ANNEX 1

BPR Findings
Although the focus of this review was on problems and improvements needed to be made, it should be recognised that many aspects of the Adoption process work well.  Nevertheless, the review identified a number of areas where demonstrable difficulties exist, particularly around delays that occur

 in the process.  The main findings were: 

1. A lack of communication between authorities and teams results in confusion as to where developments currently stand. This can be for a variety of reasons and can cause financial problems – e.g. there is currently some inconsistency regarding commuted sums across the County.  County Council teams working on Highway Adoption currently work separately, in terms of function and location. This adversely affects communication and team work.

2. Expertise is often not brought in to the process early enough, which can result in the need for OCC staff to spend time designing and “backwards engineering”, resulting in potentially increased costs and decreased efficiency.

3. ‘Bottlenecks’ occur due to lack of resources in the Head Office. This can result in, for example, consideration or approval of technical submissions taking longer, uncertainty as to what stage in the process a development is at, or “calling in” of bonds not being progressed. This causes problems and decreased customer service. This problem is increased due to the lack of knowledge transfer (including insufficient legal knowledge), and an understanding of other teams’ involvement in the process.  

4. The APC (Advance Payment Code) process should be fulfilled within 6 weeks. Currently this isn’t always adhered to. This can be due to incorrect drawings being initially submitted, a lack of communication between teams, or lack of resources.  This places OCC in breach of its statutory duty.  

5. In some cases, there is currently a lack of trust of Developers, who are legally able to start highway construction before they are given technical approval, and delays in providing this increase the risk of something going wrong – speeding up the process and making the Council’s standards and guidance more widely know would reduce the risks of this. The AIP (Approval in Principle) is often also overlooked due to lack of enforcement in the past.

6. The informal agency agreement operated with West Oxfordshire and Cherwell District Councils isn’t optimal as they do not have responsibility for the full range of Highway Adoption functions.  In some cases, there are issues with trust of District Council based staff, which results in OCC employees checking and overseeing construction work, with resources wasted, duplicating work. Although this is felt to be needed (as it is generally less costly to put problems right as opposed to solving a problem at the end of the construction process), this “double handling” tends to use already stretched staff resources.  

7. There is some confusion over whether some parts of the process which are required legally to be undertaken are taking place. For example, the provision of grant/insulation further to Noise Insulation Regulations relating to increased noise from new roads. This results from a lack of communication between teams and the lack of a clear and consistent process. 

8. The process for private street agreements in the context of the APC is currently not fully understood. Developers often don’t provide an APC bond or other security as required by statute, having found that they can get away without it, not having to face prosecution. 

