
Commissioning Plan Report

Title: Highway Maintenance Contract 
Commissioning Project (HMCCP) Value: £39m per annum

Commissioner name: Robert Clark Date: 19 September 2017

Purpose of this report: to demonstrate how we will put in place services to achieve 
the agreed strategy and meet the identified needs. It helps us to answer the following 
key questions: 
 What options are available to us for how we could improve these outcomes?
 What is our preferred option? 
 How will we implement the preferred option?

Previous pathway of this document:

Group / meeting Date considered Recommendation from this 
group 

HMCCP Project Board 24 August 2017 Option 3
HTW DivMT 24 August 2017 Option 3
GET Portfolio Board 30 August 2017 Option 3

1. Strategy for Commissioning Plan 

The focus throughout the HMCCP is to ensure that every pound spent by the 
Authority delivers better outcomes for Kent’s residents, communities and 
businesses. It will be important to minimise overheads across the service which will 
maximise resources directly spent on delivery and does not put the business at high 
risk in relation to its defined ‘core services. 

The HMCCP commenced in September 2016 and gives the Authority the 
opportunity to review its current highway delivery contracts that are due to expire in 
2018. The two delivery services within this project scope are the Highway Term 
Maintenance (HTM) and Highway Resurfacing contracts that have an annual spend 
of circa £37m and £6m respectively. 

These services include winter service provision, drainage maintenance and capital 
projects, structures maintenance, patching and resurfacing (small and large), 
general highway maintenance, surface treatments, emergency and out of hours 
response, and highway schemes delivery.

The project objective was to evaluate these services to propose a delivery model 
which ensures service continuity, understands its deliverables, and seeks 
efficiencies which ensures value for money for its customers and delivers on 
outcomes. 

The following three Options were approved by GET Portfolio Board (8 March 2017) 
and subsequently reported at the Strategic Commissioning Board on 18 May 2017.



1. Option 1 – Extend the current arrangement with the incumbent contractor for up 
to a maximum three year period and commission a new machine resurfacing 
contract.

2. Option 2 – Commission a large scale contract that incorporates all services as 
detailed in this notice.

3. Option 3 – Commission a number a contracts that includes a core highway 
maintenance contract (supports winter service) and a number of separate 
arrangements for specialist services. 

This brought the ‘Analyse’ phase to a close and approved the commencement of 
the ‘Plan’ phase of the project.

2. Summary of findings from ‘Analyse’ stage

The ‘analyse’ phase of the commissioning cycle involved reviewing the current 
contracts, their performance and analysing the spend levels across the different 
services. This provided an opportunity to understand how the Authority can package 
its requirements and make service improvements. This included holding feedback 
workshops with colleagues, opening dialogue with other local authorities and 
evaluating seven potential options. 

2.1.Seven Options Considered

Option 1 – Extend the Amey Contract
Option 2 – Procure a similar large scale contract
Option 3 – Split up our contract arrangements
Option 4 – Implement a Full Teckal arrangement
Option 5 – Outsource the whole business
Option 6 – Create a DLO
Option 7 – Do Nothing 

2.2.Criteria 

a) Risk to the Service 
Does the delivery model increase or reduce the Authorities level of risk in 
delivering highway services. This could include:

 Winter Service
 System Integration 
 Ownership of risk
 Delivery to timescales

b) Financial Impact
Does the delivery model cost more or the same as what is currently 
budgeted. With static or reducing budgets in the future, how will this affect 
the Authority delivering these services? 

c) Impact of Change
What is the impact of change by adopting this model? Will there be upheaval 
across the business which could affect the culture and processes currently 
employed.



d) Control and Flexibility
Does the delivery model offer the Directorates control and flexibility for the 
services being instructed? This is important so the Authority can react to 
change and realign resources where required.

e) Support to local economy
Does the delivery model support the use of SME’s and the local economy? It 
is important that Kent’s local economy improves.

2.3.Evaluation Overview

Pros Cons

1 Rates with Amey are low
Low staff morale
Losing staff and subcontractors is 

a risk
Poor performance in some areas

2
Would deliver our statutory duties
Control – will have more flexibility 

to change  
Rates may increase

3
Relationships could work well
More control over delivery – we 

become the agent
Direct planning with supply chain

KCC will be more responsible on 
an individual service level
Rates may increase 

4
Local supply chain is familiar with 

the area
Profit back to KCC

Lack of control to the business
Long mobilisation period required
 Increases KCC overall risk 

impact
Delivery timescale unachievable
Beyond the scope of the 

project (wider implications)

5
Would have direct control over 

workforce
Could develop the workforce we 

need to deliver what is required

Financial impact (includes 
pension liability and plant 
purchase)
Delivery timescale unachievable
Don’t have the commercial 

experience

6
Best option in terms of passing 

risk to the authority
Financial assurance

Very thin client – high risk
A risk to the service if we lose 

control
Delivery timescale unachievable
Huge risk to staff
Beyond the scope of the 

project (wider implications)

7
High Risk to the service – would 

not be able to meet its statutory 
obligations. 
Subject to claims for negligence



3. Options for achieving desired outcomes 

3.1.Market Engagement 

Between March and June a number of Highway contractors were met for 
Market Engagement as part of the commissioning process. 49 contractors 
expressed an interest in the Market Engagement of which 20 were selected 
to attend the various sessions. This included a diverse mix of contractors 
from Tier 1 suppliers, down to SMEs and subcontractors. Some particular 
attention was given to drainage cleansing contractors as this is 
predominantly a sub-contracted service at present. A number of discussion 
points were raised that included:

 Services – delivery model options and what should be included in the 
core

 Commercial – IT systems, works ordering and performance levels
 Asset Management – how companies can help support this approach
 Quality of product/service – how to ensure repairs are guaranteed
 Contract – value, payment mechanisms, length and forms of contract
 Risk – where should the risk of service sit between authority and 

contractor
 Environment – recycling of waste
 Procurement – appropriate procurement model and price/quality split 

Each company were given up to 1½ hours where a panel comprising of the 
HTW Head of Asset Management, HTW Senior Highways Manager and 
other asset managers entered into dialogue. A number of points were raised 
that includes: 

 SME’s were keen for the contract to be split between districts, 
however there was a high risk that the winter service could not be 
managed efficiently with potential resource problems.

