. James 
Greenland will be providing a detailed costing and then we will go out to a 
contractor. This should be done in the next few weeks. 
 
Page 3 – Application for a New Access Road 
CS has responded to the letter saying that when the highways section are 
working in that area they could look at helping then however, this won’t happen 
for another couple of years. Had no response. 
 
Page 6 – Item 11 – MPA Road Acceleration 
Works on the MPA road have been brought forward and 8.7 km will be 
completed this season. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Confirmation of new TAC Members – Colin Summers – Director of Public 
Works 
 

 

 Owen Betts has applied to be either the east or west representative but 
believes he would be better suited  as the west representative. Chair was 
happy for OB to be a west rep.  
All agreed on Owen. 
Need to advertise again for the remaining position 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6. Fox Bay Airstrip – Colin Summers – Director of Public Works  
 The results have been received for the samples that were sent away. Sample 

grading’s were taken near Fox Bay,just up from the crossroad, and the Marlo. 
There was very little fine material in either sample. The Australian Company 
and CE’s company both offered some statements although we haven’t yet 
received the detailed costings. It is believed that both suggestions will work. 
CE’s company talked about Polymer Stabilisation and the Australian Company 
talked about cement stabilisation. 
CS didn’t think polymer would be suitable as there are not enough fines. 
However fines can be added. This is a US product, after checking shipping 
links there wouldn’t be any issues in getting the product here, 
CS said this would be a trial and what would happen if this then didn’t work.  
A rough costing for capping material would be approximately £70-£90K, and we 
would have to put drainage in. The risk we then have with quarried material 
would be the material loosening which would then be detrimental to the aircraft 
tyres and landing. Capping an airstrip would be different to capping a road, 
when you cap a road we ask for minimal compaction as we then ask the guys 
to run over the road with their machines, however, doing this on an airstrip we 
would have to ask for maximum compaction. 
 
We have previously carried out some polymer trials but again with a slightly 
application to what we is proposed on the air strip. 
 
The only back up for this strip is Fox Bay East strip, however this needs 
remedial works such as French drains. MG said to do the drainage on the strip 
they would require 60 tonnes of quarried material however when they looked 
into this the contractors were too busy. CS will speak to FIC to see if they could 
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do this work even if it was to mean cutting the camp road project short by a 
week or so. CS & IP to make this a priority as Fox Bay is the central hub for the 
west and they cannot go without an airstrip. 
IP could divert the gang that is currently working on the TI road. This isn’t ideal 
but could happen if all other options are exhausted. 
 
LC raised the point that FIGAS 30 year ago built the clay strip as there was a 
health and safety issue with using the grass strip. MG confirmed that the grass 
strip is shorter but FIGAS can still work with it. 
 

7. Ramps and Jetties Update – Colin Summers – Director of Public Works  
 Information provided by Design Engineer. 

Work and progress has been made. 
Lively Island – have difficulties getting in with the sea truck now to the 
jetty/ramp as the concrete has collapsed, so working the boat there is now 
taking a lot longer. Fixing this still remains more than is budgeted for, for that 
one place.  
 
Ross and the survey team have been and completed a majority of the tidal and 
seabed surveys.  However, there are concerns as early cost estimates are 
suggesting that the proposed solutions will be over budget. 
 
AC suggested that the reason the price was always too high is because the 
design was always over spec. Workboat do not need an all-weather facility, 
they just need something that they can put the ramp down on and load/unload 
the boat. Lively is becoming unworkable now. 
 
CS said he has managed to get the message across to the design engineers 
that are working on this project. However, one member had to leave the islands 
due to a family bereavement and the other has been off medically. HN asked 
the question if this could go out to tender. 
CS said he would see if there was anyone locally able to help however, Ajax 
were uncomfortable working on this as they are not marine engineers. 
 
One of the difficulties that the design team are facing is managing the 
expectation of some land owners.  
 
LC – the ramp/jetty needs to be workable to both the boat and the landowner. 
Monkey survey was completed last week. Where does the body of politics lie in 
getting these projects rolled out? 
RE – the projects certainly had full support when this was first rolled out but 
would the support still be there this time? RE does recognise that the outer 
Islands do need this support. 
AC – Workboat are being expected to deliver more and more but in some 
places this is becoming increasingly difficult – WBS don’t require something so 
grossly over engineered.  
LC – asked that some direction was given to CS to talk to Landowners about 
their expectations and the reality of what they would be receiving. 
BE- there is a political commitment to push this through. Asked if we are 
looking at over-engineered figures or not? We shouldn’t be accepting the land 
owner’s expectations over the running of the jetty/ramp. 
 
CSD – could priority been given to those Islands where workboat are struggling 
to get to. 
 
CS wouldn’t disagree to any comments that have been given. The 2 engineers 
that have been working on this project are both very qualified in their field but 
they are not and have admitted they are not marine engineers. Should we be 
looking at using a marine engineer even though this comes at a cost? The guys 
are not going to under engineer that is completely against their nature to work 
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in. They are thinking about a 500 tonne ship having to moor alongside for the 
next 20 or so years they want this to last. AC said that the ship does not need 
to moor alongside the jetty, they just need somewhere that they can lower the 
ramp on the Concordia Bay and this meet the ramp on the island.  
 
RE – doesn’t believe any of this work can be carried out this summer now, no 
work has been done on this as it was requested the Design Engineer worked 
on another project whilst in quarantine/when back in the office which is what he 
done. 
 
BE asked the question, would FIG’s indemnities cover a private company doing 
the work? CS answered yes they would however; if we were to use someone 
like Ramboll then they would bring their own. A marine engineer would cost 
anything up to £160K per annum. It would be good sense to do this however, 
their designs are likely to be even more engineered than those designs we are 
already receiving. 
RE asked that by the time we have the next meeting we will know where the 
failings are, how to solve these and we will know who can complete this work. 
AC thinks that local contractors would be able to complete the works and CS 
asked what guarantees do we want them to work to? 
 
