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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Independent Investment Programme Advisory Group (IIPAG) was created in 2010 by the 
Mayor of London and the Secretary of State for Transport to provide independent assurance 
and expert advice to the Mayor on the economy, efficiency and value for money of 
Transport for London’s Investment Programme.  Since its inception IIPAG has had an 
increasingly positive impact.  The rewards have been significant both in monetary and 
cultural terms and there is considerable scope for further engagement and greater benefits 
to be accrued. 
 
IIPAG’s first year focused on the establishment of the Group and the identification of the 
more obvious targets within projects, while the second year has brought a consolidation of 
relationships, a deeper knowledge of the investment programme and a closer interaction 
with the business.  This has enabled IIPAG to present an increasingly constructive challenge, 
which has helped to drive a tangible improvement in project management activities and a 
shift in management culture at TfL. 
 
Through the year IIPAG has seen a general improvement in the way in which projects are 
delivered and presented for review.  The most significant change, in monetary terms, has 
been the management of contingency in projects.  IIPAG was concerned about TfL’s 
approach and challenged the business to remove contingency funds from project accounts.  
These are now held centrally by TfL’s Managing Director, Finance and IIPAG has noted that 
so far, very few projects have needed to utilise these sums.  Project Managers have sought 
to manage their risks and risk budgets in a more considered manner and this in turn has led 
to improved commercial delivery. 
 
The monetary savings from projects resulting from the improved management 
performance, together with the re-structuring of Contingency and Risk budgets advocated 
by IIPAG, may eventually, over the next ten years lead to some £1bn being made available 
for future investment consideration by TfL over and above the investment already planned.  
Indeed, IIPAG understands that TFL has already released £500m into their prospective 
Business Plan. 
 
The improved relationship between IIPAG and the Executive of TfL has led to the 
identification of opportunities for utilising IIPAG’s experience beyond the project 
management environment and hence to gain greater value.  IIPAG has a better appreciation 
of the complex constraints under which TfL works and this has resulted in a more productive 
relationship, a building of confidence and the opening up of wider opportunities to improve 
overall performance, efficiency and value. 
 
In addition to the wide portfolio of Corporate Gateway Reviews that it has undertaken, 
IIPAG has introduced Interim Reviews on major long-running projects.  
 
IIPAG has identified a number of project-orientated issues associated with the investment 
programme, and has contributed to action on them, including: 
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 Improved project reporting on dashboards; 

 Risk and Contingency; 

 Sponsorship; 

 Origin of individual projects in the development of Capital Works Programmes; 

 Procurement; 

 Organisation of TfL; 

 Asset Management;  

 Benchmarking; and 

 Value. 

Considerable benefits should be achievable by investing in systemic issues such as those 
above.  These are generally matters of traditional working and corporate culture and while, 
in the main, TfL has agreed to address them it will take time and patience to change and 
realise the potential benefit. 
 
The operational expertise of TfL in responding to the demands of the travelling public is 
impressive, particularly on the Underground where IIPAG has focused much of its initial 
work.  Historically the investment has not been of a scale sufficient to meet the increasing 
capacity demands or to prevent deterioration in the infrastructure.  This under-investment 
has also had a cultural effect, and IIPAG has noted some areas of the business where 
undesirable defensiveness and lack of ambition still remain. 
 
TfL has a huge and much needed capital programme in progress, and the challenge has been 
to develop the necessary high quality project delivery capability in a very short time 
following the demise of the PPP.  The imminent challenge for the next Spending Review is 
not just to present a coherent case for more capacity and line upgrades but also to make the 
case for investment in automation, increases in pro-active maintenance and improvements 
in asset condition and technologies, where they will lead to better performance and a more 
optimal whole-life cost of managing the asset.  IIPAG would encourage TfL to be more 
ambitious in both the maintenance and investment programmes by making greater 
demands on their own and on private sector expertise to ensure best value for the public 
purse. 
 
Whilst much has been achieved at TfL in changing its culture and taking a more open 
approach to the business of providing economic and efficient infrastructure, a considerable 
challenge remains.  IIPAG is optimistic that TfL will become an industry leader in the delivery 
of capital programmes, whilst further improving its undoubted reputation for delivering the 
transport service to the people of London. 
 
The Mayor’s initiative to place a group of highly experienced individuals from the private 
sector into the heart of a £35bn public sector investment programme was in itself a risk.  It 
has already proven to be effective in bringing cultural change and improvements in 
efficiency.  Moreover, TfL is now using IIPAG’s skills and experience not only in the project 
environment but in the wider business. 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

2.1. Background 

The Investment Programme Advisory Group (IPAG) was originally established by the Mayor 
of London, Boris Johnson and the then Secretary of State for Transport, Lord Adonis in May 
2010.  It comprised a team of six highly experienced engineers all of whom have spent their 
careers in the construction industry, in various sectors, and who were, on a part‐time basis, 
to examine, comment upon and advise on the performance of Transport for London (TfL) in 
relation to the management of its £35bn capital programme 
 
As part of the Comprehensive Spending Review in October 2010 the Mayor and the then 
Secretary of State, Philip Hammond agreed to re‐affirm the appointment and reinforced the 
importance of “independence” by re‐naming the Group as the Independent Investment 
Programme Advisory Group (IIPAG).1,2  The Group would provide independent assurance 
and expert advice on issues such as economy, efficiency and value for money concerning 
TfL’s investment programme.  
 
IIPAG’s Terms of Reference include maintenance, renewals, line upgrades as well as major 
projects for both Rail and Surface businesses.  They were extended to include the direction 
of Benchmarking across TfL and commentary upon the draft Asset Management Plans of 
London Underground, but they specifically exclude operational issues and the activities of 
Crossrail Limited.  Two part-time benchmarking advisors were recruited in June 2011 to 
address this increased remit. 
 
The contracts of IIPAG members and advisors expired at the end of June 2012 and an open 
recruitment was held for new members and advisors.  Three of the original IIPAG members 
and the two benchmarking advisors have been reappointed for a further two years and two 
new members have joined IIPAG. 

2.2. IIPAG’s approach  

2.2.1 Meetings and Communication with TfL 
 
Regular formal meetings take place between TfL and IIPAG.  The Commissioner meets with 
the Chair of IIPAG each month to discuss and agree topics that IIPAG and business consider 
important and IIPAG meets the full Executive Team twice each year to set out progress and 
issues.  IIPAG attends relevant Boards, Committees and panels within TfL to understand 
issues facing the business and to give its opinion as necessary. 
 
In addition IIPAG meets with the business as part of its project and interim reviews and to 
gain further understanding of specific issues, especially those that IIPAG views as systemic. 
It also chairs a quarterly Benchmarking Steering Group. 

                                                   
1 Spending Review Agreement: http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/Spending-review-2010-
funding-agreement-letter.pdf 
2 Mayoral Decision: 
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/MD705%20IIPAG%20%28signed%29%20PDF.pdf 
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This structure of meetings has developed over the past two years and IIPAG now believes 
that a sensible balance has been struck between IIPAG and the businesses developing a 
mutual understanding of perspectives and minimising the commitment of time required. 
 
IIPAG’s formal output to the business is generally in the form of reports relating to either 
the Gateway review or systemic issue being addressed.  These are submitted to senior 
panels or committees within the business, where IIPAG presents its findings and 
recommendations.  As relationships have matured IIPAG has increasingly found that more 
and more time is being spent with project teams on mentoring and technical support 
discussions relating to value and to progress. 
 
2.2.2 IIPAG Organisation 
 
IIPAG currently comprises five members and two advisors and is supported by a personal 
assistant.  All of these positions are part time and time commitments range from 2 to 8 days 
a month. 
 
Projects and systemic issues are typically reviewed by two people, with one individual 
nominated to lead a topic.  IIPAG meets monthly to discuss its findings, identify topics or 
projects for further study and set out its reviews for the coming months.  It is supported in 
this by TfL’s Project Management Office. 