 The pothole blitz has given SME’s a fairer contractual rate to deliver 
these services compared to the current HTM contract.

 The Authority needs to ensure fairer payment terms are passed down 
to SME’s as part of the next contract. This is a legal requirement 
compared to when the current contracts were procured.

 Some large companies want an ‘all services in one’ contract; however 
they could not evidence the added value of managing the surface 
treatment and drainage cleansing services which are currently 
subcontracted.

 To deliver the Authority’s winter service requirement, a core contract 
will need to have at least £20m annual revenue due to the required 
human resources (120). Current projections this year is that £31m will 
be spent within the current HTM arrangement.

 The market encouraged the adoption the use of HMEP contract 
principles throughout the procurement process. 

 Payment mechanisms (NEC A/C/E) that could be utilised and how the 
mobilisation and overhead costs should be paid – within the schedule 
of rates or paid as a monthly lump sum.



 Contract period of at least 7 years to allow for payback on the plant 
required to deliver these contracts – any less will be more expensive 
as contractors will lump this cost in to a shorter period. Potential 
extensions could be up to five years.

 Performance management framework based around contract 
extensions and not just punitive charges, with the ultimate aim to 
encourage performance.

 Important to utilise the local SME market to deliver these services. 
This would be important for any offering by any contractor.

 Separate surface treatment and drainage cleansing services would 
work as there is the market to deliver these requirements. Generally 
due to the specialist nature of this requirement, companies would sub 
contract these services out. 

 The market has evolved and is very selective with contractors 
choosing their clients carefully and are not currently bidding for every 
opportunity.

 A 5 month mobilisation period is suitable to the market for a contract 
of this size.

 Throughout the procurement process the Authority must ensure that 
that the quality elements are assessed fairly with price and 
recommend a two stage approach. 

 OJEU restrictive/open or competitive procedure with negotiation has 
been used across the market. There are advantages and 
disadvantages to all these processes. However any process that 
saves time and resources will be well received by the market. 

 Following engagement with the external market and other local 
authorities, it is clear there is no single optimal solution that is being 
adopted. All local authorities have different circumstances, priorities 
and outcomes which contribute to their chosen delivery model. 

3.2.Commissioning Options 

The following three Options were considered as part of the business case. 
These were approved by GET Portfolio Board and subsequently reported at 
the Strategic Commissioning Board on 18 May 2017.

 Option 1 – Extend the current arrangement with the incumbent 
contractor for up to a maximum three year period and commission a 
new machine resurfacing contract.

 Option 2 - Commission a large scale contract that incorporates all 
services as detailed in this notice.

 Option 3 – Commission a number a contracts that includes a core 
highway maintenance contract (supports winter service) and a number 
of separate arrangements for specialist services. 



3.3.Evaluation Criteria 

a) Financial Impact LOW   MEDIUM   HIGH

What is the financial impact of this commissioning model to the business? 
What is the effect on the prices with the adoption of this option and how can 
the business deliver as much as possible within the current budget levels that 
have reduced over the past three years.

b) Management Influence and Flexibility LOW   MEDIUM   HIGH

How does this commissioning model deliver the business’ outcomes? Can 
improvement be made compared to the current arrangement and in turn 
deliver an improved service under the business’ statutory obligation as the 
Highway Authority? 

c) Impact of Change LOW   MEDIUM   HIGH

What is the impact of change of this commissioning model to the business? 
Can this change be manageable or is there a risk of no change?

d) Delivering our outcomes LOW   MEDIUM   HIGH
How does this commissioning model allow the business to influence the 
works? Does this option offer flexibility to ensure asset areas have better 
control over their ordered services? How does this support the supply chain 
to minimise barriers when completing work.

4. Options appraisal summary

4.1.Option 1 – Extend the current arrangement with the incumbent contractor 
for up to a maximum three year period and commission a new machine 
resurfacing contract. (Appendix 1)

a) Financial Impact LOW
 Prices remain the same apart from the year inflation which will be 

applied accordingly. 
 Will provide cost certainty over the next few years.
 However will these rates be sustainable for the long term which 

includes sub contracted works?
 May need to review certain service areas to implement new rates 

which will have a financial implication.
b) Management Influence and Flexibility MEDIUM

 Recent good senior management relationships have evolved the 
service at a top level.

 Despite a lot of hard work from Kent managers, some service areas 
require further improvement, therefore unable to influence the areas 
as anticipated.

 Client barrier to sub-contractors for some service areas which is 
affecting delivery. 



c) Impact of Change MEDIUM
 No change in contract management or mobilisation need is required.
 Continuity of current contract which staff understand.
 Morale relating to this contract is low within KCC and Amey which 

could impact delivery if an extension is granted.
 May not be able to take advantage of improvements in service 

information.
d) Delivering our outcomes MEDIUM

 The current contract is not in complete alignment with our business. 
 Some changes are needed which can only be achieved through 

negotiation with the incumbent contractor. 
 More challenging to adapt existing contract with current and future 

needs.
 Some of the specifications and service information is out of date.
 Drainage and surface treatment services requires improvement.
 Insufficient supervision in drainage cleansing service. 
 Performance has improved and level of contract work has reduced.

