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Transport Asset Management Plan – Draft Data Refresh October 2018


Executive Summary

The Transport Asset Management Plan 2015-2030 (TAMP) was approved by the Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport on 10 June 2014 and identifies the key strategic priorities of the County Council, as the highway authority for Lancashire, during the period 2015/16 to 2029/30.

This document provides an update of the changes that have occurred both nationally within the highway sector since the original TAMP was approved and locally within Lancashire.  This document also provides us with an opportunity to report the latest condition of our assets so that our performance over the past 12 months can be measured and scrutinised.

This data refresh is intended to supplement both the original TAMP and previous years refresh documents rather than replace them, so that when these documents are read together they provide an up to date and ongoing analysis of the current condition of our transport assets and detailed information of any new pressures we are facing.

In addition, the annual data process enables the County Council to include information about those transport assets that were not included in the TAMP but for which further information is now available or highlight any changes that are proposed for data capture as a result of using new technology etc.

Shortly after producing the last TAMP refresh document in December 2017 the County Council completed the annual self-assessment questionnaire and assessed its performance against Department for Transport (DfT) criteria.  As a result of this exercise, the County Council considered itself to still be a Band 3 authority in terms of Highway Asset Management.  As a result, the County Council has received notification from the DfT that it will receive 100% of its 2018/19 Incentive Fund allocation (approx. £3,867,000).  Authorities in Band 1 or 2 will only receive part of their Incentive Fund allocation.

Over the past 12 months good progress has been made in respect of the condition of the A, B and C road networks, which have continue to improve and their condition is now better than they were in 2009.  The condition of our highway and transport assets has deteriorated slightly over the past 12 months, which has resulted in their overall condition falling slightly from 2.08 to 2.07.  Whilst this score has fallen, overall our assets are still regarded as being ACCEPTABLE.


The table below sets out the TAMP Service Standards, the 2013 baseline condition data and subsequent years condition data.

	Asset Category
	Measure
	Service Standard
	Asset Condition

	
	
	POOR
	ACCEPTABLE
	FAIR
	GOOD
	EXCELLENT
	2013/14
	2014/15
	2015/16
	2016/17
	2017/18

	A Roads
	% RED / AMBER
	>25%
	25 - 16%
	15 - 11%
	10 - 6%
	≤5%
	22.1%
	30.37%
	23.92%
	23.08%6
	22.29%

	B Roads
	
	>40%
	40 - 21%
	20 - 16%
	15 - 6%
	≤5%
	42.3%
	36.01%
	28.10%
	26.27%
	24.65%

	C Roads
	
	>50%
	50 - 31%
	30 - 21%
	20 - 11%
	≤10%
	48.7%
	38.59%
	30.62%
	34.26%6
	32.04%

	Residential Unclassified 
	% RED / AMBER
	>50%
	50 - 31%
	30 - 21%
	20 - 11%
	≤10%
	Not Collected
	Not Collected
	Not Collected
	Collected being analysed1 
	Collected being analysed1

	Rural Unclassified 
	% RED / AMBER
	>50%
	50 - 31%
	30 - 21%
	20 - 11%
	≤10%
	Not Collected
	Not Collected
	Not Collected
	
	

	Footways
	No. defects
	>50,000
	50,000 - 40,000
	40,000 -15,000
	15,000-10,000 
	<10,000
	51,3952
	22,1712
	13,5332
	13,0372
	7,142

	
	No. claims
	>600
	500-400
	400-250
	250-150
	<150
	359
	298
	259
	130
	04

	Bridges and Similar Structures
	Bridge Condition Index (Ave.)
	<40
	40-60
	60-79
	80-90
	>90
	89.3
	89.99
	90.19
	89.75
	89.67

	Street Lighting
	% of high / medium risk installations
	>35%
	25-35%
	20-25%
	10-20%
	5-10%
	23.15%
	17.72%3
	19.99%3
	16.15%3
	15.66%

	Traffic Signals
	% of units beyond design life
	>40%
	30-40%
	20-30
	10-20
	<10%
	33.11%
	33.11
	30.31
	30.315
	13.83

	1 - 
	Condition data is being collected for the unclassified network using Detailed Video Survey methodology for unclassified roads.  Analysis is currently being undertaken and will be reported as part of the 2018/19 data refresh.  Provisional data shows that the unclassified road network is POOR compared to the C road network

	2 - 
	Changes in defect reporting systems for footways meant 2013 data is not comparable to subsequent year's data. Detailed Video Survey data for footways is available

	3 - 
	Data cleansing means that 2013 & 2014 data is not directly comparable with subsequent years data for Street Lighting

	4 - 
	Migration to HAMS means we data can no longer be split by road classification – condition assumed to remain unchanged.

	5 - 
	There was a delay in 2016/17 in updating traffic signal inventory as efforts were focused on keeping these installations operational.

	6 - 
	The condition of the 2016/17 'A' road network has been amended after minor errors were detected in the 2016/17 calculation, which did affect our overall score last year




1) Introduction
The Transport Asset Management Plan (TAMP) was approved by the Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport on 10 June 2014 and sets out how the County Council intends to manage its transport assets over the 15 year period from 2015/16 to 2029/30.

In order that the TAMP can remain a live and current document it is intended to provide annual updates which contain additional information to supplement the TAMP.  It is intended that these updates will provide a summary of external pressures within the highway sector and internal initiatives that will impact of the County Councils highway and transport asset network.  This update includes information relating to:-

· TAMP Phase 2 Review
· DfT Self-Assessment Questionnaire,
· Consideration of the Well Managed Highways Infrastructure Code of Practice,
· Service Standard Update
· Highway Management Plan
· Revised asset condition data,

2) TAMP Phase 2 Review
The second phase of the TAMP is due to start in April 2020. The priorities for Phase 1 concentrated resources on the A, B and C road and footway networks whilst maintaining our other transport assets as close to their 2013 condition as resources will allow.
 