Press were requested to be cautious when reporting as Byron Marine redacted 
the statement “Byron marine were approached in the first instance to provide 
cost estimates for the project, cost estimate stood at £395,000 as at July 2020. 
Some information was provided by Byron Marine, However, they did not 
produce the cost estimate.  
 
This line is to be taken out of the Design Engineer’s report and wording 
corrected, LC said there is a much deeper issue and a much wider issue that 
needs addressing. 

8. Concordia Bay Incident Update – Adam Cockwell – Workboat Services 
Ltd 

 

 The vessel was repaired very quickly and to a very high standard by local 
contractors. This was authorised and signed off. There have been no 
operational issues stemming from this incident. The broken fender from the 
incident was replaced in January 2021. 
 
The root cause of the incident was a fundamental flaw of a lack of fendering on 
the South Side. In a northerly wind there is a very small margin for error due to 
the lack of fendering.  
 
This is something that is being looked at and WBS will be having these 
conversations with PWD to see if there is something they can do. If fenders 
were placed along the South Side this would reduce the risk of something like 
this happening again. 
 
There are no reduced conditions now, the hole was above the waterline, local 
contractors mended this and a new fender was placed. There were no formal 
restrictions placed on the vessel whilst awaiting the replacement fender and the 
boat is back to operating as normal. 

 

9. Highways Update – Ivan Porritt – Roads Engineer  
 Grading Works: 

Grading works are progressing on the west with one gang heading down Port 
Stephens and one on the Shallow Harbour Road, at the beginning of March 
2021 they will then relocate to Hill Cove to continue the works from there. 
7km of capping material has been completed from the Marlo Bridge to Rumford 
borrow pit.  
Grading will continue on the east from next week. One plant operator resigned 
from his post so we were short on resources for a little while. 
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East Roads Improvements Cat B: 
PWD are reconstructing the road from Marlo Bridge to Teal Inlet (TI), with the 
works being completed on 10.02.21. The gang have started laying capping 
material from the settlement heading south, and they should complete this work 
tomorrow, 12.02.21. 
 
West Roads Improvements Cat A&B: 
The contractor has completed the works on the Hill Cove Road and from Bailey 
Bridge up the hill on the Roy Cove Road. They are now mobilising to start the 
works on the Dunbar Road. 
 
Capping East Falkland Cat A 
7km of capping has been completed from the Marlo Bridge to Rumford Borrow 
Pit. 
Spot capping has been done from the Estancia Triangle to the Port 
Louis/Johnsons Harbour junction. 
The capping material is being crushed and hauled from Rumford Borrow Pit, 
the crusher has now been moved to Port Harriet. 
 
Cattle Grid Installation: 
The contractor working on the cattle grid installation has completed the balance 
grids on the Fitzroy Road and has also completed the grids at Goose Green 
and Douglas. 
 
Safety, Signage & Realignment: 
The realignment works on the New Haven Road are 90% complete, the 
capping works were due to take place but we are still suffering with a lack of 
explosives. With further restrictions and lockdowns happening in the UK and 
around the world, this may be an on-going matter.  
We will look at completing this as soon as we are able to blast and crush at 
Canada Rhonde and Salinas Beach – we are hoping to get the crusher there in 
the winter to start the works in the summer. 
The realignment works have been completed at the Warrah and Poncho 
stream on the west, and the realignment works at Green Hill stream are on-
going. 
 
Culvert Replacement: 
The contractor has completed the replacement of the culverts at the Warrah, 
Poncho Stream and The Sound at West Lagoons and they are currently 
working on the Green Hill Stream ones. 
 
MPA Road: 
The asphalt works have started on the MPA road so far: 
               3.8km 20mm DBM Binder Course = 8,200t – now 5km BC = 11,000t 
material 
              2.9km 10mm DBM Surface Course = 2,100t 
2 out of the 3 cattle grids to be replaced have been completed, with the third 
being under construction, this should be completed by the end of this month. 
The road widener has arrived at Megabid. This will be used for the placement 
of the hard shoulder material, once the asphalt has been completed. 
The pavement marking contractors are due to arrive in the first week of march 
unless there are further travel restrictions and lockdowns in the UK preventing 
this. 
 
Airport Road: 
The realignment works have been completed along with the asphalt works and 
the access/egress to the waste management facility. 
 
Contracts 2019/20: 
The cattle Grid installation contract has been completed. The MPA Road 
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Haulage contract has been signed, and the haulage of aggregates for the MPA 
Road prep work is on-going. 
 
Contracts 2020-21 
The following contracts will hopefully be going out for tender in May/June, so 
they are ready for starting in the 2021/22 construction season: 
Asphalt laying, North Camp Tracks haulage, Cattle grid replacement (east & 
west), Cattle grid cleaning, maintenance and inspections and east roads 
reconstruction works. 
RE asked is the cattle grid replacement could be split to 2 contracts, one being 
for the west and one for the east. IP said this could be done but there wouldn’t 
be enough work so it isn’t advisable. This could be an option that we could look 
at though. 
 
CS mentioned that we don’t currently lack explosives but we are depleting our 
stock. We did miss a shipment in January 2021 but we have enough in the 
stocks to cover this. We can only get in 20T of Class one on each shipment, 
however, we are looking at a different mix which would mean we could get 
more in on each vessel and we would have to mix it here. 

10. Exclusion of Public and Press 
 

 

 The meeting closed to the public.  
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2020-2021 SEASON WORKS 

JUNE 

GRADING WORKS: 

• Grading works have been completed for this season. 
• New grader should be arriving in July, ready to start next season. 

EAST ROADS IMPROVEMENTS CAT B:  

• PWD have completed the reconstruction works on the road to TI. 
• We started rebuilding the road from Hope Cottage heading to Newhouse. 

WEST ROADS IMPROVEMENTS CAT A & B:  

• The Contractor has completed the works on the Hill Cove, Port North & Dunbar Road. 
• Once the contractor has completed the works at Boundary Hill, he will be relocating to the 

Shallow Harbour / Dunnose Head Road. 