2.3. Purpose of this report 

IIPAG’s remit requires it to: 

 Publish an annual report on TfL’s delivery of its Investment Programme from its work 

during the year; 

 Review the level of resource required to undertake the planned future activities; and 

 Consult with the Mayor and the Secretary of State for Transport and propose a work 

plan for the year. 

This report addresses these requirements, setting out work undertaken in the year and 
confirming agreed resource requirements to July 2014. 

2.4. Structure of report 

Section 3 of the report describes the Corporate Gateway Reviews undertaken in the last 
year and the Interim Reviews that IIPAG has instigated for long-running major projects. 
 
Section 4 outlines the progress that has been made on addressing systemic issues identified 
across multiple reviews of projects and other general issues that have become more 
apparent to IIPAG over the last year.  
 
Section 5 addresses Asset Management and Benchmarking. 
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Section 6 discusses some of the impact that IIPAG believes it has had on the business, the 
relationships that have been fostered and the changes in behaviours that IIPAG has noted.  
Examples of good practice within TfL are identified. 
 
Section 7 sets out IIPAG’s work plan to July 2014 and the necessary resources. 
 
3. PROJECT REVIEWS 

3.1. Gateway Reviews 

3.1.1 Projects in implementation phases 
 
The Corporate Gateway Approval Process (CGAP) generally works well and enables TfL and 
IIPAG to establish the progress and state of each of the capital projects.  IIPAG participates 
in all Corporate Gateway Reviews for major programmes and projects with a value greater 
than £50m across TfL.  The reviews are led by the PMO and they consider project progress in 
programme, quality and commercial/cost terms, as well as their governance and 
management.  The reviews allow IIPAG to present constructive challenge and to make 
recommendations to remedy any shortcomings in projects, thus helping project teams to 
improve their performance. 
 
The TfL Investment Programme Management Office (IPMO) and latterly, the newly 
constituted TfL Programme Management Office (PMO) has been the conduit for IIPAG 
becoming involved in these Corporate Gateway Reviews as well as the Interim Reviews 
discussed later. 
 
During IIPAG’s second year, members of the group have been involved with Corporate 
Gateway Reviews on the projects and programmes noted below: 
  

IIPAG Participated Corporate Gateway Reviews from 
June 2011 to September 2012 

Gate 

Croxley Rail Link Gate A+ 
Future Ticketing Gate D 

Northern Line Upgrade  Gate D+ 

Ealing Common/Upminster Depot Upgrade Gate D 
TLH Asset Renewal Authority Gate C 

SSR PU Package 3A Gate D 
Neasden Depot Upgrade Gate B 

ITSO Gate D+ 
10 Cycle Superhighways Gate E 

Future Capacity Stations Programme Gate A 

Blackwall Tunnel Gate E 
A 406 Bounds Green Gate D 

SSR Major Power Upgrade (Various Packages) Gates C-D 
BCV/SSR Track Programme Gate P 

Cycle Hire Phases 1, 2, & 3 Gates A-E 
Deep Tube Programme Gate A 
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IIPAG Participated Corporate Gateway Reviews from 
June 2011 to September 2012 

Gate 

Road Tunnels & Structures Programme Gate P 

Baker Street Station & Stations Improvement Programme Gates B-C 
Victoria Station Upgrade Gates D+ 

SUP ELLCCR Gate E 

A 406 Bounds Green Gate E 
Jubilee Line Gate E 

Cycle Superhighways Phase 1 Gate E 
River Crossings Gate A 

Cooling the Tube Gate B 
Earls Court Development Gate A 

Bank Station Capacity Upgrade Gate B+ 
Crossrail 2 Gate A 

Hammersmith Flyover Remedial Stressing Gate A 

Olympic Route Network Junctions & Carriageways Gate D+ 
Bank Bloomberg Place Gate C+ 

 
In general these reviews have been undertaken by Engineering Experts (EE) with IIPAG 
members overseeing the process, examining any issues and preparing an independent 
report.  IIPAG has found the reviews to be useful, highlighting both instances of good 
practice and areas where significant enhancements to the project process can be considered 
and adopted for the benefit of the project delivery. 
 
IIPAG has made many recommendations following its CGAP and Interim reviews in this 
period.  The three main areas where recommendations have been made are: 

 Commercial:  For example, important considerations when formulating or enforcing 

contracts.  Around 25% of IIPAG’s recommendations are in this area; 

 Risk:  Including pricing, management and mitigation approaches; and 

 Programme:  Identification of key dependencies or risks to schedule. 

Together, these areas comprise around 60% of IIPAG’s recommendations, with a further 

13% of recommendations commending good work or supporting the proposed approach for 

a project. 

When IIPAG started its involvement in Gateway Reviews in 2010, it often found that projects 
were brought forward for review before documentation and project issues were ready for 
assessment.  More recently this has changed and there has been a marked improvement in 
the quality and timeliness of material presented for review.  As noted in Section 4.1, 
however, risk assessments and risk management remain areas that require further 
attention. 
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3.1.2 Projects in development phases 
 
IIPAG was introduced at a time when TfL had inherited a number of capital projects which 
had arisen through the PPP and were originally managed by either Metronet or Tube Lines.  
As a result much of IIPAG’s work focussed on the implementation stages of projects 
involving pre-tender considerations, contract award, construction and contract closure. 
 
More recently, a number of new projects have emerged which have generated a different 
set of issues and questions relating to the justification of proposals through requirements, 
strategy, priority, whole life considerations, affordability and so on.  More of these will arise 
in order to achieve the aims of the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and funding to take them 
forward will need to be agreed in the next Spending Review.  IIPAG is involved in the Gate A 
and Gate B reviews, which require satisfactory answers to such questions.  These initial 
stages of projects are fundamental and very important to the concept of better value as 
they often offer the most potential for adopting strategies influenced by lessons learnt and 
experience.  IIPAG welcomes the opportunity to take an independent view on these 
emerging projects and has identified some initial concerns: 

 Whole life costs of ownership and systems engineering considerations do not always 

appear to be highlighted as fundamental requirements;  

 It is not always clear how the corporate vision for TfL to become a world class business 

is incorporated in specific project plans; 

 Some projects seem to have ‘been on the shelf’ ready for presentation and are in need 

of thorough updating to ensure they best meet current business needs;  

 Requirements are sometimes ill-defined making it difficult for sponsors to fulfil their 

roles and to effectively plan the work; 

 Planning and management of schemes through their early stages appears not be as 

rigorously controlled as they should be; 

 Costs in business cases and cost plans, especially overheads, do not always appear to be 

complete; and 

 Business case development appears secondary to project development and the 

assessment of benefits post completion does not sit comfortably within the current 

Corporate Review process. 

TfL’s primary focus is on operations and delivery of public service, and has only relatively 
recently taken on the more expansive role of identifying, developing, managing and 
delivering new schemes.  The business is already responding positively to the IIPAG 
observations and many of the above issues are being addressed. 
 
The concerns that IIPAG has noted are widespread enough to be considered as systemic and 
they are therefore being addressed by IIPAG during the CGAP process.  Particular focus has 
already been paid to TfL’s approach to sponsorship of project/programme development, as 
set out in section 4.4.  IIPAG believes that this is one of the fundamentals which will have 
considerable impact on value improvement. 
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3.2. Interim Reviews 

IIPAG was concerned that a number of the long running major projects had not been 
through a Corporate Gateway Review for some time and Gate D+ (Interim) reviews were not 
scheduled by IPMO/PMO in the immediate future.  Accordingly, with the approval of FPC, in 
fulfilling its terms of reference, IIPAG has instituted a number of Interim Reviews which are 
separate to the Corporate Gateway Reviews, usually fit between Gates D and E and are 
conducted by IIPAG alone.  These Interim Reviews focus on the major projects, take place 
every six months and result in snapshot assessments of each project.  Evidence is gained by 
interviewing relevant senior project staff and stakeholders and by examining key 
documentation.  Interim Reviews are short, focused and involve the minimum of project 
resources; they are far less disruptive than the full Corporate Gateway Reviews and an IIPAG 
report is prepared immediately afterwards. 
 
