Report No. London Borough of Bromley
ES20224

PART ONE - PUBLIC

Decision Maker: ENVIRONMENT PORTFOLIO HOLDER FOR SUSTAINABILITY, GREEN
SERVICES & OPEN SPACES

FOR PRE-DECISION SCRUTINY BY ENVIRONMENT AND COMMUNITY
SERVICES POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND SCRUTINY COMMITTEE.

Date: 22"d November 2022

Decision Type: Non-Urgent Executive Key

Title: KELSEY PARK REPLACEMENT BRIDGES (OPTIONS
APPRAISAL)

Contact Officer: David Braybrook, Strategic Commissioning Officer

E-mail: david.braybrook@bromley.gov.uk

Chief Officer: Colin Brand, Director of Environment and Public Protection
Email: colin.brand@bromley.gov.uk

Ward: Kelsey & Eden Park

1. Reason for report

This report summarises the progress made sourcing a suitable replacement for the Kelsey Park
bridges, outlines the options in light of budgetary constraints and recommends a suitable
replacement scheme to be added to the Council’'s Capital Programme to enable repair works to
proceed.

2. RECOMMENDATION(S)

2.1. The Environment and Community Services PDS is asked to review and provide their
comments to the Portfolio Holder for Sustainablity, Green Services and Open Spaces.

2.2. The Portfolio Holder for Sustainablity, Green Services and Open Spaces is asked to:
2.2.1. Note the potential options explored within the existing market to reduce costs.
2.2.2 Approve proceeding with the option to replace Bridge B with a new timber

footbridge structure and authorise officers to proceed to procurement for a
design and build contract to this purpose.
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2.2.3 Approve an addition of £567k to the Capital Programme for the replacement of
Footbridge B, with £412k to be funded from the Investment Infrastructure Fund
and £155k to be funded from the Healthy Bromley Earmarked Reserve.

2.2.4 Agree to delegate authority to the Director of Environment and Public Protection
in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Sustainablity, Green Services and
Open Spaces to award contracts for the delivery of the footbridge replacement
following the tendering process set out in Sections 4.4 —4.10.



Impact on Vulnerable Adults and Children

1. Summary of Impact: It is proposed that the replacement structure will be accessible for disabled
commuters and satisify all current requirements of the Equality Act 2010. In addition it will also
contain design features to ensure it is to a width to suit all pedestrian types including wheelchair
and other mobility users.

Corporate Policy

1. Policy Status: Existing Policy
2. MBEB Priority: Business and Enterprise

Financial
1. Costof proposal: £567k one-off costs
2.  Ongoing costs: £15.4k maintenance costs over 10 years

3. Budget head/performance centre: New capital programme for the Kelsey Park Replacement
Bridges scheme.

4. Total current budget for this head: New scheme

5.  Source of funding: £412k to be funded from the Investment Infrastructure Fund and £155k to be
funded from the Healthy Bromley Earmarked Reserve.

Personnel
1. Number of staff (current and additional): N/A

2. If from existing staff resources, number of staff hours: N/A

Legal

1. Legal Requirement: The proposed procurement requires the approval of the Portfolio Holder. As
the value is below threshold a fully regulated procurement is not required but it must comply
with legal procurement principles of equity, transparency and non-discrimination.

2. Call-in: Applicable.

Procurement

1. Summary of Procurement Implications: Subject to agreement to commission the provision a
restricted procedure will be used. As the estimated value of the procurement is above £25k it
must be advertised on contracts finder and comply with PCR 2015 principles of transparency
and equal treatment. If approval is received, the commissioner must take all necessary
professional advice, and work closely with Procrurement colleagues in agreeing a refined
timetable and relevant documentation for going to market.

Customer Impact




1. Estimated number of users/beneficiaries (current and projected): All visitors to Kelsey Park.

Ward Councillor Views

1. Have Ward Councillors been asked for comments? Yes

2.  Summary of Ward Councillors comments: Owing to the lateness of this report, Ward Couincillor
comments will be gathered at a briefing arranged prior to the date of the committee, and with
permission of the chairman, a verbal update will be given to the committee at their meeting.