CAPPING EAST FALKLAND CAT A: 

• Capping works have been completed from Rumford borrow pit to TI. 
• Currently crushing at Salainas Beach for this work. 

CATTLEGRID INSTALLATION: 

• All the cattle grids have now been installed and the contract has been completed. 
• Currently working on a new contract to go out in the next month or so. 

SAFETY, SIGNAGE & REALIGNMENT:  

• The realignment works on the Newhaven Road will be completed when the road is capped 
next season. 

CULVERT REPLACEMENT: 

• The Contractor has completed the culvert works at Green Hill Stream, Poncho Stream and 
the Sound 

• He will be starting with the ones on the east at the start of next season. 

MPA Road: 

• The asphalt works have been completed over 8,040m, which enabled us to tie-in with the 
existing asphalt at the top of the Van Tan. During these works: 
22No culverts have been replaced 
38,000t of Type 1 has been laid 
16,855t 20mm Binder course laid. 
  5,200t 10mm Surface course laid.  
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• The hard shoulder works and placement of the verge marker posts are due to start next 
month. 

• The pavement markings have been completed to the cattle grid at Elephant Canyon. 

Airport Road: 

•  The hard shoulder works and placement of the verge marker posts will start next month. 

Completed Contracts 2020/21: 

• The supply of asphalt labour 
• North Camp Road haulage 
• Cattle grid inspection, cleaning & maintenance 

New Contracts 2021/22 onwards: 

• The supply of asphalt labour 
• Road haulage framework agreement 
• East Roads improvements 
• Murrell & Moody Brook culvert replacement 
• Replacement of cattle grids on the MPA Rd 
• Cattle grid inspection, cleaning, maintenance & replacement 
• The rebuilding of the Gut Shoot Road 
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2021-22 BUDGET SPLIT: 

As you will see on the following page, the proposed budget split for the highways section in the 
2021/22 financial year. 

VOTE 
CODE DESCRIPTION 

Carry 
Over 

2020/21 

Proposed 
Budget 

2021/22 

Total 
Budget 

2021/22 
Reason 

7009 Unallocated Stores £0 £25,000 £25,000 Carried over from last season 
7011 Camp Roads £0 £0 £0  

7012 A 
East Roads Improvements 
Contract –Johnsons Harbour 
Rd 

£228,517 £335,000 £385,000 
For the rebuilding of the Johnsons 
Harbour Road including culverts, 
drainage & realignment works. 

7013 B East Roads Improvements 
FIG In-house work £48,442 £410,000 £460,000 

For PWD in-house work from Hope 
Cottage to Newhouse, again this 
includes culverts, drainage & 
realignment works 

7014 East Roads Capping £311,242 £270,000 £370,000 

This will be used to cap the road 
from Newhaven to Darwin Hills. It 
also includes the crushing of 
material at Salinas Beach, Bush 
Rincon & Port Harriet 

7016 East Roads Crushing £186,956 £320,000 £370,000 For crushing capping material for 
the east roads network. 

7017 West Roads Capping £90,273 £0 £0 

No capping works will be done on 
the west. As this is now included in 
the West Roads Improvement vote 
code. 

7019 Safety, Signage & 
Realignment £142,447 £70,000 £120,000 

This includes £50,000 allocated for 
the lighting at Port Howard. Also for 
the purchase & installation of any 
new directional / safety signage that 
is required. 

7021 West Roads Improvements £128,591 £360,000 £485,000 
This money includes the balance for 
2nd year of the 3yr contract for west 
roads improvements. 

7023 Balance for reallocation £17,429 £80,000 £80,000 

There is an £80,000 contingency 
sum which will be held over until 
required on any of the proposed 
mentioned projects. 

7025 Cattle grid Inspection £30,515 £60,000 £80,000 

This will be used to carry out the 
inspection, cleaning & maintenance 
of cattle grids on the east & west. 
Including the purchase of materials 
– signs, timber, concrete & 
replacement steel. 

7026 Cattle grid Installation £0 £80,000 £80,000 

This funding will be to install any 
cattle grids required on both the 
east & west, and also for the 
purchase of the materials required. 

7029 Culvert Replacement £14,633 £390,000 £404,000 To replace the culverts at: Salvador, 
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Greenfield, Johns Brook & Wall 
Stream. Also, for the replacement 
culverts at the Murrell & Moody 
Brook 

New 
code 
needed 

Repairs to Gut Shoot Road £0 £100,000 £100,000 

For the rebuilding of the Gut Shoot 
Road, includes any culverts, 
drainage & realignment works 
required. 
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Transport Advisory Committee  
 
Title:    Proposed funding allocation from code 7009 – 7032 

for 2021/22 financial year for the road programme. 
 
Paper Number:    
 
Date:  10th June 2021 
 
Responsible Director: Director Public Works  
 
Report Author:  Director Public Works/Roads Engineer 
 
Portfolio Holder:  MLA Edwards, MLA Elsby  
 
Reason for paper:  This paper is submitted to Executive Council: 
 
    For policy decision (including budgetary policy) 
    For policy update/information 
    
 
Publication: Yes some deletions are suggested as highlighted / as in 

the attached Schedule before publication 
 
 
Previous papers:  117/19 
 
 
List of Documents: N/A  
    
 
1. Background: 
 
Honourable members are recommended to approve: 
 

1.1. And recommend to SFC that the £2,500,000 balance Camp Roads for reallocation is 
allocated as follows for the Financial Year 2020/21: 

 
• 7009 Unallocated Stores      £  25,000 
• 7012 East Roads Improvements A    £ 
• 7013 East Roads Improvements B    £ 
• 7014 Capping East Falklands     £270,000 
• 7016 Crushing East Roads      £320,000 
• 7019 Safety, Signage & Realignment    £  70,000 
• 7021 West Roads Improvements     £ 
• 7023 Balance Camp Roads for Reallocation   £  80,000 
• 7025 Cattle Grid Inspection, Cleaning & Maintenance  £  
• 7026 Cattle Grid Installation      £ 
• 7029 Culvert Replacement      £ 
• No Code Gut Shoot Road     £ 
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1.2 That this report is published with all figures redacted in line with the Committees 
(Public Access) Ordinance 2012, Schedule 3 paragraph 10 “Information about relevant 
contracts and negotiations” 

 
2. Additional Budgetary Implications 

 
2.1. None 

 
3. Executive Summary 

 
3.1. A capital allocation of £2,500,000 is approved by budget select for the purpose of 

Camp Roads. This paper includes the proposed allocation of the funding to specific 
areas of work. 