4.2.Option 2 – Commission a large scale contract that incorporates all services 
as detailed in this notice. (Appendix 2)

a) Financial Impact MEDIUM
 It is expected that certain prices will increase in line with the market 

rate following feedback from stakeholder engagement. 
 For subcontracted areas there will be a fee on fee.
 May be able to achieve economies of scale by consolidating a number 

of services.
b) Management Influence and Flexibility MEDIUM

 Ability to recalibrate/reset the style and approach of the contract with 
KCC and new provider within agreement.

 Reduces the opportunity for the client to self-manage individual 
services.

 Have less of an influence on a large company.
 Client barrier to sub-contractors for some service areas which could 

affect delivery.  
c) Impact of Change MEDIUM

 Mobilisation and training for a new contract will need to be 
implemented.

 Improvements in specification and supervision of works on site within 
the contract.

 Possible improvement of staff morale if a new contractor is awarded.
d)   Delivering our outcomes MEDIUM

 A large contractor can bring best practice into this contract from 
experience of other contracts across all services.

 Adopt amendments to the specification to improve service delivery.
 Provide resilience for winter maintenance.
 Only a few suppliers will be able to deliver this.



4.3.Option 3 – Commission a number a contracts that includes a core highway 
maintenance contract (supports winter service) and a number of separate 
arrangements for specialist services. (Appendix 3)

There were a number of options to consider when determining the scope of 
Option 3. Full details behind the decision on this option can be found 
attached in appendix 4.

a) Financial Impact MEDIUM
 It is expected that certain prices will increase in line with the market 

rate following feedback from stakeholder engagement. 
 For specialist areas (resurfacing, surface treatment & drainage) there 

will be separate contracts reducing a fee on fee element.
 Increased management costs spread across the contracts.

b) Management Influence and Flexibility HIGH
 More responsibility/control for the Authority when delivering 

specialised service.
 Ability to recalibrate/reset the style and approach of the contract.
 Work directly with the supply chain completing the work removing pre-

existing barriers.
 Optimise the benefit of an intelligent client following recent service re-

design. 
 Increased management time (i.e. multiple contract board, multiple 

contractors on WAMS etc).

c) Impact of Change MEDIUM
 Mobilisation and training for a new contract will need to be 

implemented.
 Improvements in specification and supervision of works on site within 

the contract.
 Possible improvement of staff morale if a new contractor is awarded. 
 Ethos of providing a greater focus on the separate specialist services.
 Management of TUPE spread across different contracts.

 
d) Delivering our outcomes HIGH

 Adopt amendments to the specification to improve service delivery.
 Working directly with the supply chain could improve service delivery 

and opportunities for innovation. 
 Failure of individual services may not impact the other service areas.
 Multiple interfaces and contracts to manage.
 If prices increase there could be a negative impact on our asset 

condition incomes.



5. Commissioning plan 

5.1.Option Analysis Overview

Option Financial 
Impact

Management 
Influence and 

Flexibility
Impact of 
Change

Delivering our 
outcomes

Option 
1 LOW MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

Option 
2 MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM MEDIUM

Option 
3 MEDIUM HIGH MEDIUM HIGH

5.2.Recommendation

It is recommended that the Strategic Commissioning Board approve that the 
business commission a number a contracts that includes a core highway 
maintenance contract and separate arrangements for specialist services 
(Option three). A procurement plan has been attached which details how these 
separate arrangements could be procured. Once this proposal has been 
agreed, the business will implement this. 

The full financial impact is unknown at this stage, however it is expected that 
some prices will increase compared to the current arrangement. The only 
certainty of prices present within the commissioning options was that of 
extending a contract with Amey. 

This proposal however gives the business the opportunity to make 
improvements within the specification and adopt the necessary best practice 
from within the industry. Where there have been issues within the current 
contract, the view is these will be rectified by implementing changes to the 
specification and conditions of contract.



6. Project plan (Appendix 5)

Core Contract
• PQQ (includes evaluation) 22 September – 13 October 2017
• ITT – w/c 16 October 2017 – w/c 8 January 2018
• ITT Evaluation – January 2018
• Negotiation Period – February 2018
• Corporate Approval – March 2018
• Contract Award – April 2018
• Mobilisation – April – August 2018
• Contract Start – 1 September 2018

Machine Resurfacing Contract
• OJEU Notice w/c 11 November 2017
• PQQ (includes evaluation) w/c 11 November 2017 – w/c 1 January 2018
• ITT – w/c 8 January – w/c 12 February 2018
• ITT Evaluation – February 2018
• Negotiation Period – March 2018
• Corporate Approval – April 2018
• Contract Award – May 2018
• Mobilisation – May – June 2018
• Contract Start – 1 July 2018

Drainage Investigation and Surface Treatment
• OJEU Notice w/c 11 December 
• PQQ (includes evaluation) w/c 11 December – w/c 29 January 2017
• ITT – w/c 5 February – w/c 12 March 2018
• ITT Evaluation – March 2018
• Negotiation Period – April 2018
• Corporate Approval – May 2018
• Contract Award – May 2018
• Mobilisation – June – August 2018
• Contract Start – 1 September 2018

Pothole Blitz
• Contract in place until September 2018
• Re-procure for 2019 or use core contract



Appendix 1 - Option 1 Model and Evaluation



INTERNAL FACTORS
STRENGTHS (+) WEAKNESSES (-)

 
Financial Impact 
 Current SORs within the contract are below market rate. The 

business could deliver the same level of services through current 
budget amounts.