IIPAG Interim Reviews are carefully co-ordinated with the PMO review schedule in order to 
ensure that they only take place when needed and hence avoid causing “review fatigue”.  If 
IIPAG identifies the need for an Interim Review it may prove appropriate for the PMO to set 
up a formal Corporate Gateway Review at the same time in order to limit any disruption and 
a number of these joint reviews have taken place in the last few months. 
 
IIPAG has undertaken Interim Reviews on the following projects: 

  
IIPAG Participated Interim Reviews from June 2011 to 

September 2012 
Gate 

Sub-Surface Upgrade Programme (SUP) Gate D+ 

Northern Line Upgrade Signalling Gate D+ 
Bank Station Upgrade Pre-Tender 

Sub Surface Railway Upgrade ATC Gate D+ 
Olympic Route Network Programme Gate D+ 

Hammersmith Flyover/Bridges/Tunnels Mid-Rev 

Crossrail 2 Mid-Rev 
Jubilee Line Upgrade Gate E 

Bank Station Capacity Upgrade Gate B+ 
Tottenham Court Road Upgrade Gate D+ 

3.3. Quarterly review of project progress Dashboards 

TfL monitored the progress of programmes and projects within its overall Investment 
Programme in various ways according to the individual businesses management reporting 
process.  IIPAG recommended changes to progress reporting in order to unify monitoring 
and to enable the TfL Finance and Policy Committee (FPC) to quickly understand the status 
of all key projects. 
 
The format of progress reports has now been modified; a standardised dashboard is 
produced and features as a regular item at FPC meetings.  The information is now more 
“user friendly” and is mostly extracted directly from the central SAP database to ensure 
minimum work in production.  These dashboards enable FPC, IIPAG and others to identify 
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areas needing deeper scrutiny.  The review of the dashboards by IIPAG members has been 
refined to enable better focus on each project and comments are input to the PMO and 
project teams. 
 
Whilst the improvements thus far are welcome, more work is needed to improve the 
usefulness of the dashboards.  The following issues are expected to be addressed in 
2012/13: 

 IIPAG believes that project dashboards should be produced and reviewed monthly, as is 

common practice in industry.  The present quarterly review programme means that 

much of the data is out of date by the time it is received for review; 

 IIPAG believes that the project dashboards should be developed to become the primary 

management reporting tool; 

 IIPAG believes there should be a regular forum at which a detailed assessment of the 

dashboards and IIPAG comments takes place, to a level of detail greater than is possible 

at the FPC; and 

 IIPAG believes that in some cases the information shown on dashboards is different to 

that used by the projects and the PMO.  This results in additional unnecessary work and 

creates the potential for inconsistency and ownership issues.  IIPAG will be working 

with the PMO to ensure that the same project data is used by both the project teams 

and the PMO, as was planned in Horizon. 

     



INDEPENDENT INVESTMENT PROGRAMME ADVISORY GROUP 

12 
IIPAG Annual Report 2011-12 

4. SYSTEMIC ISSUES 

4.1. Risk and Contingency 

4.1.1 Background 
 
During the Project Gateway reviews throughout 2011 IIPAG observed that, although there 
were examples of good practice in risk and contingency management in some projects, this 
was not consistent across the business.  Overall, there was little commonality of approach, 
and there was inconsistent capability in risk and contingency management across the TfL 
project and modal leadership teams. 
 
In IIPAG’s opinion, TfL needed to adopt common processes with strong risk assessment and 
management skills in order to consistently mitigate functional, business, design and 
construction risks, thereby succeeding in beating their original capital budgets and 
delivering improved value for tax and fare payers alike.  This was vital not only in terms of  
expenditure, but also in terms of their supply chains’ perception of TfL as a competent 
client. 
 
In 2011 IIPAG conducted a systemic review of risk and contingency management within TfL, 
drawing heavily upon IIPAG’s observations from the in-depth project reviews, discussions 
with TfL senior staff, and IIPAG’s direct participation in a number of TfL capital programme 
governance meetings. 
 
IIPAG observed that avoidable risks were taken and costs were often incurred because of 
the inability of project teams to compile realistic risk registers.  This meant that risks were 
often not effectively managed or mitigated.  IIPAG also observed that there were difficulties 
in the creation and controlled release of appropriate levels of contingency money.  
Contingency was frequently viewed as “funds available to be spent”.  
 
4.1.2 Recommendations 
 
IIPAG recommended extensive changes to the methods of risk management and the way in 
which contingency cost estimates are calculated and managed.  This included:  new 
management processes; training of relevant personnel; consistent application of risk 
assessment techniques and risk registers; reinforcement of commercial and risk 
management disciplines from thorough routine project reviews; use of quantitative risk 
analysis to calculate the contingency level; and removal of contingency funds from the 
project team budgets.  This was also intended to change attitudes and behaviours across 
project teams and the capital works directorate. 
 
4.1.3 Response by the Business 
 
TfL accepted the vast majority of IIPAG’s recommendations and in a paper to FPC in May 
2011 set out TfL’s intention to implement significant changes in process, authority levels, 
skills and behaviours. 
 



INDEPENDENT INVESTMENT PROGRAMME ADVISORY GROUP 

13 
IIPAG Annual Report 2011-12 

A number of actions documented at FPC placed responsibilities on various members of the 
TfL Executive Team to implement the changes needed for better levels of capital 
programme control. 
 
Since that time, IIPAG has observed considerable improvement of the standards of risk 
management during the course of project reviews. These improvements in risk 
management and mitigation have been observed in all modes, but especially that of 
underground rail, where well-structured risk identification, appropriately thought through 
risk registers, and clear allocation of responsibility for mitigating actions are now frequent 
rather than exceptional.  
 
This is a considerable achievement on behalf of TfL capital project leaders - and testimony to 
the value of consistently firm assertion of expected standards (and gentle coaching of 
project team members) by IIPAG. 
 
The new management process for the assessment and control of contingency funds, with 
those contingency monies allocated to a single central fund controlled by the MD Finance 
appears to be working well.  Project dashboards show significantly lower consumption of 
contingency funds in the last six months because they no longer exist at the project level. 
TfL’s Executive also recognise that there has been little call upon the contingency pot now 
held at the centre. 
 
The improved control of contingency funds, together with the improvements in risk 
management and changes in behaviours, are anticipated to have a very substantial effect on 
TfL’s costs, potentially making some £1bn available for future investment consideration by 
TfL over and above the investment already planned in the next ten years. 

4.2. Value 

In its 2011 Annual Report IIPAG referred to its systemic report on Value Management which, 
following the Horizon restructuring, resulted in the appointment of a Value Management 
Specialist, the introduction of value management training and the carrying out of some 
value studies.  However, momentum was slow and IIPAG realised that it was not achieving 
the anticipated progress primarily because the approach adopted was intangible.  The 
businesses demonstrated that they were more receptive to dealing with matters of value 
through procurement and through Asset Management.  Accordingly more emphasis has 
been placed on initiatives within these two topics, both addressed in this report. 
 
The overall philosophy and approach for delivering long-term value is predicated on the 
basis that Sponsors, whom IIPAG has continued to promote as central to the management 
of value, are empowered to do so and that the process requires: 

 Transparently balancing the costs of investment, maintenance and operations with the 

level of service provided; 

 Minimising the whole life costs of the assets; and 

 Delivering affordable and economically sustainable transportation. 
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4.3. Blockades and Possessions 

IIPAG identified a need in their 2011 Annual Report for investigation into TfL ’s mode of 
operation and performance with respect to the various traffic intervention activities.  This 
was noted by the London Assembly.  Although the interventions in the Surface organisation 
are very different from those in the Underground, IIPAG covered both organisations in a 
report prepared in the Summer of 2012. 
 