Phases 2 is intended to focus on the unclassified road network whilst Phase 3 will target Structures, Street Lighting and Drainage priorities.

It is proposed to start an objective review of current asset condition against approved standards and predict changes in condition, based on range of scenarios through Lifecycle modelling, for the different asset groups for the end of Phase 1 and the end of phase 2.  This information will ensure that Phase 2 allocations are apportioned so the TAMP can deliver the County Councils objectives so our Transport Assets can be maintained at the desired service standard.

A timetable is currently being drafted in order that we can manage this important piece of work.  When complete, the results of this exercise will be presented to a future Cabinet meeting for approval.

3) Well Managed Highways Infrastructure Code of Practice:
The introduction of ‘The Well Managed Highway Infrastructure Code of Practice’, published in October 2016 and commissioned by the DfT, has superseded the previous code relating to highways inspection and maintenance, advocating a Risk Based approach be developed by local authorities to managing the highway network.  Highway Authorities had until October 2018 to be compliant with the Code. 
Whilst touching on all aspects of highway maintenance the risk based approach now recommends that the safety inspection regime and defect repair regime should be based on risk.  Cabinet considered and approved a revised Highway Safety Inspection Policy in April 2018 which sets out a method for assessing the risk posed by defects and hazards and establishes a practical process to facilitate this.
Annex 'A' of the Highway Safety Inspection Policy sets out in detail how this risk based approach is applied to the most common defects and shows the investigatory levels, specific risk assessment, impact rating, and the response time to repair or make safe the defect.  This means that defects of a certain size or in a certain location may require more urgent attention than other defects where the locations and sizes are such that longer periods of response will be reasonable.
Risk Based Inspections
As well as Highway Safety Inspections the risk based approach should also be applied to prioritising other types of inspections and assessments. In considering the capital budget for 2018/19 Cabinet agreed in January 2018 that £0.974m from the Incentive Fund allocation could be used for Risk Based Assessments/Inspections.

In line with ‘The Well Managed Highway Infrastructure Code of Practice’, a risk based approach has been embedded into our approved Lifecycle Plans and the approved Structures and Street Lighting Lifecycle Plans indicate a number of areas where higher risks have been identified, for which there is currently no funding available.  

The £0.974m allocation enabled a number of bridge related post tension inspections and scour assessments to be carried out and a selection of steel lighting columns to be tested during 2017/18.

As a result of this funding we were able to test in the region of 2,000 steel columns that had been identified from a particular pattern on the column door as these were thought to be close to the end of their service life.  Of these, 15 columns were taken down and replaced immediately, 44 are scheduled for replacement shortly and a further 74 will need to be re-tested in the next 18 months to ensure that they are still fit for purpose.  As doors are interchangeable a small number of columns that were tested were identified as being of a different type.  In all such cases the inventory has been updated accordingly.  A further batch of columns are scheduled for inspection in 2018/19.

The funding enabled us to undertake a range of inspections and desk studies of bridges and highway structures that present an elevated risk to users due to a range on both known and potential issues.  This has comprised of Principal Inspections of 56 bridges, assessment of scour risk across the network, investigation of post-tensioning systems, high-risk parapets, monitoring of weak bridges and the continuing validity of load-carrying capacity assessments.  The findings will inform a risk based programme of works and inspections for 2019/20.

The 2018/19 Incentive Fund will enabled a further batch of structures to be inspected and lighting columns to be tested.  In future years we propose to carry out limited inspections of vehicle restraint systems currently in place across Lancashire.  A Vehicle Restraint System Code of Practice is currently being drafted and once the risk based approach has been finalised this document will be presented to Cabinet for approval.

In September 2018 Cabinet approved the Tree Safety Management guidance document which also established a risk based approach for the inspection of trees growing within or close to the vehicular highway.

Future Developments
In advance of the October 2018 deadline, the date by which the Well Managed Highways Infrastructure Code of Practice had to be adopted by Highway Authorities, we undertook a gap analysis to identify any outstanding matters.

As part of this, it was recognised that the only outstanding issue was the task of redefining our highway network hierarchy.  We have previously met with the County Councils insurers, Zurich Insurance, to discuss the implementation of 'Well Managed Highway Infrastructure: Code of Practice' and we raised with them how we were intending to approach this task.  Following discussion Zurich Insurance said they were happy with our proposals.

Since 2014 the County Council has undertaken a review of its core systems and has now migrated most of its transport / highway asset inventory data to the Insight, which is a central highways asset management system (HAMS).  As part of this process all legacy inventory systems have been discontinued meaning that some of datasets we used in 2014 are no longer available, or if they are, they are based on a different methodology which makes it difficult to accurately compare some 2014 data to 2018 data.

As HAMS is a modern system it is able to produce condition data that our legacy systems were not able to do.  As a result of the Bridges Lifecycle Plan we are looking to review how the condition of our bridges is monitored so that it more accurately represents the strategic nature of our structures across our highway network so we can avoid a similar situation to that which occurred recently in Italy were a bridge of a strategic road collapsed without warning.  

A key task of the TAMP phase 2 therefore is to re-examine what datasets we need in order that we can monitor our asset condition in the most appropriate way.

We have allocated £200,000 during 2018/19 to the 'Moss Road' network to carryout re-tread works at selected locations.  In order that we can allocate monies in future based on need we are developing a 'Moss Road Strategy' which will look at setting service standards and defining the appropriate preventative and reactive works we propose to use on these roads which due to their nature, pose a higher degree of engineering difficulty compared to other road types.