Delivering our outcomes 
 There is a consistent delivery of emergency out of hours and winter 

service period throughout the contract.
 The contract management approach has improved within the last 

twelve months.
 The programme management and ECI are delivered well (Scheme 

work) throughout the contract.
 The general indication of OPMs demonstrates performance 

improvement across most services within the last twelve months.

Impact of Change
 There will be no change in contract management processes 

required.
 There will be no need for demobilisation of the main contract.
 There will be a continuity of service for the subcontractors in place.
 Current staff understands how the contract operates.
 There are systems in place for managing jobs and some asset data.
 There would be continuity for employment for Amey staff involved in 

the contract.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 Established management relationships have delivered some 

improvements in last 12 months. 

 
Financial Impact 
 The drainage rates are so low that incurs poor performance 

(cleansing).
 Below market rates in the contract are driving an aggressive 

commercial approach onto the supply chain.

Delivering our outcomes 
 The service information and specifications are out of date.
 The drainage cleansing and pre patching services are not 

performing well.
 Innovation and service improvement within the contract is poor.
 IT System issues – receiving orders via hand held devices are 

minimal which results in receiving inconsistent and some poor 
quality photographs.

 Winter service – is there currently the resilience of available drivers 
should the winter period be extensive.

 There is a low level of resilience to cope with peak demand.

Impact of Change
 Minimal supervision within the contract creates a resource pressure 

on the client and in turn creates detriment morale for staff.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 Amey struggle to understand the culture with regards to customer 

service requirements.
 The business are putting significant amount of effort to drive 

improvement in some areas (Drainage and Pre patching).



EXTERNAL FACTORS
OPPORTUNITIES (+) THREATS (-)

 
Financial Impact 
 The business could secure current lower contract rates for up to the 

next three years which will assist with potential budget pressures 
across the Council.

Delivering our outcomes 
 The business could use the contract extension proposal to resolve 

current weaknesses and drive innovation through incentivising 
contractor.

Impact of Change
 This allows for the NEC4 terms to be embedded before a new 

procurement process in three years. 

Management Influence and Flexibility
 The business can continue to work closely with Amey to develop 

and improve the service prior to a retendering in two years. 

 
Financial Impact 
 There could be a corresponding compensation event due for the 

removal of the street lighting services from the contract and 
reduction in annual turnover. 

Delivering our outcomes 
 Are all elements of the contract fit for purpose?
 Will the service actually improve compared to the last few years?
 Problem areas may continually to not get fixed.
 SMEs and employees may walk away from the contract which 

affects service delivery – e.g. Winter Service.
 KCC reputational risk could falter if no improvement in contract 

performance. 
 There is a risk with sweating vehicles assets over the next three 

years considering their current age.

Impact of Change
 Amey and KCC staff morale may remain low if current issues do not 

get resolved.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 KCC’s ability to influence a large company is low. 
 The business may be unable to work directly with subcontractors 

with certain services. 



ANALYSIS SUMMARY
 

All of these comments relate to the Term Maintenance Contract and not the Machine Resurfacing Contract which will have to be re-procured.

Financial Impact LOW 

 Prices remain the same apart from the year inflation which will be applied accordingly. 
 Will provide cost certainty over the next few years.
 However will these rates be sustainable for the long term which includes sub contracted works?
 May need to review certain service areas to implement new rates which will have a financial implication.

Delivering our outcomes MEDIUM

 The current contract is not in complete alignment with our business updated outcomes
 Some changes are needed which can only be achieved through negotiation with the incumbent contractor. 
 More challenging to adapt existing contract with current and future needs.
 Some of the specifications and service information is out of date.
 Drainage and pre-patching/remedial surface treatment services requires improvement.
 Insufficient supervision in drainage cleansing service. 
 Performance has improved over the last 12 months (OPM achievement).
 Level of work going through the contract has reduced.

Impact of Change MEDIUM

 No change in contract management or mobilisation need is required
 Continuity of current contract which staff understand
 Morale relating to this contract is low within KCC and Amey which could impact delivery if an extension is granted.
 May not be able to take advantage of improvements in service information

Management Influence and Flexibility MEDIUM

 Recent good senior management relationships have evolved the service at a top level.
 Despite a lot of hard work from Kent managers, some service areas are below performance levels, therefore unable to 

influence the areas as anticipated.
 Client barrier to sub-contractors for some service areas which is affecting delivery.  



Appendix 2 - Option 2 Model and Evaluation



INTERNAL FACTORS
STRENGTHS (+) WEAKNESSES (-)

 
Financial Impact 

 Economies of scale should be achieved through all services being 
delivered through one large contract.

 There will be minimal management resources required to deliver 
the one contract (i.e. one contract board, one service on WAMS 
etc.).

Delivering our outcomes 
 The business can make amendments within the specifications to 

improve on what KCC currently deliver in line with industry 
standard (some are out of date) – this includes SoRs.

 The business can ensure an IT system is implemented that will 
make sure of the use of handhelds and provision appropriate 
photographs.

 This option will provide resilience to respond to emergency events 
(Winter Service) through the employment of a larger workforce 
which is required to deliver all services. 

Impact of Change
 There are no potential issues with depot subleasing with one 

contract.
 There would only be one IT system to manage all services and 

relevant task orders.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 There is an ability to recalibrate/reset the style and approach of 

the contract with KCC and new provider within agreement.

 
Financial Impact 
 Market indications point to increased prices compared to the current 

contract. 
 Market engagement indications point to specialised services being 

subcontracted which can result in fee on fee.

Delivering our outcomes 
 Failure of individual service delivery will affect the whole contract 

performance (affects all services).