3.

COMMENTARY

Background

3.1

3.2

3.3.

3.4.

Kelsey Park is a large park within Beckenham that serves as an important wildlife habitat but
also a community hub with facilities ranging from nature trails through to tennis courts, a café
and playground. Its significant footfall demonstrates that it is a valued community facility.

Within the park are two pedestrian timber glulam bridges which both span a shallow body of
water which is fed from the River Beck, one of the tributaries of the River Ravensbourne, the
locations of which are given in Appendix A of this report. Bridge A is located at the north end
of the Park, adjacent to the Information Centre. Bridge B is located at the south end of the Park,
near to the Stone Avenue Entrance, and is a key route for crossing from one side of the lake to
the other. Both bridges are suffering significant decay and have been deemed dangerous to
use, so have been closed to the public.

An independent structural assessment was carried out on both footbridges by Colin Toms
Partners in December 2021 in order to both ascertain their condition and in turn, determine the
most cost effective method of repair, along with identifying the condition of the embankment
substates and confirm whether any additional supports, strengthening or replacement of the
foundations was required.

The investigations concluded that whilst it may have been possible in theory to repair and
strengthen the existing structures, itwas considered that the extent of the repairs and the
specialist nature of the works that this would entail would be cost prohibitive. Therefore the
overall recommendation was made that the two structures should be replaced.

Draft Option Study

3.5.

3.6.

3.7.

3.8.

The Council undertook an options study for the replacement of the two footbridges to consider
the access constraints, substructure requirements, whole life costs and the required
construction programme. This has allowed consideration of replacement schemes which
demonstrate value for money whilst also considering the buildability and suitability of the options
presented. The design of the suitable replacement included both a like for like timber basis and
a new galvanised steel structure.

The Council, under the J B Riney contract, instructed Waterman'’s Infrastructure and
Environment Ltd (WIE) to carry out the feasibility study in order to develop restoration proposals
that fit the briefin 3.5, whilst also engaging with key stakeholders such as the Environment
Agency. The feasibility study was undertaken through the Council’s existing contractual
arrangements for both major and minor highway works with JB Riney, as outlined previously in
report ES18040. Spend to date on this contract has been £c36k and was agreed by the
Portfolio Holder for Environment to fund out of Earmarked Reserves.

The total estimated cost of both proposals contained within this draft option report presented in
August 2022 were higher than initially anticipated. Therefore as agreed by the Environment and
Community Services Policy Development Scrutiny Committee at their meeting on 61" September
2022 (report ES20208), officers have undertaken a full options appraisal for the proposed
works, which included exploring existing options within the market to ensure that any proposed
remedial solution provides value for money for the Council. This was considered particularly
important given the financial pressures faced by the Council.

This paper outlines the results of this options appraisal and then makes a recommendation for
Members consideration based on the results. The options considered have included making
use of existing abutments, exploring use of different materials, assessing the market to
benchmark costs, and consideration of contingency allowances.
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Options Appraisal: Value for Money

Option 1 — Make use of existing Abutments

3.9. As part of their brief WIE were informed that the Council wished to install replacement structures
wider than those currently present to accommodate all pedestrians and disabled commuters,
which would necessitate widening the existing abutments. One option suggested was to instead
retain the bridges (and thus the abutments) atthe same width, meaning less resurfacing could
be required on the approaching pathway and a retaining structure would not be required
potentially reducing overall costs.

3.10. The Council must have due regard to its public sector equality duty which sets out the need to
eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment and victimisation; to advance equality of
opportunity and to foster good relations between people who share a protected characteristic
and those who do not. Advice from the Council’s Planning, Litigation and Licensing section
noted that retaining the structures at the existing width was not anticipated to adversely affect
any of these objectives, so long as any disabled pedestrian has the equal opportunity to cross
the bridge as those who are not.