4) DfT Self-Assessment Questionnaire
As mentioned in the last TAMP refresh, the DfT have introduced changes to the highway maintenance formula funding mechanism at in order to encourage local authorities to adopt good asset management practices across England.

As a result each authority will now be required to undertake a self-assessment against a set of criteria aimed at assessing performance in relation to asset management, resilience, customer, benchmarking and efficiency and operational delivery.
Our last self-assessment was validated by the County Council's s151 officer and submitted to the DfT in January 2018.  As a result of this exercise, the County Council assessed itself as still being a Band 3 authority.

Should the County Council not consider itself to a Band 3 authority when the next self-assessment exercise takes place in January 2019, it will only receive part of its Incentive Fund allocation in 2019/20.  Details of the 'incentive bands' and funding % for future years are shown below:-

	Year
	Band 1
	Band 2
	Band 3

	2018/19
	30%
	70%
	100%

	2019/20
	10%
	50%
	100%

	2020/21
	10%
	30%
	100%



Based on the Indicative needs/formula allocation (£) announced in December 2014 the table below shows the level of funding the County Council could expect to receive at each of the three funding bands over the period 2018/19 to 2020/21

	Year
	Band 3
	Band 2
	Band 1

	2018/19
	3,867,000
	2,707,000
	1,160,000

	2019/20
	3,867,000
	1,934,000
	387,000

	2020/21
	3,867,000
	1,161,000
	0



Actual allocations may be slightly higher than this as the DfT will reallocate any surplus monies to all authorities in accordance with the needs-based proportions.

Given the reductions in highway funding over the past few years and the future financial challenges the County Council is facing it is imperative that we retain our 'Band 3' status for the foreseeable future.

From DfT guidance it is vital that local authorities have the support of members, senior officers and a good quality TAMP in place that is refreshed and updated on a regular basis.

A summary of self-assessment questions, areas covered and our January 2016, 2017 and 2018 scores are shown below:-




	
	Area Assessed
	2016
	2017
	2018

	1
	Asset Management Policy and Strategy
	3
	3
	3

	2
	Communications
	2
	3
	3

	3
	Performance Management Framework
	2
	3
	3

	4
	Asset Data Management
	2
	3
	3

	5
	Lifecycle Planning
	2
	2
	2

	6
	Leadership and Commitment 
	2
	3
	3

	7
	Competencies and Training
	1
	3
	3

	8
	Risk Management
	2
	3
	3

	
	Resilience
	
	
	

	9
	Resilient Network
	2
	3
	3

	10
	Implemented Potholes Review
	2
	3
	3

	11
	Implemented the Drainage Guidance
	2
	3
	3

	
	Customer
	
	
	

	12
	Satisfaction
	2
	3
	3

	13
	Feedback
	2
	3
	3

	14
	Information
	2
	3
	3

	
	Benchmarking and Efficiency
	
	
	

	15
	Benchmarking
	2
	3
	3

	16
	Efficiency Monitoring
	2
	3
	3

	
	Operational Service Delivery
	
	
	

	17
	Periodic Review of Operational Service Delivery
	2
	3
	3

	18
	Supply Chain Collaboration
	2
	3
	3

	19
	Lean Reviews
	2
	3
	3

	20
	Works Programming 
	2
	2
	3

	21
	Collaborative Working
	2
	3
	3

	22
	Procuring External Highway Maintenance Services
	2
	3
	3



If an authority scores 1 in questions 1, 2 or 5, they will automatically be placed in Band 1 overall, regardless of their other scores.  A summary of LCC's 22 scores is provided below:-

	
	2016
	2017
	2018

	Level 1
	1
	0
	0

	Level 2
	20
	2
	1

	Level 3
	1
	20
	21

	Overall Band
	2
	3
	3



As a result our assessment of our performance and DfT guidelines the County Council assessed itself to be a Band 3 authority in January 2017 and due to improvements in relation to work programming we strengthened our position as a Band 3 authority.

5) Service Standard Update

Condition – Unclassified Roads
As reported last year we have undertaken highway video surveys of the unclassified road network.  The provider of this service uses vehicles that are mounted with several high definition cameras that records the road surface.  The provider then analyses the video footage so that the appropriate road condition can be assigned to a particular section of road.  Following the completion of this work the County Council examined the results of the survey and as a result of some discrepancies and omissions, the provider has agreed to undertake further works, at no additional cost to the County Council in order to refine their works.  This remedial work is expected to be delivered in the next month.  Once we have this information we will look at setting a service standard and present our proposals to cabinet for approval.

When complete, we will have a better understanding of our rural / urban roads and will inform our investment decisions ahead of the commencement of Phase 2 of the TAMP.

Condition – Footway Network
Whilst our footway network has been the subject of a video survey we are awaiting the provider to complete outstanding remedial works, as above, so that we can get a better insight of the condition of our footway network.

We will in the meantime continuing to use the number of defects / claims as a means of measuring levels of service.

6) Highway Management Plan
The Highway Maintenance Plan was approved in 2009 and since then there have been many changes within the highway sector; including changes to the level of available finance and changes to the way the highway assets are maintained, with a move towards a risk based prioritisation approach.  As a result, we need to manage more how we maintain our highway assets and the Highway Maintenance Plan has been renamed the Highway Management Plan to reflect this.