 
4. Background (& Links to the Islands Plan and Directorate Business Plan/s) 
 

4.1.    7009 Unallocated stores £25,000 
This allocation will be used to purchase items required on any of our projects 
mentioned below. 
 

4.2.    7012 East Roads Improvements A £ 
This funding is for the rebuilding of the Johnsons Harbour Rd, which includes 
culvert replacement, drainage & realignment works. 
 

4.3.            7013 East Roads Improvements B £ 
This allocation is for the rebuilding of the North Camp Rd from Hope Cottage 
to Newhouse, including culverts, drainage and realignment works. 
 

4.4.    7014 Capping East Falkland £270,000 
For the placement & spreading of capping of the East Falkland road network. 

 
4.5.            7016 Crushing East Roads £320,000 

For crushing capping material for the East Falkland road network at Port 
Harriet, Bush Rincon, Salainas Beach and other locations around North 
Camp as required. 

   
4.6.    7019 Safety, Signage & Realignment £70,000 

Funding to cover the purchase & placement of new directional, warning and 
safety signs on both the east & west. 
 

4.7.    7021 West Roads Improvements £ 
Funding is for the 2nd construction year of a 3yr Contract for the completion of 
the Boundary Hill Rd and then for the contractor to relocate to rebuild the 
Shallow Harbour / Dunnose Head Road. 
 
 
 

4.8.   7023 Balance Camp Roads for Reallocation £80,000 
There is an £80,000 contingency sum which will be held over until required on any 
of the proposed mentioned projects. 

 
4.9.   7025 Cattle Grid Inspection, Cleaning & Maintenance £ 
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Funding is for the 1st year of a 3yr contract that will go out for tender at the 
beginning of July 2021. This also includes the purchase of any materials required for 
the maintenance works that need to be completed. 

 
      4.10 7026 Cattle Grid Installation £ 

Again, funding is for the 1st year of a 3yr contract that will be going out for tender at 
the start of the new financial year, and the funding also allows for the purchase of 
the materials required for cattle grid installations. 

 
4.11  7029 Culvert Replacement £ 

Funding is for the 3rd year of a 3yr Contract for the replacement of the culverts   on   
East & West Falkland. The works to be completed are: Salvador Rd, Greenfield, 
Johns Brook & Wall Stream. 
The culverts on the east, will be completed at the start of the season, before the 
contractor relocates to the west to complete the works there. 

 
  4.12     New code required – Gut Shoot Rd £1 

Funding has been allocated for the rebuilding of the Gut Shoot Rd, to include road   
works, culverts and drainage. 

 
5. Resource Implications 

 
5.1. Financial Implications 

None.  
The funds have already been voted to 7009 – 7032 Balance Camp Roads for 
Reallocation. This paper recommends how the reallocation should be split following 
appraisal of need by PWD. 
 

5.2. Human Resource Implications 
None. 
 

5.3. Other Implications 
None. 

 
   

6. Legal Implications 
 
6.1. There will be a number of new Contracts to be awarded for the proposed works and 

these will require Law & Regulation Dept. review and certification to comply with 
Financial Instructions.  

 
7. Consultation 

 
7.1. This paper has been presented to TAC for comment and approval before 

submission to ExCo. All comments and amendments have been included. 
 
8. Communication 

 
8.1. This paper has been discussed with the DPW & the proposed Budget split at the 

TAC meeting on 10th June 2021. 
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TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
 
 
 

Title of Report: 
 

Application for access road to Corriedale Farm  

  
Date: 
 

10th June 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 Goodwin 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.  
 
3. Executive Summary  
 
To provide members with information regarding the request received from Mr Goodwin for the 
consideration of an access road to Corriedale Farm and for members to provide direction to the 
Director of Public Works regarding a recommended response to Mr Goodwin and/or referral to 
Executive Council.  
 
4. Background 
 

4.1. In 2017 Executive Council approved the Camp Roads Policy paper 100/17 (appendix B) 
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. 
 
Key priority 3 – Infrastructure: providing key enabling infrastructure to drive growth in the 
rural economy. 
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Providing the access road requested would potentially fulfil above Objectives and priorities.  
 

4.3. The application is being considered as an agricultural destination and assessed on that basis. 
There is a separate process and criteria for application for roads to non-agricultural 
destinations.  
 

4.4. The Agricultural Department definition of a working farm is one which has 2000 dry sheep 
equivalent or a £10,000 annual agricultural turnover. Based on the information provided 
within Mr Goodwin’s letter the farm does not currently meet the dry sheep equivalent but the 
road would support the growth to the required levels. No financial information has been 
provided at this time.  

 
4.5. We are not aware of any historic decisions or agreements relating to this farm that would 

impact on the current request.  
 

 
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 
 

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

• Recent cost for new road construction has been approx. £65,000 per kilometre. 
• Based on the information provided within Mr Goodwin’s letter, assuming 1 Km of road, 

2 wavy coil crossings, 1 culvert, the geotextile material and the fact that there are 
currently no other works in the immediate area, the estimated cost for the project would 
be £100,000. 

• It is assumed that any approval would be funded from the existing camp roads budget.  
• A number of underspends have been recommended for release from the 2002/21 budget. 

If recommended for approval then it is suggested that the required value is recommended 
for carryover form the identified underspends.  
 

6.2. Human Resource implications  
 
• 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  

 
• If approved, once completed the road would be added to the category C grading 

commitments and therefore would require 1 days grading annually. However, being a 
category C road, this may be every two years or more depending on condition and use.  
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7. Legal Implications 
 

None  
 
8. Environmental& Sustainability Implications  
 

None  
 

9. 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.  