In both areas well established processes and protocols are followed and generally the work 
is thoroughly planned and professionally executed with the aim of minimising disruption to 
the travelling public. 
 
Track closure options available to London Underground are as follows: 

 Engineering hours of 4 hours maximum with 50% available working time.  These are 

used, for example, for inspections and deep tube renewals; 

 Extended engineering hours of 7 hours maximum with a 71% available working time.  

This option greatly increases productivity and reduces risks of overruns.  They are used 

for some maintenance/track renewals; 

 Week-end closures of 52 hours maximum with a 96% available working time. 

 Week day closures of indefinite and variable duration; 

 Part weekend closures provide the flexibility to accommodate major events; and 

 Blockades are longer periods of route shut downs used for concentrated work banks in 

small geographic areas with low demand and/or alternative routes. 

Within Surface Transport, the London Streets approach is generally more flexible in offering 
alternative routes when a road closure or a blockade is planned.  The contribution of 
SCOOT3 in determining the optimal alternative route(s) is very helpful.  The consequences of 
an over-run are thus not as serious as they would be for the Underground. 
 
The Underground has a more onerous task, not least in the presence of a stated strategy to 
do little or no maintenance which would impact normal day time services.  The introduction 
of a senior committee (chaired by LU’s MD) to scrutinise and approve significant 
interventions, such as blockades, has been a major step forward in 2011/12.  However, it 
does appear that in addition to their technical appraisals, there is often a “route/local 
political” consideration to be taken into account on many projects and the weighting of the 
“political” can sometimes override the technical. 
 
IIPAG noted that engineering hours are selected in preference to other interventions due to 
the large number of people affected and the disruption to their daily activities for other 
approaches.  Though this is often correct IIPAG believes that this strategy should be 
revisited as the current analysis does not take into account that:  

 

                                                   
3 Split Cycle Offset Optimisation Technique, automated adjustment of signal timings to improve traffic flows  
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 The solutions adopted may be the quickest to install, but do not necessarily minimise 

whole life costs; or 

 The cost of undertaking the works may be significantly higher. 

The consequences of an incorrect decision to undertake works in engineering hours are 
therefore that: 

 Increased whole life costs result in increased fare or subsidy requirements; 

 There may be more failures/delays than necessary in the future due to quick-to-install 

solutions being selected; 

 The works last longer, due to a reduced proportion of the time being available for 

working; or 

 There is a higher risk of over-runs due to the larger number of possessions required. 

Hence the customers’ short-term benefit can result in overall lower benefit in the medium 
to long-term. 
 
As part of the benchmarking work, IIPAG plan in 2012/13 to identify the amount of work 
undertaken outside of normal service hours by other less costly to maintain (but not 
necessarily commuter friendly) transport systems. 
 
Several examples of well executed major blockades, such as Paddington to Bayswater and 
on the Northern Line, and extended engineering hours have occurred during the past year.  
These, together with the measures adopted for managing travel demand throughout the 
Olympics, demonstrate the effectiveness and success of detailed planning and strategic 
options alongside focussed publicity campaigns.  This combination is sound and IIPAG 
believes that the approach, including  a review of the whole life cost issues described above, 
could generate more selective blockades that will in turn, deliver a more delay free and cost 
sustainable railway. 

4.4. Sponsorship 

4.4.1 Progress by the business  

In our last annual report, IIPAG noted that:  

 Project Sponsors were not always the budget holders; 

 Project Sponsors were not generally accountable for the business case and realisation 

of benefits, and were not always seen to represent the business as an internal client; 

and 

 In IIPAGs experience it is advantageous to have a creative tension between the Client 

(Sponsor) who holds a fixed budget and the Project Manager who seeks to deliver 

within it.  Ideally, the Sponsor’s line management should not be within a delivery 

organisation. 

IIPAG has conducted many programme and project reviews across TfL over the last two 
years and whilst there are some excellent examples of strong sponsorship the overall 
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situation is inconsistent.  In many cases the sponsor of a scheme is not treated or respected 
as the leader he or she should be, and the allocation of responsibilities between sponsor 
and deliverer is inconsistent and often unclear.  In some cases the sponsor appears to have 
no responsibility for controlling the investment case and no understanding of the business 
returns on their scheme.  
 
IIPAG recommended that every scheme should have a sponsor to act as a strong internal 
client whose purpose is to hold the project team to account for quality, programme and 
cost: to deliver the business benefits.  Sponsors should be independent of the delivery 
teams and should not be under direction or other influence from the delivery organisation. 
 
Additional demands will be made on the project leadership role of the Sponsor with the 
wider adoption of Innovative Contractor Engagement process (see section 4.5.3) in which 
the management of concept and scheme design passes to the contractor. 
 
Whilst the business has made some progress there is clearly much more to be done to 
establish strong sponsorship across TfL. 
 
4.4.2 Development of Capital Works Programmes and Projects  

In 2011/12 it became clear to IIPAG that project sponsors were not always acting as 
effective internal clients (see above.) This appears to be due in part to insufficient, 
incomplete or inconsistent scheme development, which makes the sponsor’s job of holding 
a project team to account more difficult since it reduces the clarity of project deliverables. 
 
IIPAG presented a paper (9th September 2011) identifying the need for appropriate 
consistent sponsorship, to properly define the client requirements, endorse the proposed 
capital works solution, consider the whole life implications of the scheme and challenge the 
capital programme to deliver an efficient solution – including a responsibility on behalf of 
TfL as a business to secure the new assets’ business case in terms of functionality, whole-life 
costs and benefits.  This role is equally important for asset renewal programmes such as 
track condition enhancements and major asset enhancement schemes such as the Sub-
Surface signalling upgrade. 
 
Since that time, TfL has agreed that this role needed proper consideration and 
strengthening.  Through the C-Change reorganisation, responsibility has been vested in 
London Underground’s Director of Strategy & Service Development to lead the necessary 
changes. 
 
IIPAG believes that a process is urgently required in order that schemes are brought forward 
intelligently, with appropriate options assessed in the light of Asset Management strategies 
and considered thoroughly before commitments to significant expenditure are made on 
capital solutions.  This process should be rigorous and include early input from IIPAG, to 
ensure that adequate constructive challenge is applied before commitments are made. 
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Progress, however, is uncertain and IIPAG understands that a further report on sponsorship 
has been commissioned by TfL from an external consultancy, the findings of which are to be 
reported in the Autumn of 2012. 

4.5. Procurement  

4.5.1 Review of Use of New Engineering Contract 

IIPAG stated in its last annual report that it intended to review TfL’s use of the New 
Engineering Contract (NEC) and in particular a perceived tendency to substantially rewrite 
the contract with large numbers of “z” clauses and the level of training within TfL in the use 
of the NEC. 
 
IIPAG has found that: 

 London Underground’s Commercial Centre of Excellence has successfully reduced 

(IIPAG understands that it was by some 150 clauses) the excessive number of “z” 

clauses used by TfL in the NEC; and 

 LU’s Commercial Centre of Excellence has put a lot of effort into producing a 

Commercial Capability Programme which addresses how to train staff and produce 

systems for those who manage the commercial aspects of buying, contracting for work, 

doing it and being paid.   The outcomes and actions are generally not quantified and it 

will be difficult to assess whether benefits have been realised.  The programme of 

training has not been developed in a manner which recognizes the potential of 

individuals and this could lead to mediocre achievement. 