At their October 2018 meeting, the Cabinet were asked to approve a new Highway Management Plan, which had been drafted to in response to the 'Well Managed Highway Infrastructure Code of Practice’.  The Highways Management Plan, has been updated to consolidate into one place all changes that have previously been approved in relation to:-

· Transport Asset Management Plan
· Highway Asset Management Framework
· Flood Risk Strategy
· Gully Cleaning Code of Practice
· Lifecycle Plans relating to Street Lighting, Structures and Carriageways
· Resilient Road Network
· Skid Resistant Policy
· Trash Screen Code of Practice
· Vehicular Crossing Code of Practice
· Changes in Service Standards in response to funding constraints, e.g. road markings, grass cutting, road signs and street lighting repairs

As and when changes to codes of practice are approved, or new codes of practice are introduced, all such changes will be approved by Cabinet.  The Highway Management Plan will also be updated, but the revised document will not be presented to Cabinet again as these already have had Cabinet approval.




7) Revised Asset Condition Data
Much of the condition data contained in the Transport Asset Management Plan was compiled in the 18 month period prior to Cabinet Member for Highways and Transport approving the TAMP in 2014 and was used to calculate the overall service standard that the transport assets were providing users at that time.

The 2014 condition data contained in the original TAMP is now updated and reported to members of the Scrutiny Committee on an annual basis.  Comparing our latest condition data to the 2014 baseline data, where a change of inventory system permits, enables our on-going performance to be measured and monitored.

The following pages provide a brief summary of the condition of each of the asset groups covered by the TAMP together with a summary of the main points arising out of our analysis of each group.

Each section follows a similar basic structure.  Where possible graphs will show simultaneously 2014 and 2017 data.  Where this isn’t possible, two separate graphs will be provided to show the relative condition of the asset on a district by district basis for both years so that year on year comparisons can be made.

A summary provides key bullet points which seek to outline briefly the key facts relating to the category of the asset.  Typically information presented includes:

· How much of the asset we responsible for,
· How the condition of the asset is assessed,
· If there any gaps in the information we currently hold,
· The average condition of the asset in 2014 and 2016,
· How much financial resource has, on average, been available in recent years;


















A, B and C Roads 

Most Cost Effective Strategy: Investment in preventative maintenance using appropriate surface treatments determined through deterioration modelling.



Summary
· 
· The asset consists of a total of approx. 2,583km of highway,
· The length of A, B and C roads classified as RED or AMBER in 2014 was in the region of 1,179 km.  According to the May 2018 SCANNER survey the quantity of RED or AMBER has now reduced down to 762km, a reduction of 416 km (35%),
· According to SCANNER data the overall condition of the A, B and C road network in all districts are now better than their 2009 condition,


· Between 2014 and 2018 the average % of RED or AMBER on :-
· A roads reduced by 26% (64km)
· B roads reduced by 47% (105km)
· C roads reduced by 34% (248km)
· Overall between 2014 and 2018 the average % of RED or AMBER on the A, B & C road network has reduced by 417km (35%)
· The A, B and C road network is currently regarded as being ACCEPTABLE.



Rural Unclassified Roads

Most Cost Effective Strategy: Investment in preventative maintenance which is based on appropriate surface treatment in preference to more costly resurfacing of roads.

Summary

· The asset consists of approximately 990 km.
· The current condition is indicated by the number of defects identified by highways inspections, as recorded in the Highway Defect Sort System (HDSS).
· Due to a change from EXOR to HDSS the defects in the original TAMP are not comparable to the latest figures.
· Overall there has been a reduction of approximately 6,000 (46%) critical safety defects on the rural unclassified road network between 2014/15 and 2016/17.
· As we have not had any survey data for the unclassified road network the TAMP has always assumed that the condition of the unclassified road network mirrored that of the 'C' road.  As a result of video survey works, we are analysing this data be able to report actual condition in the next refresh. 
· Investment is based firstly on maintaining the current condition of the network as far as is practical, and secondly, if investment levels are sufficient, to bring all district areas up to the same county standard.
· The asset is important to the rural economy and to rural communities.




Residential Roads
Most Cost Effective Strategy: Investment in preventative maintenance which is based on appropriate surface treatment in preference to more costly resurfacing of roads.

Summary

· The asset includes approximately 3,130 km of residential roads.
· The current condition is indicated by the numbers of defects identified by highways inspections as recorded in the Highway Defect Sort System (HDSS).  Due to a change of systems the 2013 defects numbers in the original TAMP are not comparable to the latest figures.
· Overall there has been a reduction of approximately 2,000 (7.5%) safety critical defects found on the rural unclassified road network between 2014/15 and 2016/17
· We have recently undertaken highway video surveys and are currently working with neighboring authorities to ensure consistent interpretation of the data and development of service standards.
· The estimated investment required to maintain the current rate of deterioration would be £5m per annum.
· Investment is based firstly on maintaining the current condition of the network as far as is practical.
· Secondly, if resources allow, investment will be based on bringing all districts to the county standard.





Footways

Most Cost Effective Strategy: Investment in preventative maintenance which is based on appropriate surface treatment in preference to more costly resurfacing of footways.

Summary

· There are over 8,500km of footways in Lancashire.
· The condition of this asset group has, in the absence of survey data, been determined by the number of defects detected on the footway network and the number of footway claims received.
· Using defect numbers the current condition of the asset is assessed as being EXCELLENT.
· Condition data for the footway network has now been collected by video survey and we are awaiting this to be analysed by the service provider, as detailed earlier in this refresh document.
· Overall there are approximately 13,120 (64%) less defects on the footway network in 2017-18 compared to 2014-15.
· Due to a change in systems we are no longer able to separately identify footway claims from highway or other claims, so can no longer provide this information.  
· The estimated capital investment required to maintain the current rate of deterioration would be £2.5m per annum.
· Investment is based firstly on maintaining the current condition of the network as far as is practical and secondly, if resources allow, on bringing all district areas to the same county standard.