Impact of Change
 Staff will require training to understand how to use the new contract.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 This option reduces the opportunity for the client to self-manage 

individual services.
 There is a lack of focus on specialist services within the contract that 

are subcontracted (drainage & surface treatment).



EXTERNAL FACTORS
OPPORTUNITIES (+) THREATS (-)

 
Financial Impact 
 Contract value of all services may improve market appetite.
 A new company ethos when working directly with the supply chain 

may reduce the current aggressive commercial approach.
 Market rates that offer a fair return for works completed.
 Market conditions prevailing at time of tender.

Delivering our outcomes 
 A large contractor can bring best practice into this contract from 

experience of other contracts across all services.
 Programming optimisation of a wide range of works on the highway.
 New contractor can implement a customer service culture.
 Poor performing service areas could improve through new 

arrangement.
 KCC reputational risk could improve through improvement in 

contract performance. 
 Refresh vehicle assets at start of the contract for duration. 

Impact of Change
 Strengthen the specification to improve supervision in the contract.
 Fresh start in the delivery of services matching HTW’s new structure 

and commissioning approach 
 Use of HMEP documents will simplify the procurement and adopt 

industry agreed specifications.
 Could improve morale of TUPE’d and client staff with changes.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 New contractor implement a consistent senior management team.

 
Financial Impact 
 We will be unable to deliver the same level of services with 

anticipated prices rises.
 No added value to be achieved through subcontracted elements 

(Fee on fee).
 Large company could buy the contract which may result in 

unsustainable rates.
 Market conditions prevailing at time of tender.

Delivering our outcomes 
 Lack of focus on some of the small service areas with low turnover.
 May reduce the opportunity for innovation by being unable to work 

directly with the supply chain. 

Impact of Change
 Reduced market due to the size and breadth of the contract services 

to be delivered.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 KCC’s reduced ability to influence a large company. 
 May be unable to work directly with subcontractors. 



ANALYSIS SUMMARY
 

Financial Impact MEDIUM

 It is expected that prices will increase in line with the market rate following feedback from stakeholder engagement. 
 For subcontracted areas (resurfacing, surface treatment & drainage) there will be a fee on fee.
 May be able to achieve economies of scale by consolidating a number of services.

Delivering our outcomes MEDIUM

 A large contractor can bring best practice into this contract from experience of other contracts across all services.
 Adopt amendments to the specification to improve service delivery.
 Provide resilience for winter maintenance.
 Only a few suppliers will be able to deliver this.
 If prices increase there could be a negative impact on our asset condition incomes.

Impact of Change MEDIUM

 Mobilisation and training for a new contract will need to be implemented.
 Improvements in specification and supervision of works on site within the contract.
 Possible improvement of staff morale if a new contractor is awarded.

Management Influence and Flexibility MEDIUM

 Ability to recalibrate/reset the style and approach of the contract with KCC and new provider within agreement.
 Reduces the opportunity for the client to self-manage individual services.
 Have less of an influence on large company
 Client barrier to sub-contractors for some service areas which could affect delivery.  



Appendix 3 - Option 3 Model and Evaluation



INTERNAL FACTORS
STRENGTHS (+) WEAKNESSES (-)

 
Financial Impact 
 This option reduces the fee on fee elements for specialised 

subcontracted elements which will be delivered separately from core 
contract

Delivering our outcomes 
 The business can make amendments within the specifications to 

improve on what KCC currently deliver in line with industry standard 
(some are out of date) – this includes SoRs.

 The business can ensure IT systems are implemented that will make 
sure of the use of handhelds and provision appropriate photographs.

 There is a focus on the key delivery service areas to fulfil our duties 
as the Highway Authority throughout core contract. 

 Failure of one individual separate contract may not impact other 
service areas.

Impact of Change
 There is an ethos of providing a greater focus on the separate 

specialist services.
 This option will open up the market to across the wider industry 

(SMEs).

Management Influence and Flexibility
 There is an ability to recalibrate/reset the style and approach of the 

contract with KCC and new provider within agreement.
 The business can work directly with the contractors completing the 

work.
 There will be more responsibility/control for the Authority when 

delivering the specialised services.

 
Financial Impact 
 Market indications point to increased prices compared to the current 

contract.
 There will be an increased management costs (i.e. multiple contract 

board, multiple contractors on WAMS etc).

Delivering our outcomes 
 There will be more IT interfaces spread across different contracts 

requiring further work from within the business.

Impact of Change
 There are issues with depot subleasing across individual contracts.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 There will be an increased management time (i.e. multiple contract 

board, multiple contractors on WAMS etc)



EXTERNAL FACTORS
OPPORTUNITIES (+) THREATS (-)

 
Financial Impact 
 A new company ethos (core contract) when working directly with the 

supply chain may reduce the current aggressive commercial 
approach applied by tier 1 contractors

 Market rates priced that offer a fair return for works completed.
 Market conditions prevailing at time of tender.

Delivering our outcomes 
 Client learnt from mistakes related to current contract.
 Poor performing service areas could improve.
 New contractors can implement a customer service culture.
 Use of HMEP documents will simplify the procurement and adopt 

industry agreed specifications.
 KCC reputational risk could improve through improvement in 

contract performance.
 Refresh vehicle assets at start of the contract for duration. 
 Work directly with the supply chain could create more opportunities 

for innovation. 

Impact of Change
 Strengthen the specification to improve supervision in the contract.
 Fresh start in the delivery of services matching HTW’s new structure 

and commissioning approach. 
 Use of HMEP documents will simplify the procurement and adopt 

industry agreed specifications.
 Could improve morale of TUPE’d and client staff with changes.
 New contractor implement a consistent senior management team.