 
4.5.2 Review of Contractual Approach and Decision Process 

IIPAG also investigated the contractual approach and decision process related to the 
selection of suppliers (as opposed to the form of contract NEC, Target Cost, etc. described 
above).  It is impractical to do such a review across all the businesses at all levels of 
procurement, so IIPAG has started by focusing in detail on a current significant procurement 
bid selection activity: the supply, installation and maintenance of escalators. 
 
The conceptual strategy behind this particular procurement item is both innovative and 
enlightened.  IIPAG is impressed with the TfL approach to adopting a: 

 More progressive LU standard; 

 Joint procurement with Crossrail; 

 Standard, commercial, configured off-the-shelf product; and 

 10 year supply and 30 year maintenance contract. 

The influence of a progressive, strong sponsor is reflected in the achievement of these 
fundamental procurement changes.  This culture change enables cost advantage from 
adopting an international standard product, the economies of scale available with larger 
orders and an incentive to the supplier to provide a quality product.  This latter is enhanced 
by the prospect of an equal quantity of escalators being procured every 10 years on the 
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same basis, which addresses potential problems that could have arisen with a poor-
performing supplier with a guaranteed 30 year maintenance contract.  All these positive TfL 
driven initiatives improve value. 
 
4.5.3 Innovation 

2012 has seen the introduction of Innovative Contractor Engagement as the means of 
procuring design and construction.  The methodology gives contractors the opportunity to 
deliver specified outcomes for a project with very few constraints.  Contractors are free to 
produce their own concepts, decide on his own extent of the works, his construction 
method, time for completion and offer a Target Price for delivery. 
 
The freedom to innovate has been grasped by the contractors who have commissioned their 
own designers and advanced to a concept and some to a scheme level of design.  IIPAG have 
supported this procurement initiative and are monitoring it closely.  
 
4.5.4 Organisation 

IIPAG is in early discussions with the Director of Group Procurement and the Commercial 
Director to understand roles, systems and strategy.  It is now clearer that Group 
Procurement is the “Buyer” and makes purchase agreements for a multitude of 
consumables, some regular services and some repeat order construction activities.  The 
Commercial Director deals with how capital projects are estimated, procured, forms of 
contract and post contract cost and contract administration.  The Commercial Director does 
not appear to be closely integrated into the Project Team and they owe no responsibility to 
the Capital Projects Director.  IIPAG is concerned that this distancing is not in the best 
interest of the project.  Indeed, at the project level, concern has been expressed by project 
managers that their Commercial Manager is managed by the Commercial Director and not 
by the Project, a situation that can lead to mis-aligned objectives. 
 
IIPAG encouraged further changes to TfL’s procurement arrangements in order to achieve 
better value. These included an increase in the self-management of appropriate risk, as 
evidenced in the 30% cost saving achieved for the Blackwall Tunnel. 

4.6. Organisation  

Tube Lines Ltd became a subsidiary of TfL in 2010 and is a member of the Rail and 
Underground business.  It is managed and operated on a day to day basis by its own Board 
and management team.  It has developed different approaches to the way in which it 
operates and manages the Jubilee, Northern and Piccadilly Lines compared with the way the 
ex-Metronet/LU organisation manages the other underground lines.  This provides some 
interesting comparisons and the 2012 Benchmarking report highlights some of these.  
 
The culture and performance of Tube Lines, incentivised through the PPP process, has 
created a rail business that is more commercially aware with its emphasis on delivering its 
obligations under its PPP agreement.  This agreement sets out metrics that allow Tube Lines 
to balance extra spending, for example on reliability improvement, with their impact on 
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passengers.  However, these contractual measures are not necessarily in line with TfL’s 
priorities and this has resulted in some friction between the organisations. 
 
TfL is benefitting from the incentives offered to Tube Lines to perform better in the more 
commercially driven environment which existed at its naissance.  The challenge for TfL is not 
only to spread that level of performance across the organisation but to promote further 
improvement.  In such an endeavour, competition between service providers is a powerful 
ally whether internal or external. 
 
IIPAG believes that TfL intends to address perceived problems with the organisational 
arrangements and is very pleased that it has been asked to participate in discussions about 
options for change to improve economy and efficiency.  IIPAG understands that an 
appropriate balance between public and private sector involvement will be necessary and 
IIPAG is in a good position to help assess the pros and cons of the various options.  
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5. ASSET MANAGEMENT 

5.1. Background 

One of IIPAG’s fundamental objectives is to improve value for money at TfL.  IIPAG has 
considered various ways of achieving this and has concluded that the most appropriate 
vehicle for applying value management principles is through the use of Whole-Life Asset 
Management techniques, as set out in PAS 554.  This internationally recognised specification 
gives clear definitions and requirements.  It provides a common vocabulary and is already in 
use at LU and TLL. 
 
IIPAG’s analysis of Asset Management, to date, has focussed on the delivery of “Value” by 
TfL.  In 2010 IIPAG encouraged the business to review its progress in this area and an 
internal audit in January 2011 found that there had been little progress on implementing 
the recommendations made in 2008 by independent engineers Turner & Townsend.  

IIPAG’s key findings from its review of Value were that: 

 TfL’s approach to prioritising between projects, or indeed between capital and 

operational expenditure was not clear.  In particular, it was not clear what constituted 

“value” to TfL and to what extent this was driven by the requirements of Stakeholders 

including the Mayor, travellers and central government; 

 There is no demonstration that the anticipated benefits of a programme or project have 

been delivered.  For example, there is no systematic reporting of the successful delivery 

of the benefits as perceived in the original business plan.  IIPAG recommended that this 

should be in regular review in a large project and summarized at CGAP Gate P; and 

 Many options selections appeared to be based on lowest initial cost rather than by 

considering the costs and benefits throughout the life to the assets. 

These aspects of Value are all addressed within PAS 55.  IIPAG believes that engaging with 
the business on this topic within the wider subject of Asset Management will assist the 
business in developing its capabilities more quickly, transparently and in line with 
international good practices. 
 
Good Asset Management is about making optimal investment decisions, delivering the 
investment effectively and undertaking effective maintenance to optimise costs, risks and 
performance throughout the lifecycle of assets and systems.  Much of IIPAG’s work is 
concerned, in one way or another, with good Asset Management.  In October 20105 IIPAG’s 
remit was broadened to specifically include the review of London Underground’s draft Asset 
Management plans and in the coming year these will be reviewed by IIPAG in more detail. 
 
 
 

                                                   
4 PAS 55:2008 is a publically available standard for the management of physical assets, published by the British 
Standards Institute 
5Mayoral Decision: 
http://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/MD705%20IIPAG%20%28signed%29%20PDF.pdf 
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5.2. Asset Management Framework and Strategies 

IIPAG is pleased to note that London Underground6 achieved PAS 55:2008 certification in 
June 2011.  Documentation is therefore in place that sets out London Underground’s 
policies, strategies and plans for managing its assets.  Due to the complexity of the business 
separate Asset Group Strategies are in place for each of its main asset classes (for example 
Signalling, Track) as well as an overall strategy.  Asset Management Plans, which set out the 
specific tasks that will be undertaken, are produced annually. 
 
While IIPAG undertook reviews of the value for money culture of TfL during 2011/12, which 
examined some aspects of how decisions were made and lowest whole life costs 
demonstrated, it has not yet reviewed the strategies and plans of London Underground in 
detail.  This task will be undertaken by IIPAG in the coming year. IIPAG will be looking to see: 

 How complete these strategies and plans are, in particular the extent to which they 

transparently minimise whole life costs and address the Mayor’s Transport Strategy?  

 How they relate with each other to form an integrated plan for the efficient and 

effective management of the railway as a system? 

 The extent to which the Asset Management strategies are being delivered through 

assessing investment decisions and maintenance plans? and 

 The implementation of the Asset Management plans, including how the business will 

improve its Asset Management capabilities? 