Bridges and Similar Structures

Most Cost Effective Strategy: Investment in preventative maintenance which is not based on reconstruction of bridges but is based on appropriate

Summary

· We have good condition information relating to the condition of this asset grouping.  We are responsible for approximately 2,000 bridges and similar structures*,
· The average bridge condition index has improved from 89.3 in 2014 to 89.67 in April 2018.  The overall condition of this asset is regarded as GOOD.
· The average bridge condition is regarded as EXCELLENT in Lancaster, Wyre, Pendle, Burnley, Chorley and Fylde.  In all other district areas the average bridge condition is regarded as EXCELLENT.
· The investment strategy is based upon identifying bridges and similar structures which have a bridge condition index (critical or adjusted) of < 40**, and producing action plans for each such structure.
· On the basis of the bridge condition data, resources are allocated on the basis of need as individual projects are unlikely to be included in any district based allocation.
*Excludes maintenance of Network Rail bridges, major new projects or major refurbishments. **A bridge in poor condition does not necessarily require urgent remedial action and is not automatically at risk of failure or subject to load restrictions.



Street Lighting
Most Cost Effective Strategy: The risk to the public from a column falling over is generally low; however, half of our columns exceed the age when they should be regularly tested or considered for replacement or removal.  The best strategy is to reduce the likelihood of columns falling over by either replacing or removing the highest risk columns or removal of columns without replacement.


Summary
· We are responsible for approximately 150,000 street lights and 18,400 illuminated signs, bollards and similar installations.
· Our electricity bill for these items is in the region of £5m per annum,
· According to the risk assessment contained in the Institute of Lighting Professionals Technical Report 22 'Managing a Vital Asset' 35% of lighting columns have now exceeded their 'Action Age'.
· Approximately 15% of columns are classed as being either medium or high priority for replacement.  The number of medium/high risk columns has reduced from 24,059 to 23,500 over the past 12 months, a reduction of just over 2%
· The current condition of the stock is considered to be GOOD.
· In order to maintain the current rate of deterioration of the stock, it is estimated that a capital investment of the order of £6m per annum would be required.  The likely capital investment available for 2018/19 is £1m.


Traffic Signals 
Most Cost Effective Strategy: Investment in preventative maintenance which is based on replacement of obsolete units at key junctions which will not be covered by Highways and Transport Masterplan activities.



Summary
· There are 687 sites in Lancashire which are controlled by traffic signal and/or pelican crossing installations.
· The condition of this asset is measured in terms of the age of installations which normally have a service life of 20 years, after which they are no longer supported by the manufacturer.
· We currently have a total of 95 installations (13% of the stock) more than 20 years old – which is reduction of 109 installations (15%) from 2013.
· It is estimated that a replacement programme at a value of £0.5m per year would be required to replace the stock that is no longer supported by the manufacturer.
· A breakdown of traffic signal and pedestrian crossing equipment up to 20 years old (green) and age 21 years and over (red) and no longer supported is shown in the graph above.
· The traffic signal asset group is considered to be in a GOOD condition.


6) Service Standards
The Service Standards in the TAMP were derived wherever possible from condition data collected by engineering analysis and used to:-

· Monitor the overall condition of assets,
· Monitor our year on year performance, and
· Compare overall progress against the targets contained in the main TAMP document.

As more condition data becomes available for more asset groupings the performance targets contained in the main TAMP will be updated as appropriate and included in a future data refresh document so that they offer a more refined and accurate way of assessing the condition of the asset.  Where it is necessary to change the indicators we will clearly explain why such changes are necessary.

The main TAMP document identifies 5 service standards of POOR, ACCEPTABLE, FAIR, GOOD and EXCELLENT, against which the benefits to the users of the asset can be measured.  Details of the generic levels of service that each of the transport asset groups are likely to provide to users at each service standard are shown in Appendix 1. 

The condition data contained in this data refresh document enables us to compare our performance against the baseline figure contained in the TAMP.

The TAMP set an overall indicative service standard target of GOOD to be achieved at the end of period 2020/21-2024/25.  In setting an overall indicative service standard target of GOOD it is recognised that it is not possible or affordable to maintain all asset groups to the same level.  The targets for individual asset groups have, therefore, been set according to county council priorities, risk and affordability.

The following table details those assets covered in the TAMP and shows the service standards currently being provided by the transport assets.

Given the range of assets covered by this TAMP, there will inevitably be differences in the condition of each asset grouping. To some extent this is determined not only by the intervention intervals but also treatment and remediation options.

The 5 year, 10 year and 15 year target for each asset type is shown in the table below:-








	Asset Category
	Condition 2013
	5 Year Target
	10 Year Target
	15 Year Target

	A, B & C Roads (% RED & AMBER)
	A
	25%
	10 - 6%
	10 - 6%
	10 - 6%

	
	B
	40%
	15 - 6%
	15 - 6%
	15 - 6%

	
	C
	50%
	20 - 11%
	20 - 11%
	20 - 11%

	Residential Unclassified Roads
(% RED & AMBER)
	28-40%
	28-40%
	14-18%
	14-18%

	Rural Unclassified Roads
(% RED & AMBER)
	28-40%
	28-40%
	14-18%
	14-18%

	Footways 
(Number of defects)
	50,000-60,000
	<15,000
	<15,000
	<15,000

	Bridges and Similar Structures Bridge Condition Index (Ave.)
	80-90
	80-90
	80-90
	80-90