3.11. However, in order to assess if the existing abutments would be suitable for the loading of a new
structure, it would be necessary to undertake extensive investigations including preparation of a
full specification and the sourcing of quotes from specialist contractors, which was estimated to
cost cE44k. Such costs would then become abortive were itto become apparent that the
abutments are not suitable, and a further redesign would then accrue an additional estimated
cost of c£22k. Initial investigations had suggested structural concerns about the existing
abutments which increases this risk.

3.12. TOfficers have therefore concluded that this option is not suitable, particularly given the high
risk of abortive costs and reduced accessibility.

Option 2 — Explore Different Materials

3.13. Consideration of materials for the replacement structures other than Timber and Steel have
been considered by officers including:

e Fibre Reinforced Polymer: This material offer several advantages such as greater durability
and lower overall material weight. However, itwould have higher upfront capital costs than
Timber or Steel, and WIE faced difficulties in sourcing providers that work with this material.

e Concrete: Concrete pedestrian bridges offer considerable versatility in a range of finishes,
however have higher upfront capital costs than Timber or Steel and were considered to not be
aesthetically in-keeping with the wider park environment.

e Timber and Steel Mix: This option allowed for either undertaking the cheapest option for each
bridge (which would be timber for Bridge A and steel for Bridge B), or placing bridges in both
locations that are a mix of both materials. However, this would not change the initial capital
costs of the bridges and would result in an overall increase in project costs, as it would require
multiple contractors (each specialisedin only one type of material) on site.

3.14. Further exploration of providers of different materials would also constitute a change in the
scope of the Option Study for WIE and would increase prices by £c5k. This coupled with the
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likelihood that different materials are unlikely to be cheaper than those costs already obtained,
has meant that Officers do not recommend pursuing this option.

Option 3 — Assessing the Market

3.15. Officers did attempt directly approaching other suppliers of timber and steel bridgs to assess

3.16.

3.17.

3.18.

whether a cheaper supplier could be found, however accurate costings were not possible
without technical drawings. Officers asked WIE to review the market to see if a cheaper supplier
could be found, however this would also incur the £c5k costs referenced in 3.14 due to a
change in the scope of the Option Study. The professional advice of WIE is that owing to the
busy current market conditions, such an exercise is highly unlikely to result in reduced costs.

Officers did however undertake a desk based study of similar structures being procured by
other local authorities for due diligence purposes. Owing to the particular nature of this site and
situation, a direct like for like comparison was difficult, however it did reveal that the prices
obtained by WIE are broadly in line with wider market conditions.

Desk based research did also note that there are other consultancies that could offer a similar
service for the next phase of works. However as the Council has already procured the option
study of these works via WIE, through its existing contractual arrangements with JB Riney, it
was felt that it would un-necessarily increase officer time and costs to complete a further
tendering exercise to both undertake the next phase of works that may follow and to manage
the successful contractor at the construction phase, and is unlikely to result in an overall
reduction in cost given the impact of inflaction and other adverse market conditions which have
occurred after the submission of rates available through the JB Riney contract.

The extra expenditure associated with both the above scenarios with the risk that neither would
produce a better value for money option has meant that officers do not recommend pursuing
this option.

Option 4 — Reduction in 44% Contingency.

3.19.

3.20.

3.21.

The upfront capital costs provided by WIE as part of the Option Study include a contingency of
44% as recommended per the HM Treasury Green Book — Central Government Guidance on
Appraisal and Evaluation. These prices have then been further uplifted by a 10% contingency
on the client side, in line with best practice used by the Council for capital projects.

Consideration has been given to removing this 44% contingency to attempt to make the quoted
prices more manageable. However, the higher levels of contingency are recommended for
good reason: there is considerable uncertainty in the market and particular volatility in
construction industry as a result of rising material costs. Annecdoally, there is evidence of
tenders being priced well in excess of estimated costs. Removing this contingency could leave
the Council open to further risk particularly as there are unknowns still to be worked through as
a result of ecology, arboricultural and geotechnical surveys planned at the next stage.