5.3. Investment in Assets 

London’s underground network suffers from a legacy of lack of investment and 
consequently many of the assets on which the operation still depends are beyond their 
design-life.  There is a wide variety of old, obsolete technology which is fragile and 
unreliable, and when it fails it has to be fixed very quickly in order to restore the railway 
service.  This is very labour intensive and hence, very costly. 
 
Increased investment in improving the reliability of assets would in many cases reduce the 
whole-life costs of providing reliable services.  An example is in track maintenance, where it 
is likely that the introduction of rail grinding equipment and a network-wide preventative 
grinding programme would increase current maintenance costs, but result in greater 
reliability and a more optimal whole life cost for both track and rolling stock. 
 
A significant investment programme is underway, which was initiated under the 
PPP arrangements in 2003 and is now under the direct control of TfL.  This programme 
extends well into the next decade and will replace many, but not all, of the legacy assets 
currently in use. 
 
The upgrade programme from the PPP era was primarily driven by the need to increase 
capacity.  While the PPP Contract set the expectation that investment decisions should be 

                                                   
6 Tube Lines, responsible for the maintenance and renewal of the Jubilee, Northern and Piccadilly lines, has not 
yet achieved PAS 55:2008 certification, but is working towards it 
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optimised over the whole asset life, in practice these decisions were constrained by the 7½ 
year contract periods and by overall affordability.  This has resulted in the retention of some 
old infrastructure, making reliability improvements and reduction in maintenance costs 
more difficult.  An example of this is on the Jubilee line where a new signalling system was 
introduced as part of the line upgrade, to provide a 33% capacity increase.  However, legacy 
bullhead rails, timber sleepers and air operated points are still in service, and are now 
carrying more traffic.  These assets are inherently less reliable and more expensive to 
maintain than their modern equivalents. 
 
Full upgrade of old assets is not projected to be complete until well into the next decade, 
and until then TfL will have to continue nursing the existing assets, whilst at the same time 
exploiting the benefits arising on those lines where upgrades have been completed. 
 
It is apparent that the current assets, both old and new, are being pushed towards the 
upper level of their performance capability.  A large proportion of maintenance resources 
will continue to be focused on reactive maintenance and rapid rail service recovery.  This 
will limit the scope for reducing maintenance costs, and will remain a constraint on the rate 
of reliability improvement. 
 
Perhaps because IIPAG has been focused on project reviews, and has therefore seen only 
the output of TfL’s strategic planning, it has not yet fully understood the process by which 
the Mayors Transport Strategy is developed into a prioritised plan for investment in the 
current and next 5 year investment plan, and how this takes account of asset condition, 
maintenance and renewal, as well as the provision of additional capacity.  This is closely 
related to the issues identified in section 4.4 and will be addressed alongside it. 
 
IIPAG believes that if the vision of achieving a World Class Underground is to be realised an 
ambitious programme of upgrades, renewals and changes in working practices is necessary.  
This must be based on a system approach and whole life Asset Management principles in 
order to ensure that the necessary investment delivers the optimum balance of capacity 
increase, improved reliability and lower maintenance and renewal costs. 
 
LU presented the Asset Management Strategy and Plans to IIPAG in 2010 and 2011.  IIPAG is 
becoming increasingly engaged in understanding the development of this strategy and the 
associated implementation plans, and will review these and the process of developing a 
prioritised plan from the Mayor’s Transport Strategy, in the coming year. 

5.4. Benchmarking 

5.4.1 Current Structure and Approach 

IIPAG is responsible for directing TfL’s benchmarking team.  A Benchmarking Steering Group 
(BSG) has been set up and meets quarterly, chaired by IIPAG and currently comprising senior 
members of LU, Tube Lines and London Rail.  The BSG prioritises potential benchmarking 
studies, approves terms of reference for benchmarking work, monitors progress and 
ensures that actions from benchmarking studies are followed up in the business. 
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Potential work is prioritised based on its anticipated costs and benefits.  The 
recommendations of benchmarking studies are disseminated to the relevant parts of the 
business and these actions are tracked by the BSG until they are incorporated into local 
efficiency and improvement programmes with allocated individuals who are responsible for 
delivering the actions, such as LU’s Efficiency Programme, and which are ultimately 
monitored by TfL’s Efficiencies, Savings, Transformation and Revenues (ESTaR) Board.  
Improvements in costs and/or performance will then be tracked in future years via changes 
in unit costs. 
 
5.4.2 Impact 

In the last year there has been further identification of opportunities identified from 
internal comparisons of maintenance on the London Underground network.  A further £90m 
benefits are now included in the Businesses improvement programme over the next 10 
years as a result.  Benchmarking has also had a direct and positive impact on the costs of 
escalator renewal, signalling upgrades and station developments on the London 
Underground network.  In aggregate these initiatives will save £300m over a programme 
period of 10 years. 
 
5.4.3 Annual Benchmarking Report 

The TfL Rail and Underground Annual Benchmarking Report published in June 20127 
describes how the London Underground compares with other organisations, how the 
different Network areas and lines within London compare with each other and sets out 
what the business is doing to improve. 
 
The Report was directed by IIPAG and its key conclusions are: 

 In comparison with other metros, the London Underground network has a good staff 

safety record, relatively high productivity, and good cost recovery from revenue but 

services are provided at a relatively high cost, and with relatively low service reliability;  

 BCV8 and SSL9 unit costs are typically 20-25% higher than Tube Lines’10, but are 

improving at a faster rate.  IIPAG believes that this differential is driven in part by the 

culture of Tube Lines, which is more commercially aware than other parts of TfL; 

 Maintenance unit costs in London are higher than international ranges, except for 

rolling stock where Tube Lines is within this range.  Track maintenance unit costs are 

around double those of international comparators; 

 Generally, asset reliability has improved continuously over the past five years, enabled 

by the introduction of new rolling stock and signals; and 

 By the end of the current funding period (2014/15) overall benchmarked maintenance 

unit costs are forecast to reduce by 20 per cent from 2010/11 levels.  In the same 

period the overall reliability of the London Underground is forecast to improve by 49 

                                                   
7 http://www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/downloads/corporate/tfl-rail-and-underground-benchmarking-report-2012.pdf 
8 Bakerloo, Central, Victoria, Waterloo & City lines 
9 Circle, District, Metropolitan, Hammersmith & City lines 
10 Jubilee, Northern & Piccadilly lines 
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per cent, in terms of Mean Distance Between Failures for the combined rolling stock, 

signals and track assets. 

The benchmarking highlights that if its costs and reliability are to compare well with the best 
in the world, TfL will have to: 

 Maintain and increase levels of investment in new infrastructure, ensuring that future 

upgrades take full account of the whole life cost and performance of the entire railway 

system as well as addressing capacity issues; 

 Increase levels of automation in train control; 

 Increase automated inspection, remote condition monitoring, mechanised maintenance 

and renewals; 

 Reduce the variety of equipment in use; 

 Improve working practices and flexibility in the workforce; and 

 Significantly reduce track maintenance costs. 

 

5.4.4 Benchmarking focus in 2012/13 

IIPAG and TfL intend to increase the scope of benchmarking to cover a wider spectrum of 
TfL’s business in the coming year.  IIPAG will work with TfL to further develop the reporting 
of benchmarking to ensure that it meets the needs of the business and its stakeholders. 
Further detail on the proposed work plan is provided in section 7.2. 

5.5. Conclusions 

Effective Asset Management enables good investment decisions and appropriate 
maintenance, and is fundamental to the achievement of optimal efficiency throughout TfL. 
Benchmarking is a very useful tool; it is a good guide for developing the long term business 
plans and Asset Management strategies that are necessary to improve value for money. 
 