	Street Lighting
(% of high risk installations)
	20-25%
	25-35%
	25-35%
	25-35%

	Traffic Signals
(% of units beyond design life)
	15-20%
	30-40%
	20-30%
	<10%



The overall condition of the transport infrastructure asset has been determined by assigning scores to each service standard.  A weighted score has been produced by multiplying each score by the asset valuation.  A weighted average is calculated by dividing the total weighted scoring by the total value of the asset, as detailed below


	Scores per Service Standard

	POOR
	ACCEPTABLE
	FAIR
	GOOD
	EXCELLENT

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5



Asset Condition Summary June 2018

	Asset Group
	Valuation £ Million 2017-18
	Service Standard
	Score
	Weighted Score

	A Roads
	832
	ACCEPTABLE
	2
	1,664

	B Roads
	491
	ACCEPTABLE
	2
	982

	C Roads
	1,406
	ACCEPTABLE
	2
	2,812

	Residential Unclassified Rods
	3,604
	POOR
	1
	3,604

	Rural Unclassified Roads
	1,130
	POOR
	1
	1,130

	Footway & Cycle ways
	698
	EXCELLENT
	5
	3,490

	Bridges & Similar Structures
	1,424
	GOOD
	4
	5,696

	Street Lighting
	216
	GOOD
	4
	864

	Traffic Signals
	17
	GOOD
	4
	68

	Total
	9,818
	 
	 
	20,310

	Weighted Average Score 
	=
	2.07



Overall grade boundaries have been determined as follows:-

	Overall Service Standard – Grade Boundaries

	POOR
	ACCEPTABLE
	FAIR
	GOOD
	EXCELLENT

	1 to 1.9
	2 to 2.9
	3 to 3.9
	4 to 4.9
	5





The initial TAMP assessed the service standard to be 2.26 which determined the transport asset to be in an ACCEPTABLE condition.  This improved to 2.56 in 2015, but fell in 2016 to 2.22.  As a result of a fall in the condition of 'C' road network the service standard fell in 2016 from FAIR to ACCEPTABLE, resulting in the overall service standard falling to 2.02  Whilst our overall score may have fallen, our overall service standard is still regarded as being ACCEPTABLE.
According to the general service standards in Appendix 1, our highway and transport asset network should be regarded as being generally free from critical safety defects, although considerable maintenance backlogs do exist which have accumulated, in general, due to insufficient resources being made available over a period of time to maintain the whole asset base.

7) Conclusion
Whilst the overall condition score of our transport assets may have fallen from last year, the condition of the A and B road network and the footway network have continued to improve over the past 12 months.  From the above it can be seen that a change in approach from 'worst first' to a preventative maintenance regime has already had a big impact particularly on the A, B and C road network which has seen the condition of many roads in a number of district areas improve to at least those enjoyed in 2009, as measured by the % or RED or AMBER roads across this network.
This approach has also seen a reduction in the number of footway defects across the network.
A change in approach from allocating funds on a district basis purely according to asset numbers/lengths in favour of a countywide approach where funding is based on 'need', as determined by the relevant condition data, is starting to have the desired effect of 'normalising' the condition of each asset grouping across Lancashire.  This approach needs to be continued so that all our residents and service users are able to benefit from the same service standard regardless of district area.
Due to continued pressures from the DfT the county council cannot afford to stand still.  We need to continue to adapt and evolve if we are to secure the same level of funding as we do now.  Failure to attract sufficient funding will threaten the county council's ability to apply the TAMP principles in future years.
The results of the video survey data may require us to revisit the service standards contained in the main TAMP document as we will for the first time in many years have engineering data for the whole of footway and unclassified road networks.









Appendix 1

Generic Service Standards

	Service Standard
	Description of Level of Service

	POOR
	Definition
Service delivery that is considered to fall below the minimum standard deemed necessary to maintain the asset in a safe manner.  As a result only those essential and critical repairs that are affordable are undertaken.  The risks and consequences associated with providing this service level are summarised below:

a) Legal
· Unable to ensure that we carry out all those duties that are incumbent on the authority through law, statutory duties or mandatory requirements;
· Insufficient allocation to carry out works to recommendations contained in relevant codes of practice for which there is no approved derogation;
· Authority is more exposed to legal action up to and including corporate manslaughter;
· Degree of risk may be mitigated by a robust risk assessment which describes the reasons for deviation from the code of practice.

b) Safety
· In all cases except where the asset condition was formerly GOOD or EXCELLENT it is likely to result in a significant increase in the risks associated with safety or legal deficits;
· Risks associated with the asset may be increased with attendant risks of legal exposure;
· Likely to result in a significant increase in third party claims against LCC for personal injury and third party damage;
· Heavy reliance on Safety Inspection regime to identify defects.

c) Availability
· Availability of entire network cannot be guaranteed;
· Poor asset condition means parts of the asset may be withdrawn on a temporary or permanent basis to reduce the safety and legal exposure of the authority;
· As no programmed maintenance work is undertaken assets may be withdrawn from service for some time.

d) Condition
· Condition of the asset will quickly deteriorate as investment is not keeping pace with the maintenance requirements.  This standard is not sustainable over the long term;
· It is assumed that the rate of deterioration exceeds the under investment required to maintain condition by a factor of at least 50% i.e. investment £10m less than required means a depreciation of £15m in asset value.

e) Asset Value
· Asset value is likely to be depreciating more rapidly as a result of minimal investment;
· Maintenance heavily reliant on reactive activities which result in unpredictable financial management and highest whole life costs;
· The cost of investment needed to return the stock to the minimum standard is growing rapidly and exceeds the resources available.

f) Public Perception
· Likely to be well aware that the asset is deteriorating and is becoming less available, safe or fit for purpose;
· Members in particular will be facing pressure for improvement and will seek to react to local pressures potentially diluting the impact on overall asset condition;
· Complaints and claims would be expected to be high.

g) Service Delivery
· The principle focus is likely to be reactive maintenance with minimum or no preventative maintenance intervention to prevent asset deterioration;
· It will not be possible to address all issues rapidly and a prioritisation of service demands will be required;
· It is likely that increasing portions of the asset are removed from service and that the trend accelerates with time as the asset ages;
· An increasing backlog of maintenance issues will exacerbate the service problems and lead to a further chain reaction of deterioration;
· Depreciation in the asset value would be expected to exceed the under investment required to achieve a FAIR standard. It would be expected that initially deterioration would outstrip underinvestment by 50% with that proportion tending to increase year on year.