Management Influence and Flexibility
 May remove contractor/sub-contractor conflict allowing KCC to 

manage specialised sub contracted elements directly.
 KCC has ability to influence smaller contractors.

 
Financial Impact 
 We will be unable to deliver the same level of services with 

anticipated prices rises.
 No added value to be achieved through subcontracted elements.
 Not take advantage of potential economies of scale. 
 Market conditions prevailing at time of tender.

Delivering our outcomes 
 Multiple interfaces.

Impact of Change
 Complications around TUPE spread across different contracts.
 KCC may not cope with multiple contractors to implement IT 

systems and different contracts.

Management Influence and Flexibility



ANALYSIS SUMMARY
 

Financial Impact MEDIUM

 Prices will increase in line with the market rate. This could be as much as 20% in areas such as drainage (where current 
rates are well below market).

 For specialist areas (resurfacing, surface treatment & drainage) there will be separate contracts reducing a fee on fee 
element.

 Increased management costs spread across the contracts.

Delivering our outcomes HIGH

 Adopt amendments to the specification to improve service delivery.
 Working directly with the supply chain could improve service delivery and opportunities for innovation. 
 Failure of individual services may not impact the other service areas.
 Multiple interfaces and contracts to manage.
 If prices increase there could be a negative impact on our asset condition incomes.

Impact of Change MEDIUM

 Mobilisation and training for a new contract will need to be implemented.
 Improvements in specification and supervision of works on site within the contract 
 Possible improvement of staff morale if a new contractor is awarded. 
 Ethos of providing a greater focus on the separate specialist services
 Complications around TUPE spread across different contracts 

Management Influence and Flexibility HIGH

 More responsibility/control for the Authority when delivering specialised service
 Ability to recalibrate/reset the style and approach of the contract with KCC and new provider within agreement.
 Work directly with the supply chain completing the work removing pre-existing barriers
 Optimise the benefit of an intelligent client.
 Increased management time (i.e. multiple contract board, multiple contractors on WAMS etc)

 



Appendix 4 - Option 3 Analysis and Definition

Highways Maintenance Contract Commissioning Project (HMCCP)
Option 3 Analysis

Venue: Wantsum Room - Sessions House

Date: Friday 21st July 2017

Time: 10am to 12pm

Attendees: 

Roger Wilkin, Andrew Loosemore, Robert Clark, David Aspinall, David Thomas, Alan Casson, David 
Latham, Kevin Gore, Toby Howe, Katie Moreton, Liz Beadle, Bev Durling, and Craig Merchant 
(Procurement).

Apologies:

David Beaver and Earl Bourner

_______________     ___________________________________         ___________

AGENDA

Item Presenting 
1. Review of Option 3 Analysis meeting – 29th June 

2017
Rob

2. Pot Hole Blitz 

3. Machine Resurfacing 

4. Tunnel Management 

5. Drainage Investigation

6. Drainage Cleansing

7. Surface Treatments Service

8. AOB All



SERVICE 1 – POT HOLE BLITZ

Item No.1 – How specialist is the service LOW

These services are generally not deemed specialist and are currently self-delivered by the Tier 1 
contractor or sub contracted out within the local market. 

Item No.2 – Is there a capable supply chain to deliver the service HIGH 

There is a capable supply chain across the local SME market and Tier 1 contractors who can 
deliver this. There is experience of the supply chain working with the Tier 1 contractor, directly with 
the Council and CSKL. 

Item No.3 – What is the impact on other services within the business MEDIUM

It does have an impact as the resources for these services will be required as part of the Tier 1 
contractors supply chain. There could be competition for resources. Additionally these services 
could be required to compliment the drivers required to deliver the winter service period. This could 
impact KCC resource as different teams require these services. Additionally there will be an 
increase in contract management costs.

Item No.4 – What is the value of the service MEDIUM

Current budget value of the service is worth £2m per annum. 

Item No.5 – What is the risk to the business of having a separate arrangement MEDIUM

It could affect the core contract as these requirements would complement the patching and 
potholing resource programming. This could cause delays on both sides as they may utilise the 
same suppliers. Additionally there is a risk that public perception may be affected as different 
contracts will be delivering similar work causing delays in isolated areas. 

Item No.6 – Added value of it being in a separate contract HIGH

Within the current arrangement, quality has improved through these separate contracts. This could 
be due to a sustainable rate being paid to the supply chain compared to the current core contract. 
This would also build on the Council’s outcomes by supporting the Kent economy directly with the 
fee on fee element currently paid throughout the core contract. Payment terms have been 
improved and the supply chain likes to work with the Authority directly. Market testing has 
confirmed that comparable rates are being achieved. 

Recommendation REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain.

Approval (Project Board) REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain.



SERVICE 2 –MACHINE RESURFACING

Item No.1 – How specialist is the service HIGH

Due to the nature of the work, the services are very specialist. This requires high value specialist 
equipment and the cost of mobilisation is expensive. The service programme is delivered 
seasonally within the summer months (April – October). Machinery required for this work is 
expensive and the service requires skilled operatives to deliver. Generally the operatives are 
brought in from other areas. 

Item No.2 – Is there a capable supply chain to deliver the service MEDIUM 

There is a capable supply chain; however this is limited to a few suppliers. If it is part of the core 
contract, it would be sub contracted unless two of the large companies won the work. In the past 
only three companies have tendered for the contracts. 