• The approval will potentially be a positive impact, attracting a family back to camp life.  
 

10. Significant risks  
 

• 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.  

• Contracting the works may attract a higher cost than the estimated value. 
• Survey work may identify a need for increase in construction or change of route leading to 

increases in programme and cost.  
• 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.  
 

11. Consultation  
 

• FIDC are aware of the application as Mr Goodwin first approached then. They advised Mr 
Goodwin approach PWD and were subsequently informed that the request would be submitted 
to TAC.  

• Other agencies have not been consulted at this time. Prior to any Executive Council referral, 
DPW would ensure a response was sort from the Department of Agriculture and the Education 
Department.  

 
12. Communication  
 

• The recommendations of the committee will be communicated to the applicant.  
• The recommendations of the committee will be recorded and included in the recommendation 

to Executive Council. 
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Appendix A 
 
To whom it may concern 
 
Hi. 
 
I am writing to you for information and if you are able to help the future growing of 
Corriedale farm. 
 
We have recently taken over the Farm at Corriedale and together with my family plan to 
restructure the operation in line with the recommendations of the Department of 
Agriculture and the Falkland Islands Development Corporation who are offering support in 
our new venture. 
 
  
 
So Corriedale farm is an 8000 acre farm which has on average about 1700 sheep, it has the 
capacity to hold up to 2000. It is situated along the San Carlos river and has never had an 
abundance of fresh water problems for livestock due to nearly every valley having a swamp 
or spring. 
 
With this in mind we are hoping with the help from the Department of Agriculture who we 
are in discussions with regarding land improvement through pasture reseed, start a project 
to increase production. The reason for the field work is to do more intensive farming so we 
can bring the numbers up to around 3000 to 3500 to make the farm even more justifiable 
for living on a permanent basis. 
 
There are also plans to make are own feed pellets from the fields to feed livestock which we 
also plan to produce in sufficient quantity to sell to the local farming market also thus 
helping reduce the huge costs to import the similar feed. 
 
  
 
For this to happen we need storage and buildings to help the farm grow, some buildings 
which we have at Green Field Farm which is going to be moved beginning of this 2021/2022 
season. To be able to have the buildings for storing the machines and seeds to help the farm 
grow we need better access. 
 
The reason why is at the moment we have to use tractors to drag our wool to the road for 
someone to collect by truck which means hiring someone with a JCB to help load the wool. 
This also means all farm supplies like fuel etc also has to be taken over country. Which has 
its own challenges. 
 
  
 
To help with the growing of the farm, all year round access is the key and the most 
important thing to help the farm grow. I have been to FIDC and asked if they could help fund 
me to build a road and they have recommended that we should in the first instance 
approach the Government to see if they are able to help with the building and or supply of 
materials for the building of the road. 
 



Item: 7  

 Transport Advisory Committee 
 10th June 2021 

We have already been speaking to Bono Construction and they have come back with a rough 
pricing for the building of the actual road, but that would not include the supply the 
Terram/Biddim and culverts for the job. The road would be around 1km in length and would 
need two wavy coils, a one meter culvert the Terram/Biddim to cover a km of road. 
 
  
 
We are asking on whether you are able to help with the biggest obstacle we are having to 
face with the plan of moving back to the farm permanently to make a living. I personally 
have currently been living on the farm just coming over a year and finding myself having to 
move back into the town for much of the winter due to not having an  all-weather access to 
bring in and out the vital supplies needed to function. Would be very grateful for any 
thoughts on how you the FIG may be willing to help in this important link to our Farm which 
will enable myself and family to return to living in the camp. 
 
  
 
MLA’s are currently supporting those that do want to return to camp but without the 
infrastructure it is going to be quite a challenge. We at Corriedale have a future vision of 
diversification but to put this plan into practice it is vital that we have all year round safe 
access to and from the Farm. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Kenton Goodwin 
 
Corriedale farm 
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Appendix B 

 
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 
Title: Camp Roads Policy   

 
Paper Number: 100/17 

 
Date: 28 June 2017 

 
Responsible 
Director: 
 

Director Public Works 

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 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. 
 

4.2 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.   

 
4.3 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.  
 

4.4 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:- 
• Application submitted to Director PWD for review 
• Director PWD, assisted by highways engineer would submit a report with 

recommendations to TAC. 
• 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:- 

• Formal written submission form the applicant 
• Supporting information from other agencies i.e. Policy, Education, social 

services etc. 
• Review the status of the farm. Size, use etc. 
• Historical decisions and agreements relating to the farms.  
• 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.  
 
Based on the current applications received there would be a required budget of 
approx. £1,560,000.  
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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 11th 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.  
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TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
 
 
 

Title of Report: 
 

Application for Harps Farm Link Road  

  
Date: 
 

10th June 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 Marsh 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 Marsh for the 
consideration of a link road to Harps Farm shed and for members to provide direction to the Director of 
Public Works regarding a recommended response to Mr Marsh 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. 
 
Key priority 3 – Infrastructure: providing key enabling infrastructure to drive growth in the 
rural economy. 

 
Providing the access road requested would potentially fulfil above Objectives and priorities.  
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4.3. The application is being considered as an agricultural destination and assessed on that basis. 

There is a separate process and criteria for application for roads to non-agricultural 
destinations.  

 
4.4. The Agricultural Department definition of a working farm is one which has 2000 dry sheep 

equivalent or a £10,000 annual agricultural turnover. Harps Farm does meet the required 
Criteria.  

 
4.5. We are not aware of any historic decisions or agreements relating to this farm that would 

impact on the current request.  
 

4.6. This is similar to the request received for Rum Station, for which members were inclined to 
provide support when works were next taking place in the area.  

 
4.7. PWD have received previous request from Riverview Farm for a road extension to the 

shearing shed, which was rejected based on not fitting within the policy and the previous 
decision of the landowner to have the road stop at the paddock gate.  