Therefore owing to the inherent risks outlined above, officers do not recommend this option.



Remaining Options

3.22. The Options Appraisal for value for money has concluded that there is no recommended way to
reduce costs or secure better value for money in the replacement of the Kelsey Park bridges.
Following the Options Appraisal it has been concluded that the Council has three remaining
options to take this project forward:

1. Proceed with repairing both bridges.

The estimated costs for replacing both Bridge A and Bridge B are set out below.

Estimated upfront capital Ongoing maintenance costs
costs (inclusive of all fees) (10 years)

Replacement — Timber £944k £30.8k

Replacement — Steel £1001k £14k

Advantages

e This would be replacement on a like for like basis and full access to all parts of the park would
be retained.

e The Council is likely to obtain economies of scale in repairing both bridges at once.

Disadvantages

e This would require a significant and higher capital investment that was initially anticipated.

e A high level of maintenance would be required in order for the bridges to meet their anticipated
lifespan.

2. Proceed with the replacement of Bridge B but not Bridge A.

The estimated costs for replacing Bridge B in Timber are set out in the table below.

Estimated upfront capital Ongoing maintenance costs
costs (inclusive of all fees) (10 years)
Replacement - Timber £567k £15.4k

Advantages

e Bridge B is considered to provide greater value in terms of navigating and access through the
park, with a more direct route to park amenities such as the playground, café and toilets.



The route closed off by Bridge A is easier and shorter to navigate than that of Bridge B.

It will require a reduced capital investment and ongoing maintenance.

Disadvantages

This leaves footbridge A unrepaired, meaning mobilisation costs would be incurred again
should the Council wish to repair at a later date, removing any economies of scale.

3. Do not proceed with the replacement of either bridge.

If the Council decides not to proceed with the replacement of either bridge, there would be costs
associated with their permanent removal, which are expected to be considerably less than
replacement but which will need to be scoped at a cost of £8k.

Advantages

Lower capital investment required to remove the bridges.

Disadvantages

3.23.

Significant loss of navigation throughout the park, which could lead to increased public scrutiny
and complaints impacting upon the Council’s reputation overall.

Further costs (e.g. mobilisation) would be incurred were the Council to wish to replace the
bridges at a later date.

Before making recommendations for the first two options, two choices of materials for
construction were considered: timber, which would generally have lower upfront capital costs
and be more more sympathetic with the park environment but have a lower durability, and
steel which would have greater durability but generally higher upfront capital costs and require
specialist maintenance.

Recommendation

3.24.

3.25.

On the basis of a cost/benefit analysis, itis recommended that the Council proceeds with
Option 2 whereby Footbridge B is replaced with a like for like timber structure, as setout in
Appendix A to this report. Whilst the galvanised steel option has been noted to be a longer
term solution with an enhanced design life, this was been balanced against its higher initial
capital costs, the enhanced maintenance required (i.e. repainting and replacement of
waterproofing) and whilst it can be made sustainable through the use of recycled materials, it
was felt to not be as aesethically in-keeping with both the wider Park environment and
stakeholder (including the Council's planning and conservation section) preferences.

The option study has identified a number of arboricultural constraints including groups of trees
and dense vegetation within the vicinity of the footbridge that will be impacted by the
construction. Members should therefore notes that the final design of the replacement



4.

4.1.

4.2.

4.3.

structure will be heavily influenced by the need to retain and protect as many trees as
possible.

PROCUREMENT AND PROJECT TIMESCALES AND GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS

Preliminary Design and Preparation of Design and Tender Documents

If the recommendations in this report are agreed, WIE shall proceed with the preliminary design
of the chosen option, which shall include intensive ground investigations, further ecological and
arboricultural surveys and preliminary designs of the abutments. This is estimated to take 3
months to complete pending the appointment of a ground investigation contractor following a
competitive tender process conducted by WIE.