	ACCEPTABLE
	Definition
The minimum level of service to meet most statutory requirements and compliance with minimum requirements detailed in national codes of practice.  The risks and consequences associated with providing this service level are summarised below :

a) Legal
· The authority complies with the requirements of the relevant codes of practice in all key respects; any derogation is documented and supported by a robust risk assessment;
· We know what is required and how we deliver the requirements.

b) Safety
· High reliance on Safety Inspection regime to identify defects;
· In all cases except where the asset condition was formerly GOOD or EXCELLENT it is likely to result in an increase in the risks associated with safety or legal deficits;
· Safety defects are well defined with performance standards for rectification of those defects.  Systems are in place to ensure proper assessment prioritisation and rectification of defects or temporary arrangements to mitigate risk until a permanent repair is possible;
· We have relevant information to support our delivery to required performance standards.

c) Availability
· The majority of the asset is available for normal reasonable use.

d) Condition
· The condition of the asset is deteriorating but at a reduced rate compared to POOR standard;
· It is assumed that the rate of deterioration over under investment is of the order of 30% i.e. £10m underinvestment results in £13m of deterioration.

e) Asset Value
· The asset value is likely to be depreciating as a result of minimum investment.

f) Public Perception
· Likely to be well aware that the asset is deteriorating and is becoming less available, safe or fit for purpose;
· Members in particular will be facing pressure for improvement and will seek to react to local pressures potentially diluting the impact on overall asset condition;
· Complaints and claims would be expected to be high. It is highly likely that members or the public would easily distinguish between POOR and ACCEPTABLE standards in their localities.

g) Service Delivery
· The principle focus is likely to be reactive maintenance rather than preventative works undertaken at the optimal time;
· It will not be possible to address all issues rapidly and a prioritisation of service demands will be required;
· An increasing backlog of maintenance needs will exacerbate the service problems and lead to a further chain reaction of deterioration;
·  Depreciation in the asset value would be expected to exceed the under investment required to achieve a FAIR standard;
· It would be expected that initially deterioration would outstrip underinvestment by 30% with that proportion tending to increase year on year.




	FAIR
	Definition
A level of service that generally meets statutory needs and the requirements detailed in national codes of practice.  The risks and consequences associated with providing this service level are summarised below: 

a) Legal
· The authority complies with the requirements of the relevant codes of practice in all respects and a robust risk assessment exists, except where it chooses not to carry one out.  In all such instances any derogation is documented and supported by a robust risk assessment;
· We know what is required and how we deliver the requirements;
· The legal exposure of the authority is reasonably controlled and robust systems are in place to provide supporting evidence of compliance with the code of practice.

b) Safety
· Safety defects are well defined with performance standards for rectification of those defects;
· Systems are in place to ensure proper assessment prioritisation and rectification of defects or temporary arrangements to mitigate risk until a permanent repair is possible;
· We have relevant information to support our delivery to required performance standards. We are proactive in the identification and rectification of those defects;
· In all cases except where the asset condition was formerly GOOD or EXCELLENT it is unlikely to result in an increase in the risks associated with safety or legal deficits.

c) Availability
· The majority of the asset is available for normal reasonable use;
· Restrictions of the asset are largely planned maintenance activities rather than emergency repairs with the exception of emergency utility repairs.

d) Condition
· The condition of the asset is stabilised or with minor deterioration;
· It is assumed that the rate of deterioration is under 10%.

e) Asset Value
· The asset value is likely to be depreciating as a result of other external factors rather than under investment.

f) Public Perception
· It is likely that public opinion does not reflect the condition of the asset and the presence of any defects at all would be considered by members of the public to indicate that the asset was in poor condition.

g) Service Delivery
· A mixture of preventative maintenance undertaken at the optimal time and reactive maintenance will be delivered although it is possible that outside pressure focuses some investment in areas which do not serve to improve the condition of the asset;
· The backlog of maintenance needs will probably be growing but at a reduced rate, due to any severe weather events and the reduction of our ability to focus on technically driven programmes.


	GOOD
	Definition
A level of service that is above statutory needs and the requirements detailed in national codes of practice.  The risks and consequences associated with providing this service level are summarised below:

a) Legal
· The authority generally exceeds the requirements of the relevant codes of practice in key respects; any derogation is minor and defensible, documented, and supported by a robust risk assessment;
· We know what is required and how we deliver the requirements;
· We are able to defend legal claims robustly and develop a strong due diligence defence.

b) Safety
· Safety defects are well defined with performance standards for rectification of those defects;
· Systems are in place to ensure proper assessment prioritisation and rectification of defects or temporary arrangements to mitigate risk until a permanent repair is possible;
· We have supporting information to ensure our delivery to required performance standards;
· Should see a reduction in numbers of third party claims against LCC for personal injury and third party damage.

c) Availability
· The vast majority of the asset is available for normal reasonable use.

d) Condition
· The condition of the asset has been stabilised but significant improvements will take time It is assumed that the rate of deterioration is minimal.

e) Asset Value
· The asset value is maintained as far as is reasonably practical;
· Relatively high costs in the short term as intervention measures are used to improve asset condition – results in lower whole life costs.

f) Public Perception
· It is likely that public perception is still focused on the defects present and that it will take significant time before any improvement in perception of the asset is noted.

g) Service Delivery
· A mixture of preventative and reactive service delivery models will be used as the backlog of maintenance issues will only be reduced slowly if at all;
· Increased capital budget enables preventative maintenance to be carried out.  Such works are directed at intervening at the right point to restore the asset to an appropriate condition at minimum cost.