 
 
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 
 

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

• Recent cost for new road construction has been approx. £65,000 per kilometre. 
• Based on the information provided by Mr Marsh, assuming 100m of road, 1 access gate, 

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 £25,000. 

• It is assumed that any approval would be funded from the existing camp roads budget.  
• A number of underspends have been recommended for release from the 2002/21 budget. 

If recommended for approval then it is suggested that the required value is recommended 
for carryover form the identified underspends.  
 

6.2. Human Resource implications  
 
• 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  
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• If approved, 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  
 
8. Environmental& Sustainability Implications  
 

None  
 

9. Camp Implications  
 
10. The funding would come from the existing budget or identified underspends and therefore would 

have a minimal impact on the existing camp roads programme.  
 
11. Significant risks  
 

• 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.  

• Contracting the works may attract a higher cost than the estimated value. 
• Survey work may identify a need for increase in construction or change of route leading to 

increases in programme and cost.  
• 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.  
 

12. Consultation  
 

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

• The recommendations of the committee will be communicated to the applicant.  
• The recommendations of the committee will be recorded and included in the recommendation 

to Executive Council. 
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Appendix A 
 
 
 Afternoon Colin 
That’s great news, many thanks.  
If I could push the point that we cannot get within  ~200m of the wool/shearing shed (with a 
HGV), with the exception of really prolonged dry periods, that would be good. The only way 
around this is to haul the bales one by one down the yard on tractor forks, which results in 
quite a mess. 
All the best 
Kev 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 
From: Colin Summers (Director of Public Works) 
Sent: 14 April 2021 14:27 
To: 'Kevin Marsh and Lisa Newman' 
Subject: RE: Harps shed linkroad 
 
Kev  
 
My sincere apologies for not providing a response to the below email. It got missed in my 
ever expanding inbox!  
 
The process for this to be considered would be for it to be submitted to TAC. The next 
meeting of the TAC is in June. The email below would be sufficient to be submitted to TAC. If 
you want I am happy to add it as an agenda item for June? If you wish to add additional 
information then you are most welcome to do so.  
 
Regards  
 
Colin Summers  
Director of Public Works 
Falkland Islands Government 
Tel: 27193 
Mob: 54667 
 
From: Kevin Marsh and Lisa Newman <Harpsfarm@outlook.com>  
Sent: 06 August 2020 22:27 
To: Colin Summers (Director of Public Works) <csummers@pwd.gov.fk> 
Subject: Harps shed linkroad 
 
Good Evening Collin 
I was wondering if I could run this by you, curious if it’s something FIG would consider. 
Around 2008/09 FIG contacted farms regarding putting roads to their shearing sheds so 
wool could be loaded directly into trucks/trailers out of the shed. Unfortunately, there was 
nobody living at Harps at the time so this opportunity was missed. 
Do you think this is something FIG might re-visit? We frequently get caught out unable to get 
a truck to shed following rain due to the ground becoming too soft. 
Do you think I could propose a link road directly from the Port Howard main road at 90⁰? I 
would estimate 100m, which would be a shorted link from than from the main settlement 

https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986
mailto:csummers@pwd.gov.fk
mailto:Harpsfarm@outlook.com
mailto:Harpsfarm@outlook.com
mailto:csummers@pwd.gov.fk
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entrance. There would be no need for a grid as a gate would be plenty good enough for the 
times it would used. 
Thanks for your time, look forward to hearing your thoughts  
Kind regards 
Kev 
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Appendix B 

 
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 
Title: Camp Roads Policy   

 
Paper Number: 100/17 

 
Date: 28 June 2017 

 
Responsible 
Director: 
 

Director Public Works 

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 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. 
 

4.2 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.   

 
4.3 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.  
 

4.4 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.  

 
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 
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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:- 
• Application submitted to Director PWD for review 
• Director PWD, assisted by highways engineer would submit a report with 

recommendations to TAC. 
• 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:- 

• Formal written submission form the applicant 
• Supporting information from other agencies i.e. Policy, Education, social 

services etc. 
• Review the status of the farm. Size, use etc. 
• Historical decisions and agreements relating to the farms.  
• 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.  
 
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 
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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 11th 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.  
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TRANSPORT ADVISORY COMMITTEE  
 
 
 

Title of Report: 
 

Request for the adoption and maintenance of the Mullet Creek road 

  
Date: 
 

10th June 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 the 
recommendation they wish to see referred 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 advise members of the requests received from Mr S Luxton for the adoption and maintenance of the 
road to Mullet Creek and in particular the settlement.  
 
4. Background 
 

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

4.2. Neither the 2017 paper or any other policy document address the issue of adoption of existing 
camp road or the subsequent maintenance of such roads. Therefore, the Director of Public 
Works has adopted the procedures within the 2017 paper (100/17) for dealing with the 
application received.  

 
4.3.  The history and use of the road are detailed in the request letter (Appendix A).  

 
4.4. The road is used by multiple user, including the settlement residents, FIDC access to grazing 

land and the general public.  
 

4.5. The road is of reasonable construction and has good vertical and horizontal alignment which 
would lend itself to the proposed 300 mm of capping material.  

 
4.6. The entirety of the road is on land owned by FIG and links directly into the MPA road.  

 
4.7. These works have not been considered within the HAMP and therefore there is no funding 

allocated to the requested upgrade works. 
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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 request for adoption and do not carry out future maintenance. The 

current road would continue to deteriorate and may become difficult for public access.  
 

5.2. Approve the adoption and future maintenance – Carry out the full capping and grading of the 
approx. 1800m section of road and then maintain into the future. This would incur an initial 
cost for the upgrade works and then a recurring grading cost. As a C grade road PWD 
highways would target annual grading but they are lower priority and therefore may only 
occur every other year.  

 
5.3. Approve partial adoption and future maintenance – Carry out full capping and grading of the 

first 1080m section to the boundary of the Mullet Creek settlement. The costs for this work 
would be lower and the annual grading would be reduced to a single day. The risks are that 
the extended section down to the creek would deteriorate further and become difficult for 
public access.  