Upon acceptance of the preliminary design, WIE would support the procurement of a Design
and Build Contract with a Principal Contractor, the procurement process for which is outlined in
Paragraphs 4.4 — 4.11 of this report. Once appointed it is anticipated that WIE will project
manage the appointed contractor including fully approving the design of both the super and
substructure options, and management of project logistics on site.

The total estimated cost of the above process is £145k which comes in addition to £36k already
spent on the option study. These fees are included inthe capital costs set out in paragraph
3.22.

Detailed Design and Construction

4.4.

4.5.

4.6.

4.7.

4.8.

4.9.

It is envisaged that the works for a Design and Build contract shall be put out to a two stage
competitive restrictive tender process as per the Council’s Contract Procedure Rules with a
tender evaluation based upon 60% cost vs 40% quality. It is recommended that authority is
delegated to the Director of Environment and Public Protection to award contracts for the
construction of the footbridges in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Sustainablity, Green
Services and Open Spaces once the tendering process has completed, to expedite delivery.

Estimated Value of Proposed Action: The total pre-tender estimated cost of the proposal
outlined above is currently £422k.

Other Associated Costs: A whole life costing maintenance plan shows an indicative
maintenance cost of £c¢15.4k for the first 10 years. This will need to be managed through
managing through existing operational maintenance budgets.

The estimated lifespan of the replacement bridge is 40 years before replacement or major
refurbishment would need to take place, were the maintenance plan outlined in 4.6. to be
implemented.

Governance: The successful contractor of any affordable tender will be overseen and
managed by WIE, and will report progress to the Strategic Commissioning Officer who will
monitor the delivery of the project on client side.

Proposed Contract Period: It is envisaged that proposed contract period for the construction
will take around 8 months, subject to the tendered submissons.

Timetable
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4.10. Anindicative timetable below sets out a ‘roadmap’ for the repair of the bridges. These times are
indicative and subject to any unforeseen circumstances that may arise on site such as the
requirement for additional works. Where possible the Council will look to run elements of the

timetable concurrently to reduce the overall time taken.

Stage

Details

Time Period

Completion Date

Option Study

Completion and publication
of Option Study surveys
(Ecology, Topography and
Arboriculture).

Full final draft of Option
Study.

1 month

Sep-22

Review of Option
Study and
Committee Paper

Completion and publication
of Option Study (including
Ecology, Topography and
Arboriculture)

Presentation of
recommended option at
Environment and Community
Services PDS Committee for
approval by the Council’s
democratic purposes.

2 months

Nov-22

Decision made by LBB and
instruction to to WIE for next
stage. Fee Proposals.

1 Month

Dec 22

Preliminary Design

Intrusive ground
investigations, ecology and
arboricultural surveys
Preliminary design of
Footbridge Abutments,
Outline AIP

3 months

Jan - Mar 23

Procurement of a
Principal
Contractor

Preparation of tender
documents, Identify tenderer
lists, CDM Pre-construction
information, Bill of
Quantities/Activity
Schedules, Specifications

2 months

Apr - May 23

Tender Period,
Evaluation and

Appointment of a
Contractor

Project live on Portal,
Receipt of tenders, review of
tenders, Tender Queries,
Evaluation and
recommendation, Internal
authorisation and Standstill
Period, Contract Award

5 months

Jun — Oct 23

Detailed Design

Approval of AIP (Cat 1)

1 month

Nov 23

Full design and check of the
superstructure chosen option
by the appointed Contractor

2 months

Dec 23 - Jan 24
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Full design and check of 1 month Feb 24
substructures (abutments,
retaining walls) by WIE

Construction Mobilisation period 5 Months Mar - Jul 24
Fabrication of Footbridge
Construction on Site

5.

5.2.

5.3.

6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

7.1

7.2

MARKET CONSIDERATIONS

Preliminary Design and Preparation of Tender Documents: As the current provider, having
carried out the Option study brief to date, there is a clear rationale to instruct WIE to provide
these works as they have the project background and on-site experience to effectively deliver.
These works will be undertaken by WIE through the Council’s existing contractual
arrangements with JB Riney.