Good progress has been made on benchmarking in 2011/12 and this will be consolidated in 
the coming year, and extended to other areas in TfL.  However, benchmarking is but one 
part of Asset Management and in the coming year IIPAG will be looking carefully at the 
Asset Management strategies and plans of the Underground, and of other parts of TfL, and 
IIPAG will examine the effectiveness of their implementation in the businesses. 
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6. IMPACT OF IIPAG AND PROGRESS BY THE BUSINESS 

The relationship between IIPAG and TfL, including the Project Teams, has matured and 
improved significantly during the two years that IIPAG has been involved.  Trust is 
developing as the benefits that IIPAG has brought have been evidenced and Projects Teams 
are choosing to tap into IIPAG’s expertise. 

6.1. Update on Topics and Issues raised in previous IIPAG Reports 

IIPAG’s first report in 2010 identified a number of “Hot Topics” for TfL’s early consideration 
and the second report in 2011 noted a number of areas where further attention was 
required. 
 
The current situation regarding these topics and issues is set out below. 
 
6.1.1 Standards and Approvals and C-Change Approach 

The issue of historically conservative standards being applied by TfL was raised with IIPAG 
soon after its appointment.  IIPAG was advised that a “New LU” approach (now entitled 
Capital Change or “C-Change”) is designed to tackle this.  The initiative has been led by the 
Sub-surface Railway (SSR) Upgrade Programme.  IIPAG has received briefings on the 
approach and has seen evidence of its effectiveness.  Cultural changes of this nature take 
time to produce better outcomes and so these early indications are promising. 
 
6.1.2 The Development of TfL PMO 

In 2010, IIPAG expressed the view that there should be one Capital Projects Directorate, 
that the PMO should develop within it and that only Assurance should be directly 
responsible to the TfL MD Finance.  However the outcome of Project Horizon did not 
promote this organisational proposal and IIPAG has endeavoured to support the new PMO 
as it has developed its new role effectively auditing capital projects. 
 
PMO has recommended that the capital projects should be delivered by 3 business units, 
one in Railways, One in Surface Transport and one in Information Management.  This may 
be interpreted as a move towards the single directorate which IIPAG preferred.  Overall, the 
new PMO comprised less experienced and more junior staff and although the team are 
undoubtedly keen, IIPAG has witnessed a longer period of adjustment by  the new PMO 
than it would have wished.  The level of Assurance support to Corporate Reviews and 
Interim Reviews has been less and more variable than previously.  The recruitment of Single 
Matter Experts has been slow and hampered by salary levels on offer.  The development of 
systems and upgrading of reporting has yet to progress significantly and IIPAG has remained 
as the technical body possessing the teeth to encourage project improvements.  
 
Much time has been absorbed by Maturity Modelling of in-house PM skills.   This has led to 
the definition of some targets such as: 

 Structure Project Delivery Units by Sept 2012; 

 Set maturity targets based on complexity Sept 2012; 
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 Provide New TfL PM methodology Sept 2013; and 

 Define new Sponsor authority and responsibility. 

IIPAG is pleased to endorse the Sponsor role proposed and are keen to see evidence of its 
implementation.  IIPAG is less concerned with setting and measuring against maturity 
targets as IIPAG believes funds are better spent on recruiting and developing the best 
people as selected by their line managers.  IIPAG are also less concerned with developing a 
prescriptive new methodology and would like to see more emphasis on regular reporting, 
results, principles, and essential transparent financial systems.  Further, IIPAG believes that 
the PMO should be reinforced with more senior technical staff who would be able to 
undertake more technical reviews of smaller projects. 
 

6.1.3 Culture, Responsibilities, Accountability 

In the initial report IIPAG noted the need for improved decision making, transparency and 
efficiency and made the comment that “TfL must take advantage of Project Horizon to 
enhance empowerment, accountability and responsibility within the organisation”.  IIPAG 
believes that while steps taken to date have been positive this is work in progress and will 
require continued commitment from TfL. 
 

6.1.4 Project management skills and structure 

A number of the project management skills and processes have been studied as systemic 
issues.  Again, Project Horizon should be used to rationalise TfL’s approach to portfolio, 
programme and project management including leadership, sponsorship and governance at 
all levels of development and implementation. 
 

Risk Management and Contingency is dealt with in more depth in section 4.1 of this report. 
 

6.1.5 Knowledge Sharing 

This activity was recognised in the Horizon restructuring. The new PMO team are now in 
position and it is important that this key issue is addressed.  IIPAG will monitor progress in 
2012, for example on the development of the Northern Line Upgrade that has followed 
directly on from the Jubilee Line Upgrade. 
 

6.1.6 Pre-contract conditions and engineering 

This subject has been part of IIPAG’s 2011-12 workplan.  IIPAG has been working with the 
recently restructured Commercial Department and progress is reported in section 4.5 of this 
report. 

6.2.  Examples of best practice in TfL 

During the reporting period IIPAG have identified a number of examples of best practice 
including: 
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6.2.1 Victoria Line Upgrade Programme 

The VLU project has captured a number of lessons learned and held workshops with both 
the Jubilee and Sub Surface teams.  The “Tube Map for Success” was a very useful way of 
communicating the overall programme, the strategic deliverables and the forecasts.  The 
underlying use of Primavera and associated approach could be mandated on all major 
projects. 
 
Substantial experience has been gained of delivering an overlay system.  Similarly, the 
closure readiness activities were extensive and productive.  The relevant knowledge is being 
extracted and formalised so that good practice can be communicated and transferred to 
other appropriate projects. 
 
6.2.2 Hammersmith Flyover Remediation 

The team showed excellence in engineering (including obtaining advice from an 
international post tension bridge expert), adopted a remedial solution with minimal impact 
on the public and made a good decision to go for the final solution straight away rather than 
a lesser risk intermediate compromise.  
 
6.2.3 Blackwall Tunnel Refurbishment 

A mature approach to risk allocation on this project ultimately saved TfL millions of pounds. 
 
6.2.4 Procurement of escalators  

Money was saved by procurement of COTS (commercially off the shelf) products for 
escalators.  Combined purchasing, with other clients, also produced economies of scale. 
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7. FUTURE WORK PLAN 

7.1. Approach to Work Plan 

7.1.1 Project Reviews  

IIPAG is now accepted as a positive contributor to the performance of the CGAP and is 
regarded as part of the overall process.  CGAP has become progressively more effective and 
because of this IIPAG’s emphasis in year three will change slightly, having a lighter touch on 
the review process and becoming more involved in the monitoring and mentoring aspects of 
its oversight role.  This is likely to place slightly more emphasis on the role of TfL’s Project 
Management Office, with whom IIPAG has been working harmoniously since its inception in 
December 2011. 
 
IIPAG will continue to undertake Interim Reviews of the major projects.  IIPAG will also 
review project dashboards, and where unexpected features are identified further reviews 
will be undertaken. 
 
There is an exciting range of potential new projects across TfL and IIPAG will be more 
involved in the formative stages of these projects to look at the linkages between the 
Mayors Transport Strategy, travel demand, Asset Management Strategies and System 
Engineering as well as requirements and option development, business cases and delivery 
mechanisms.  Cost savings at these early stages in the development of projects can be very 
significant.  TfL has already identified possible schemes relating to river crossings, the Deep 
Tube programme and extension of the Northern Line and has invited IIPAG to become 
involved in order to ensure that they are developed in an efficient and economic manner. 
 
7.1.2 Systemic Reviews 

IIPAG will pursue the systemic issues already identified, working with the business as it 
develops the necessary processes and training. 
 
IIPAG will develop its ideas for further systemic review, and will continue to look for 
common issues through the various contacts it has with the business.  Systems integration, 
will be examined as a systemic issue. 
 