 
5.4. Approve capital support for the upgrade of the existing surface – Refuse the adoption of the 

road and subsequent grading but provide support for the capital works. This could be 
financial support, it could be the free issue of the capping material or provision of the plant 
and labour to carry out the works.  

 
5.5. Consider approval of future maintenance only – Refuse the adoption and upgrade works but 

commit to adding the road to the grading works to be completed. Although grading can be 
carried out this will be limited as there is minimal surface remaining for grading.  

 
5.6. The sure, Galileo site, is no longer in use and the lease has been terminated. Therefore, there 

is no further traffic movements related to this site.  
 

5.7. The Land owned by FIDC is currently used for livestock grazing, in support of FIMCo and 
the access requirements are minimal. The current road is believed to be adequate for the 
current purpose.  

 
5.8. There is peat cutting activity in the area but this has also significantly reduced/ceased. The 

current road is adequate to support the small level of peat cutting activity which takes place.  
 
 
6. Resource Implications  

 
6.1. Financial Implications 
 

• The request for the for 1080m to the settlement boundary assumes a modest construction 
4.5m wide and 300mm deep. The provides a cost breakdown as follows: - 

Capping material    £20,000 
Haulage (Incl Loading)   £8,000 
Placement and compaction  £2,000 

• The entire road, to Mullet Creek and the FIDC land is approx. 1800m and, assuming the 
same construction, gives a cost breakdown as follows: - 

Capping material    £33,000 
Haulage (Incl Loading)   £13,000 
Placement and compaction  £4,000 

• If works were to be recommended for approval it is assumed that the works would be 
completed from within the existing Camp Roads budget and therefore there would be no 
requirement for additional funding.  



Item: 9  

 Transport Advisory Committee 
 10th June 2021 

• A number of underspends have been recommended for release from the 2002/21 
underspends. If recommended for approval then it is suggested that the required value is 
recommended for carryover form the identified underspends.  

 
6.2. Human Resource implications  

 
• The works would be carried out using the existing resource. Due to the location it would 

be possible to haul the material during the restricted season and therefore could be 
completed once the weather starts to improve and before the new camp roads season 
commences.  

• The subsequent maintenance would be from existing resources and is anticipated would 
take one grader crew 2 days per year to complete. 

 
6.3. Other Resource implications  

 
None  

 
 
7. Legal Implications 
 

None  
 
8. Environmental& Sustainability Implications  
 

None  
 

9. Camp Implications  
 

• The funding would come from the existing camp roads funding. However, this is not 
anticipated to impact on other works as it would be completed in the restricted season 
using budget underspend.  

• Grading requirements could also be completed during the restricted season which would 
not impact on any other camp roads commitments.  

 
10. Significant risks  
 

• Not approving the works could lead to further deterioration of the existing road making public 
access to the Mullet Creek area difficult.  

• If the request is approved it may lead to a number of further requests for adoption of roads 
with similar status. Each application would have to be reviewed and assessed individually and 
may lead to further adoption and maintenance commitments.  

 
11. Consultation  
 

• Brief discussions have been held with FIDC on their current and expected use of the area and 
this is included in the background information above.  

 
12. Communication  
 

• The recommendations of the committee will be communicated to the applicant.  
• The recommendations of the committee will be recorded and included in the 

recommendation to ExCo. 
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Appendix A 
 
 
Dear Colin, 
  
Following our recent discussion, I write to request that the road to Mullet Creek (primarily 
the section of road serving the settlement but optionally also to the FIDC boundary) is 
considered by FIG for adoption into the main road network, a one-off capping remediation, 
and then normal annual routine maintenance by FIG.  
  
Background 
  
The original rough road was built during the 1980s as a peat track with stone laid onto PSP 
matting. Private investment in the road that serves the settlement has taken place since 
2007 with various upgrades and essential repairs on several occasions, funded by both the 
residents and by Sure on behalf of the Galileo project, who substantially upgraded some 
parts of the road to facilitate heavy haulage and crane access to the Galileo site. Some of the 
compromised sections of road were dug up and re-laid. The road itself is still not built to a 
full ‘Camp road standard’ but is adequate for the type of traffic that it serves, which is 
mainly light vehicles (significant volume of daily traffic) with the occasional heavy deliveries, 
and periodic visits from the Stanley Services fuel bowser. The total private investment 
between the current residents and Sure/Galileo from 2007 to date is estimated to be circa 
£40,000. 
 
The current settlement at Mullet Creek is home to 12 residents (with at times up to 16) 
across 4 houses, 3 of which have been newly constructed within the last 10 years. Based on 
2016 census figures this makes it the 5th biggest settlement in the islands outside MPA and 
Stanley, with more residents than Hill Cove, San Carlos or Port San Carlos. 
  
The road itself serves a number of functions: as well as providing access for the settlement 
residents, it provides access to FIDC land at Beckside Farm, and access by recreational users 
to the Mullet Creek area which is a popular location for fishing and dog walkers. Other roads 
in a similar functional category are the Moody Brook road, Murrell, and Port Harriet, and it is 
believed that all such roads are maintained solely at public expense. 
  
Request for consideration 
  
Despite the considerable spend on maintenance the road is really in need of recapping again 
along its entire length due to the significant volume of traffic coupled with the fact that the 
high clay content in the capping material previously used has caused degradation of some 
sections in wet conditions. Some basic grading has been carried out by PWD to some 
sections in recent years but the amount of workable capping material has reduced to the 
point where grading some sections would now be difficult.  
 
Writing on behalf of the residents, our primary interest is in the section between the MPA 
road and the property boundary of the settlement (marked in red on the map below), which 
is c. 1080 metres. As we discussed the cost of this is likely to be c. £30,000 based on the 
current costs of capping material, haulage from Port Harriet, and grading/rolling, to cap a 
4.5m wide carriageway to 300mm depth with Port Harriet stone. This should provide a 
wearing surface which with annual maintenance, and current and expected volumes of 
traffic, should last 10-20 years with routine annual maintenance.  
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If the additional length of road from the settlement turn-off to the FIDC boundary is also 
capped this increases the length of capped road to c. 1800m, which I believe would be likely 
to increase the estimated cost to c. £50,000. This is the additional section marked in blue on 
the map below. 
  