Item No.3 – What is the impact on other services within the business LOW

This work is very specialist and is only delivered by one service area within the directorate. While 
other teams may have access to the contract, it is predominately used by this team. The works are 
generally carried out in isolation to other works within the county and there are few times when 
collaboration can be achieved. Due to the specialist nature of the work, there are no cross overs 
with other elements of the core services. 

Item No.4 – What is the value of the service HIGH

Current budget value of the service is worth £6.5m per annum. 

Item No.5 – What is the risk to the business of having a separate arrangement LOW

There have been very few complaints received from the public in relation to this area of the 
service. The Authority has been achieving better value within the contract compared to when it 
was in the all-in-one contract. It has reduced fee on fee and market testing has achieved an 
optimised delivery model. 

Item No.6 – Added value of it being in a separate contract MEDIUM/ HIGH

There will be a separate ethos to deliver an end to end service guarantee as long as it is 
incorporated into the specification. The pool of resources is dedicated and it does not affect other 
areas of the business. Additionally there would be no fee on fee for this element of the service.

Recommendation REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain.

Approval (Project Board) REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain.



SERVICE 3 – TUNNEL MANAGEMENT

Item No.1 – How specialist is the service HIGH

This is a specialist service, which from experience has been directly resourced by the Tier 1 
contractor. There are trained specialist operatives which can be delivered by a minimal number of 
other suppliers. There is a requirement that they are charted to provide advice on tunnel 
management and work with the nature of the mechanical and electrical equipment. There are legal 
requirements which demonstrate high risk. There have been difficulties to recruit this role 
internally, hence why it has been outsourced in the past. Furthermore there are 2 big schemes in 
the pipeline which will require extensive knowledge to assist with the delivery of these (LED tunnel 
light upgrade the Ascada system upgrade).

Item No.2 – Is there a capable supply chain to deliver the service LOW

There is a skill shortage for this experience and large companies may have the required 
resources. Due the nature of the work, there are only a few tunnels within the county, so 
companies may take a holistic view and deliver these services across the country. The cost of 
delivering this internally will be very high.

Item No.3 – What is the impact on other services within the business LOW

This work is very specialist and is only delivered by one service area within the directorate. While 
other teams may have access to the contract, it is predominately used by this team. Due to the 
specialist nature of the work, there are no cross overs with other elements of the core services. 

Item No.4 – What is the value of the service LOW

Current budget value of the service is worth £700k per annum. 

Item No.5 – What is the risk to the business of having a separate arrangement HIGH

If this service was to be internalised, there is a risk that the Authority would need to ensure 
continuity and resilience should staff leave or if they are unwell. The current arrangement ensures 
that the service is provided no matter what. We could implement a plan to upskill in the future with 
the aim to bring back in house then, but the business is not in that positon. 

Item No.6 – Added value of it being in a separate contract LOW

Due to the specialist nature there is minimal added value with bringing it back in house. There is 
no guarantee the work load would equate to a full time role. Additionally the risk would increase 
ensuring the business would need to provide succession planning which will increase costs. 
Furthermore we would not have access to other resources that large companies would have.

Recommendation KEEP IN THE CORE CONTRACT
Keep in the Core Contract and do not bring the service back in house to the business. 

Approval (Project Board) KEEP IN THE CORE CONTRACT
Keep in the Core Contract and do not bring the service back in house to the business. 



SERVICE 4 – DRAINAGE INVESTIGATION

Item No.1 – How specialist is the service HIGH

This is a specialist service, which from experience has been directly resourced by the Tier 1 
contractor. There are trained specialist operatives who can be delivered by a number of other 
suppliers. There is a requirement that they are trained to work in confined space and specialist 
equipment is required. There needs to be an understanding of drainage and the reports generated 
help support the drainage team with their programme of works.

Item No.2 – Is there a capable supply chain to deliver the service HIGH

There is a capable supply chain to deliver this work which is spread across SME’s and large 
companies. However this is currently delivered by direct resources within Amey. There is an 
opportunity that this could be TUPE back into the service which will provide direct resources to the 
Authority.  

 
Item No.3 – What is the impact on other services within the business LOW

This work is very specialist and is only delivered by one service area within the directorate. While 
other teams may have access to the contract, it is predominately used by this team. The works are 
generally carried out in isolation to other works within the county and there are few times when 
collaboration can be achieved. Due to the specialist nature of the work, there are no cross overs 
with other elements of the core services. 

Item No.4 – What is the value of the service LOW

Current budget value of the service is worth £360k per annum. 

Item No.5 – What is the risk to the business of having a separate arrangement LOW

The current costs of the service are £360k per annum. While the responsibility of the service will 
increase risk to the Authority, it is something that can be managed accordingly. Furthermore the 
cost of managing these crews and paying for the plant will be the responsibility of the business, 
this will be cheaper than current costs as follows (to be included by Kevin/Katie):

Item No.6 – Added value of it being in a separate contract HIGH

The resources to deliver these services are utilised 100% of the time throughout the year. There 
are synergies between the investigation work and the design team which will allow for efficiencies 
to be achieved through the design process. This will facilitate greater schemes delivery. This 
responsibility will ensure reports are produced to the business’ requirement and ensure skills are 
utilised accordingly. It will also reduce the cost of this service element. 

Recommendation REMOVE AND BRING IN HOUSE
Remove from the core contract and bring the service back in house to the business. 

Approval (Project Board) REMOVE
Further analysis of whether this is delivered back in house or is delivered in a separate contract 
with Drainage Cleansing is to be determined. This will be evaluated upon tender evaluation to 
determine what is best value for the Authority. 



SERVICE 5 – DRAINAGE CLEANSING

Item No.1 – How specialist is the service HIGH

This is a specialist service, which from experience has been sub contracted by the Tier 1 
contractor. The equipment and plant required to deliver this service is expensive and staff are 
required to be trained to a suitable standard before they can work on the highway. 