Throughout IIPAG work an area of concern has always been the lack of an ebullient 
commercial culture, which TfL has now recognised and begun to take action to address.  
Within the topic lie a number of issues including procurement skills, specifications and 
contracts, estimated final contracts and “before and after” business case appraisals as well 
as everyday business management .  IIPAG will continue to assist in this area as it is 
fundamental to the drive for efficiency and economy. 
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7.2. Proposed Work  

7.2.1 Project Reviews 

a. Gateway reviews 

Because there are relatively few projects over £50m in Tube Lines, IIPAG has recently 
agreed to review Tube Lines projects with a value of £25m and over.  This will enable IIPAG 
to take a much closer view of project management behaviours and effectiveness within 
Tube Lines. 
 
b. Interim reviews 

IIPAG has a programme of interim reviews that will be undertaken from September 
onwards: 

IIPAG Planned Interim Reviews  
SSR Rolling Stock 
SSR Infrastructure 

SSR Signalling Immunisation 

Victoria Station Upgrade 
River Crossings 

Tottenham Court Road Station 
Bank Walbrook Square 

Jubilee Line Upgrade  
Victoria Station Upgrade 

Olympic Road Network Project 
Sub-Surface Upgrade Programme ATC 

Bank Station Capacity Upgrade Project 

Hammersmith Flyover, Bridges and Tunnels Project 
Deep Tube Programme 

SSR Rolling Stock 

c. Dashboards 

IIPAG will assist in developing the Dashboards further, encouraging their production from a 
common database with project teams in order for them to be used by all stakeholders in an 
economic manner.  Ideally, their production will increase from quarterly to monthly for a 
more dynamic and business-like review process.  IIPAG will also continue to review the 
dashboards for adverse movements which might prompt an Interim Review. 
 
7.2.2 Systemic Issues 

a. Risk 

IIPAG’s strong focus on risk and contingency is no longer needed at the same high level but 
time will be spent on risk, reviewing and understanding TfL’s approach to the delivering an 
optimum risk strategy, high quality risk review and risk management performance. 
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b. Blockades and Possessions 

IIPAG will review the approaches used in other metros and monitor progress on delivering 
recommendations. 
 

c. Sponsorship 

IIPAG continues to view this as a fundamental issue to be addressed and is keen to see more 
progress.  IIPAG will monitor progress on delivering the recommendations of the report 
commissioned by TfL and will encourage the role of sponsors in developing new schemes 
addressed under Strategy and Prioritisation (7.2.4, below). 
 
d. Procurement 

This will be included within the review of Commercial Culture (see h, below). 
 
e. Organisational Issues 

 
IIPAG will contribute to discussions about the future organisational structure of TfL, drawing 
on its unique experience and independent perspective of the business.  
 
f. Standards and Specifications 

Regular review and updating of Standards, Specifications and Operational Rules are 
important to ensure both high levels of safety and optimum costs and reliability.  IIPAG will 
examine the processes that are applied to their review and will assist in any appropriate 
update. 
 
g. Management Advice 

IIPAG will work with Sponsors, Project and Programme Managers and other senior people in 
the business to provide high level support, guidance and constructive challenge to enable 
them to implement the changes that will be necessary to eradicate some of the negative 
aspects of the systemic issues discussed in this report.   
 
h. Commercial Culture 

IIPAG will review the processes, skills and training within the organisation to deliver the 
culture described in 7.1.2, above. 
 
i. Systems Engineering 

IIPAG will consider TfL’s approach to Systems Engineering, and will work to encourage TfL to 
enhance its abilities in this area such that it can ensure that it is properly prepared for 
emerging technical opportunities.  
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7.2.3 Asset Management and Benchmarking 

IIPAG will review the Asset Management strategies and plans of London Underground in 
detail in the coming year, and will be looking to see: 

 How complete these strategies and plans are, in particular the extent to which they 

transparently minimise whole life costs and address the Mayor’s Transport Strategy?  

 How they relate with each other to form an integrated plan for the efficient and 

effective management of the railway as a system? 

 The extent to which the Asset Management strategies are being delivered through 

assessing investment decisions and maintenance plans? and 

 The implementation of the Asset Management plans, including how the business will 

improve its Asset Management capabilities? 

IIPAG and TfL will increase the scope of benchmarking to cover a wider spectrum of TfL’s 
business in the coming year and IIPAG will work with TfL to further develop the reporting of 
benchmarking to ensure that it meets the needs of the business and its stakeholders.  While 
benchmarking activities in 2012/13 will continue to be focussed primarily on the asset costs 
of the London Underground network the emphasis will move from maintenance to capital 
projects, reflecting the significant level of expenditure planned and the relatively high level 
of maturity in benchmarking already achieved in maintenance. 
 
IIPAG will work with the business over the coming year to ensure that the provision of 
benchmarking expertise across TfL is appropriately structured to maximise its benefits to 
the management of assets across the whole of the business. 
 
7.2.4 Strategy and prioritisation  

IIPAG will review how projects and programmes are identified, progressed through design 
and approved.  This will consider: 

 The definition of business requirements, including addressing the Mayor’s Transport 

Strategy and TfL’s vision to become world class; 

 The travel demand; 

 The control of the planning and management of schemes in their early stages; 

 The application of whole life costing and systems engineering into projects; 

 The costing of business cases, in particular the treatment of overheads; and 

 The likely funding availability. 

This work and the review of Asset Management contain many common themes and will be 
considered together. 
 
7.2.5 Future Investment Proposals 

IIPAG’s role is to provide independent assurance and expert advice to the Mayor and to 
provide assurance to the Secretary of State that the support provided to TfL delivers value 
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for money.  TfL is rightly considering a wide range of potential projects and programmes to 
deliver improved transport across London, and IIPAG considers that an independent view on 
the case for investment for these programmes would be of value to both the Mayor and the 
Secretary of State during the 2014 Spending Review.  IIPAG has therefore assigned time 
within its programme to better understand the plans that TfL will be putting forward for 
funding such that it can comment knowledgeably on future requested investment.  
 
7.2.6 IIPAG Input Estimate 

The nature of IIPAG’s brief is wide ranging and the work required in each area is dependent 
on what is found, so a very flexible approach is necessary. Work for 2012/13 will be within 
the £500k estimate of cost which was submitted in the Autumn of 2011. 
 
The estimate of workdays below gives IIPAG’s current view of the necessary workload 
through to the end of IIPAG’s current contracts at the beginning of July 2014, broken down 
into the following main topics: 

 Days Apr 
2012 - 

Mar 2013 

Days Apr 
2013 - 

Mar 2014 

Days  Apr 
2014 -  

July 2014 

Total to 
July 2014 

1 Gateway Reviews 30 30 8 68 
2 Interim Reviews 40 40 10 90 
3 Dashboards 20 20 5 45 
4 Risk 10 10 3 23 
5 Blockades and Possessions 2 2 1 5 
6 Organisational Issues 15 10 3 28 
7 Standards and Specifications 2 2 1 5 
8 Management Advice 10 10 3 23 
9 Commercial Culture 35 35 9 79 

10 Systems Engineering 12 20 5 37 
11 Asset Management 88 75 19 182 

12 Benchmarking 50 50 13 113 
13 Strategy and Prioritisation 35 35 9 79 
14 Future Investment Proposals 15 15 4 34 
15 Management 36 36 9 81 

16 
Formal Meetings and Annual 
Report 

24 24 6 54 

 Total Days 424 414 108 946 

                       
IIPAG’s currently projected resource requirements for April 2012 to March 2013 of just over 
35 days per month, totalling 424 days for the year, are in line with IIPAG’s forecast of 
September 2011 of 425 days for the year. 
 
IIPAG’s forecast resource for April 2013 to July 2014 of less than 35 days per month is 
slightly lower than for 2012/13, with reductions in the time forecast to be required for 
organisational issues and Asset Management due to increased familiarity with the business’ 
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approaches.  The anticipated time requirement for review of system engineering is 
increased in 2013/14 reflecting the likely breadth and complexity of the issues involved.  