Optionally, and for efficiency, two other issues would ideally be addressed at the same time.  
 
The first is that the stream culvert previously installed is too narrow (1.5m x 5m), creating a 
bottleneck in the road width, and ideally would be replaced with a longer culvert of at least 
6m prior to maintenance taking place. It is not essential but with some minor additional 
ditching it would also improve the stream drainage which at times of high flood comes quite 
close to washing over the road.  
 
The second issue is that none of the three fences that the road crosses currently have proper 
cattle grids – two have ineffective grids installed by the last operator of Stanley Dairy, and 
the settlement boundary has no grid at all and never has had. It is not feasible to install 
gates due to the volume of traffic so the preferred option would be to install a single-width 
cattle grid in each location. The priority from our perspective would be at the property 
boundary so that we can fence and secure our property from Common land – the current 
fence does not align with the boundaries of the Crown Grant and we intend to rectify this 
and re-fence the entire property to the correct boundaries at some point. This requirement 
is secondary to the road capping but is raised now for the sake of efficiency. It is not 
currently an issue as the residents do not have any requirement to contain animals, but it 
would be required to keep animals off our property if those (currently insecure) areas of 
land were ever to be grazed in the future, and at that point it would be FIG’s responsibility as 
the lessor of the grazed land. There is also a fence and gate at the boundary with Beckside 
but it is assumed that this would remain in place. 
 
If approved, FIG funding works to the 1080m of road serving Mullet Creek settlement would 
represent approximately a 50/50 overall split between private investment and public 
funding, which appears good grounds to recommend approval. I have not approached FIDC 
but they may also be willing to contribute if the section to the Beckside boundary is included 
in the overall proposal.  
 
Regards 
  
Stephen Luxton 
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Appendix B 

 
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL 

 
CONFIDENTIAL 

 
Title: Camp Roads Policy   

 
Paper Number: 100/17 

 
Date: 28 June 2017 

 
Responsible 
Director: 
 

Director Public Works 

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 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. 
 

4.2 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.   

 
4.3 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.  
 

4.4 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.  

 
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 
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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:- 
• Application submitted to Director PWD for review 
• Director PWD, assisted by highways engineer would submit a report with 

recommendations to TAC. 
• 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:- 

• Formal written submission form the applicant 
• Supporting information from other agencies i.e. Policy, Education, social 

services etc. 
• Review the status of the farm. Size, use etc. 
• Historical decisions and agreements relating to the farms.  
• 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.  
 
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 
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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 11th 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.  
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West Representative  
 
Q:1) Port Howard Jetty Lights.    
A update on progress, from memory I think a few more had to be ordered.  
Have they been ordered? 
Have they arrived, if so when can they be installed? 
It would be good to get this boxed off ASAP as it’s gone on long enough. 
 
A: The Power and electrical team have concluded their review and of the remaining 5 units only 4 
are serviceable. One of these is required to replace a failed unit at Newhaven. The supplier has been 
contacted and these units have now been discontinued. Therefore, a decision has been taken to 
identify an alternative unit for Port Howard. This has been investigated by PWD Power & Electrical 
department and there are several suitable alternatives. Quotations have now requested and once 
received an order will be placed. Once this has been confirmed an Expression of Interest (EoI) will be 
advertised to identify a suitable contractor. The timescales for installation will be confirmed once 
the order is placed and EoI’s returned. However, it is anticipated that installation will take place in 
October/November 2021. 
 
Q:2) Port Howard Jetty.  
What is the way forward with the regard to the sink hole/holes that have appeared in the Port 
Howard Jetty Stoned surface I see from my last visit to Port Howard which was 13/05/2021 there 
was a sink hole in the right hand corner as you look down the jetty. 
 With no illumination especially this time of year, or any time of the year for that matter, while 
moving around the jetty in the Hrs of darkness this is a hazard to the linesman and  the public in 
general 
 
A: Sink Holes are generally dealt with as and when they happen. They are filled and compacted. We 
have not been made aware of the recent hole and therefore nothing has been done to rectify it. 
Now that we are aware we will ensure it is filled and compacted. We will look at options for a local 
contractor to complete the works but if this is not possible then PWD Highways will look to do it as a 
priority once the Concordia Bay returns to service.  
 
Q:3) Update on FXB Grass airstrip.  
What was the cost of the French Drain works that made the grass strip unusable. 
What will the cost be to revisit this job to put it right & at the cost to whom? 
 
A: The cost of the works was approx. £29,000. The required remedial works have been agreed and 
these will be carried out by the contractor, at no cost to FIG. These works are expected to take place 
in late June.  
 
Q:4) Culvert Replacements West Falklands.  (West Lagoons) the sound had 5 new culverts replaced 
without Reno mattress put on the River bed. 
Does FIG ( pwd highways) have a set procedure for culvert replacements?. If so are these procedures 
set out in the culvert replacement contracts.? 
 
A: Standard details are provided to the contractor, as part of the contract. In the case of the example 
above the installation was carried out incorrectly. This was picked up by the Highways Engineer 
during is inspection of the works. The contractor is aware of the error and will be rectifying the 
mistake and their own cost.  
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Stanley Representative 
 
Q:I have received several enquiries about why the words SLOW have been painted on the 
Darwin Road in the areas of cattle grids on the section of road that has been asphalted, The 
queries have been why is this necessary taking into account the cattle grids have been 
installed to a very high standard and are primarily an animal control measure rather than a 
hazard to motorists? 

A: Traffic Signs Manual Chapter 5 – road markings, is used as the best practice document when 
installing road markings. The guidance advises that the slow marking should be used in conjunction 
with signage when there is a sudden change of surface when vehicles are travelling at 40 MPH or 
greater. Cattle grids are an extreme change in surface finish and have a significantly different skid 
resistance especially in wet conditions.  
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