Item No.2 – Is there a capable supply chain to deliver the service HIGH

There is a capable supply chain to deliver this work which is spread across SME’s and large 
companies. Following market engagement the Authority is confident that there are a number of 
contractors interested in delivering this work separately or alternatively it could be included in the 
Core.

Item No.3 – What is the impact on other services within the business MEDIUM

While the service does not necessarily impact other asset areas, there is the potential that the 
drivers of the required plant could be utilised for the winter service period. While this is not 
currently utilised within the contract, it could be required for a future delivery model and could 
possibly equate to 12 drivers. Additionally there will be an increase in contract management costs.

  
Item No.4 – What is the value of the service MEDIUM

Current budget value of the service is worth £2m per annum. 

Item No.5 – What is the risk to the business of having a separate arrangement MEDIUM

There are a number of risks associated with this:

 Set up costs associated with the mobilisation costs that include depots and the need to be 
located within Kent. Additionally recycling services are required, and the range of vehicles 
to deliver the service (especially emergency situations) is extensive. 

 The Council have wet bays located within the depots that are generally the responsibility of  
the core contractor. There may be problems to sub-lease these elements. 

 Smaller companies may not be able to react to a prolonged weather event, especially as 
they will not have the buying power of large companies. However this could be mitigated 
with emergency measures in place which allows us to seek other resources and how often 
does this happen?

 Can the market place provide recycling of waste efficiently as this is an important factor to 
the Authority. 

Mitigation measures to help with this

 Add detail of how contractors should deal with all-weather emergencies within the 
specification so they are aware of their commitment within the contract. They may have 
contingency plans to deal with this. 

 If it is too risky, the Authority could split the county in two which would offer resilience. It 
would also ensure a range of vehicles can be provided. 



Item No.6 – Added value of it being in a separate contract MEDIUM

This service in the past has been generally subcontracted. If we contract directly with the supply 
chain, there would be no fee on fee. To contract directly with the supply chain will offer more 
control with communication and programming, instead of having an intermediary. Furthermore to 
improve resilience, there is an opportunity to split the service geographically.

Recommendation REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain.

Approval (Project Board) REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain. 
This may include the drainage investigation services detailed above. 



Service 6 – Surface Treatments Service
Item No.1 – How specialist is the service HIGH

Due to the nature of the work, 85% of the services are specialist (Surface Treatments). This 
requires high value specialist equipment. This has generally been sub contracted out by the Tier 1 
contractor and is delivered seasonally within the summer months (April – October). However the 
pre patching element of the service (15%) is not delivered by the specialist contractors and may 
form part of the core contract work. 

Item No.2 – Is there a capable supply chain to deliver the service MEDIUM
 
There is a capable supply chain; however this is limited to a few suppliers. In the past the core 
contractor has sub contracted the surface treatment element to only two contractors. The pre 
patching element is a buoyant market. To deliver this whole service, there are only a few suppliers. 

Item No.3 – What is the impact on other services within the business MEDIUM

While the specialist service element does not impact other services due to its specialist nature, the 
pre patching element may have some impact on Highway Operations. Due to the nature of the 
work, these will be scheduled accordingly across all business areas and the workforce of a core 
contract is capable of deliver both elements. Taking this element of the service away may have 
impact on the potential core service, however it is only around £1m per annum, around 15% of the 
total surface treatment budget.  Additionally there will be an increase in contract management 
costs.

Item No.4 – What is the value of the service HIGH

Current budget value of the service is worth £6.5m per annum. 

Item No.5 – What is the risk to the business of having a separate arrangement MEDIUM

 Removing the pre patching elements from the core contract could affect the productivity of 
the workforce and could reduce the opportunity of efficiencies. However this is only a £1m 
of the total budget and it should not reduce the core contract to unmanageable levels.

 Both the core contractor and specialist treatment contractor could be vying for the same 
subcontracted resource to deliver pre patching throughout the year. This could cause 
delays to some work. 

Item No.6 – Added value of it being in a separate contract MEDIUM

There will be a separate ethos to deliver an end to end service guarantee as long as it is 
incorporated into the specification. Working directly with the Surface Treatment contractor will 
allow direct communication with programming and minimise issues. Additionally there would be no 
fee on fee for this largest element of the service.

Recommendation REMOVE

Remove service from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply 
chain.

Approval (Project Board) REMOVE
Remove from the core contract and source a separate agreement from within the supply chain.





Appendix 4 – Project Plan

Sep-17 Oct-17 Nov-17 Dec-17 Jan-18 Feb-18 Mar-18 Apr-18 May-18 Jun-18 Jul-18 Aug-18 Sep-
18

Core Contract 22-Sep w/c 16-Oct w/c 8-Jan w/c 5-Feb w/c 19-Mar w/c 9-Apr

Machine Resurfacing 
Contract w/c 11-Nov w/c 8-Jan w/c 12-Feb w/c 5-Mar w/c 9-Apr w/c 30-Apr

Drainage Cleansing 
Contract w/c 11-Dec w/c 5-Feb w/c 12-Mar w/c 9-Apr w/c 14-May w/c 4-Jun

Surface Treatment 
Service Contract

Approval

w/c 11-Dec w/c 5-Feb w/c 12-Mar w/c 9-Apr w/c 14-May w/c 4-Jun

Contract Start

Legend
 OJEU Notice  and PQQ (includes evaluation) 
 ITT Period
 ITT Evaluation 
 Negotiation Period (including revaluation)
 Corporate Approval 
 Contract Award and Mobilisation