Construction: The proposed two-stage tender process is to ensure that the process attracts
specialist bridge contractors, along with ensuring that they have the relevant civil works
skillsets that will be required for any work required to embankments. The market for this work is
noted to be large, although there is a limited market for the supply of the bridges themselves.

The 44% contingency has been retained within the quoted construction costs due to inherent
risks as outlined in Section 3.20.

STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Officers have clarified consent requirements with the Council’s Planning, Building Control and
Conservation divisions. Any necessary consent as they may advise is required will be sought.

Advice has been sought from the Environment Agency (EA) on the design, who have advised
that as the proposed works will be taking place on and near the River Beck, a river considered
to be a ‘main river’ category, and that they fall under EA regulated Flood Activities, a permit is
required. Such a permit will be applied for and/or impact assessments undertaken as they
advise.

Initial observations collected by Members from The Friends of Kelsey Park (a key stakeholder in
the ongoing conservation and protection of the park) were fed into the brief for the option study.

SOCIAL VALUE, CARBON REDUCTION AND LOCAL NATIONAL PRIORITIES.

Kelsey Park is a formal public park within Beckenham that historically formed part of the
Kelsey Manor Estate. It is a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), so both the
bridge design and its manner of construction will give due weight to its impact on the parks
value for biodiversity including ensuring that the proposed replacement structures do not
increase flood risk and that birds and bats are not disturbed during the nesting/breeding
season by any on site activity.

The footbridge is located within Locally Designated Site ‘River Beck’ which includes Langley
Park Nature Reserve and the Harvington Estate Woodland. Although this is primarily intended
for habitats north and south of the footbridge location, if required an assessment will be
undertaken to ensure that there is no detrimental impact on the Designated Site and the
features that it is designated for, with the appropriate protection measures put in place.
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7.3.

8.1.

9.1.

9.2.

The Park is adjacent to the Manor Way Conservation area, and the proposed design will give

due consideration to ensuring that the replacement is sympathetic to the surrounding areas
character and appearance. All timber used is to be Forest Stewardship Council Certified.

IMPACT ON VULNERABLE ADULTS AND CHILDREN

Any proposed design will ensure that all current requirements of the Equality Act 2010 are
satisfied. This includes the widening of the replacement structure so that it suits all commuter
types including pedestrians, runners and walkers, and that it allows wheelchair and mobility
users to pass one another comfortably. The design will also contain non-slip decking.

TRANSFORMATION/POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The ‘Making Bromley Even Better’ objective of ‘Business and Enterprise’ refers to the

Council’s intentions to ensure that it progresses with its vision to build upon the borough’s
heritage so it continues to represent the best of town and country.

An improvement plan for Kelsey Park is an Action Point under Strategic Objective 2 within the

Council's Open Space Strategy 2021-2031, through which it aims to develop proposals for the
park to reflect its uniqueness, history and horticulture.

10. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

10.1

10.2.

10.3.

10.4.

11.

11.1.

The report sets out a scheme for the replacement of Footbridge B in Kelsey Park, with a

similar timber structure. A request is being made to make an addition to the Capital
Programme to fund this option.

The total cost of the scheme outlined in 10.1 is £567k, inclusive of contingency and all fees.
£412k of this is to be funded from the Investment Infrastructure Fund and £155k is to be
funded from the Healthy Bromley Earmarked Reserve.

Officers estimate maintenance costs to be £15.4k over 10 years, which will need to be
managed through existing operational maintenance budgets.

In the event that the project costs exceed the funding available, officers will seek to absorb

these in existing revenue budgets or report back to members and set out options to complete
the scheme within the existing total budget or identify further funding.

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS

This report requests the Environment and Community Services PDS to review and provide
their comments on the contents herein to the Portfolio Holder for Sustainablity, Green Services
and Open Spaces. [t further requests the PH to authorise officers to proceed to a design and
build contract for the bridge replacement, approve an addition of £567k to the Capital
Programme, and agree to delegate authority to the Director of Environment and Public
Protection in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Sustainablity, Green Services and Open
Spaces to award contracts for the delivery of the footbridge replacement following the
tendering process. As the proposed procurement is between £500k and £999,999 then, under
the Council's Contract Procedure Rules, the approval of the PH is required as requested by
this report.
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11.2

11.3

The Council has the legal power to acquire and maintain parks and open spaces under the
Public Health Act 1875 and the Open Spaces Act 1906. As the bridges in Kelsey Park are
owned by the Council then it is responsible for their repair and maintenance.

The proposed bridge repairs contract is a public works contract within the meaning of the
Public Contracts Regulations 2015 but as the value is below threshold (i.e. below £ 5,336,937)
then a fully regulated procurement is not required. However the procurement must still comply
with the legal procurement principles of equality, transparency and non-discrimination which
must be applied in a manner proportionate to the subject matter and context of the purchase.
The report explains the way in which the market is to be engaged which appears to be
consistent with these principles.

12. PROCUREMENT IMPLICATIONS

12.1

12.2

12.3

12.4

12.5

12.6

12.7

This report outlines a potential route for approval for procurement of a contract for the delivery
of a pedestrian timber glulam bridge in replacement of the current structure at Kelsey Park in
Beckenham following an independent structural assessment which recommended that it
should be replaced. The current total cost of the actual works for construction to be procured is
£422k and this excludes the £145k being spent at 4.3 above. The actual construction, if
approval is granted, is estimated to take up to five months towards the end of 2024 (4.12
above refers).

Subject to agreement to commission the provision, a restricted procedure process will used
and a high level timetable is at 4.12 above.

This would be a works contract. The procurement is well below the threshold for works
contract where it would be deemed to be likely to be of cross border interest. There is no direct
indication of cross border interest so this opportunity does not need to be advertised on Find A
Tender Service (FTS). As this contract will be advertised and will be above £25k, it must be
advertised on Contracts Finder. The procurement must comply with the PCR 2015 principles
of transparency and equal treatment.

The Council’s specific requirements for authorising proceeding to procurement are covered in
Rules 1 and 5 of the Contract Procedure Rules with the need to obtain the formal approval of
the Portfolio Holder following Agreement of the Assistant Director Governance & Contracts,
the Director of Corporate Services and the Director of Finance for a procurement of this value.
In accordance with CPR 2.1.2, Officers must take all necessary professional advice.

If approval is received, the Commissioner will need to work closely with Procurement
colleagues in agreeing a refined timetable and relevant documentation for going to market.

In compliance with the Council’s Contract Procedure Rules (Rule 3.6.1), this procurement
must be carried out using the Council’'s e-procurement system.

The actions identified in this report are provided for within the Council’'s Contract Procedure
Rules, and the proposed actions can be completed in compliance with their content.

13. STRATEGIC PROPERTY IMPLICATIONS

13.1

Kelsey Park is a Council owned asset and therefore maintenance and repairing liability sits
with the Council. This report sets out the proposal to replace the Kelsey Park bridges as the
existing structures are no longer in an acceptable or maintainable condition.
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13.2 This project has also ccommissioned a maintenance plan which currently identifies £15,400 of
recommended maintenance activity over a ten year period following the completion of the
planned works to be funded from the council’s Operational Maintenance Budgets which funds
maintainenance of built assets across the council’'s operational estate. This budget allocation
must be prioritised to manage statutory compliance and essential or urgent repairs. The
allocation for the planned programme includes only the very highest priority schemes and is
sometimes reallocated to deal with any in year emergencies. Therefore, members should note
that the future maintenance activity identified in the maintenance plan cannot be guaranteed
from this budget allocation; it would be considered in the context of the other maintenance
needs from within the rest of the Council’s operational estate.

Non-Applicable Sections: | IT and GDPR Considerations, Personnel Considerations.
Background Documents: Report ES18040: Award of Contract for Highway
(Access via Contact Maintenance

Officer) Report ES20208: Kelsey Park Replacement Bridges

15