	EXCELLENT
	Definition
A level of service that is well above statutory needs and the requirements detailed in national codes of practice.  Service delivery aimed at maintaining the asset to a high standard.  The risks and consequences associated with providing this service level are summarised below:

a) Legal
· The authority complies with the requirements of the relevant codes of practice in all respects; any minor local derogations are documented and supported by a robust risk assessment;
· We know what is required and how we deliver the requirements;
· We further understand future needs and pressures and have a well developed strategic plan for the next five years.

b) Safety
· Significant reduction in claims against LCC for personal injury and third party damage;
· Safety defects are well defined with performance standards for rectification of those defects;
· Systems are in place to ensure proper assessment prioritisation and rectification of defects or temporary arrangements to mitigate risk until a permanent repair is possible;
· We have relevant information to support our delivery to required performance standards;
· Performance standards are challenging and reviewed regularly.

c) Availability
· The asset is available for normal reasonable use.

d) Condition
· The condition of the asset is improving strongly with asset value increasing;
· It is increasingly possible to flexibly assign resources to selected programmes each year as the relative deterioration is marginal year on year.

e) Asset Value
· The investment required to bring the asset to an as new condition is reducing;
· High costs in the short term as intervention measures are used to improve asset condition – results in lowest whole life costs.

f) Public Perception
· Generally public perception of the condition of the strategic and residential road network would be expected to be positive however the response to the few defects remaining will be disproportionate as expectations will steadily increase;
·  The majority of the asset improvements will be less visible and the general public and members would not be expected to notice improved drainage, improving lighting column condition or improving bridge condition.

g) Service Delivery
· The principle service delivery is focused on preventative maintenance at the optimal time in an assets life cycle which will effectively reduce the average cost per scheme, particularly in respect of roads, and in turn fuel more rapidly improving condition;
· Operating at a sustainable level using sustainable methods.








APPENDIX 2
Asset Quantities

Provided below is a summary of the number of items we are currently maintaining per asset type.

	Adopted Asset Type
	Asset Quantity
	Unit of Measurement

	County Motorways
	26
	km

	A Roads
	841
	km

	B Roads
	458
	km

	C Roads
	1,284
	km

	Unclassified Roads
	4,400
	km

	Footways
	>8,500
	km

	Bridges & Similar Structures
	
	

	Bridge
	1,335
	No

	Bridge (Bridleway)
	7
	No

	Bridge (Occupation)
	5
	No

	Footbridge
	313
	No

	Rural Footbridge
	1,127
	No

	Stepping Stones
	13
	Sites

	Subways
	121
	No

	
	
	

	Street Lighting
	150,075
	No.

	Illuminated Signs and Bollards etc.
	18,441
	No.

	Traffic Signals
	324 (approx.)
	Sites

	Pedestrian Crossings
	293 (approx.)
	Sites

	
	
	




Actul Km Roads RED or AMBER 2009 - 2018 and Trend 2019-2022
Lancaster Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	169.39826041333345	171.88664643575794	174.37503245818152	176.86341848060601	Lancaster Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	128.445705	135.28500700000001	136.22573199999999	148.44394800000001	189.16784000000001	214.28272399999997	160.6834394	139.93665350000001	154.32539699999998	150.324927	Ribble Valley Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	118.569209	131.33762099999998	139.45877299999998	154.50298699999999	173.68521899999996	180.21344999999999	149.3980545	137.55703449999999	140.61542299999999	125.13554499999998	Ribble Valley Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	148.57221090000007	149.21309804545467	149.85398519090904	150.49487233636364	West Lancs Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	83.423194999999993	86.347132000000002	94.212872000000004	105.250984	145.388327	162.565337	115.0212279	98.965460500000006	98.011478000000011	92.550520000000006	West Lancs Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	115.97522104666677	117.39368790242406	118.8121547581818	120.23062161393909	Wyre Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	79.092300999999992	81.167719000000005	80.518788999999998	89.217506	116.78088100000001	139.80315999999999	109.55388129999999	81.5118978	91.052031999999997	88.637368999999993	Wyre Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	103.86997867333321	105.34932868484839	106.82867869636357	108.30802870787875	Average Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	57.454529666666673	60.586690000000011	63.657470499999988	69.334589083333327	88.27284933333334	98.26367841666665	76.608891091666649	63.367955725000002	66.834221999999997	63.519678583333352	Average Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	75.079562956111204	75.859473413585874	76.639383871060772	77.419294328535443	Chorley Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	53.958556000000002	55.027715000000001	58.404657000000007	58.648823000000007	95.285589000000016	106.384783	72.5144023	56.138536200000004	61.788929000000003	60.836761000000003	Chorley Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	72.918797513333629	73.83151067030326	74.74422382727289	75.65693698424252	Preston Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	46.084898000000003	50.238518999999997	57.649270999999999	60.882168	78.402876000000006	85.689993000000001	65.064676399999996	51.696400500000003	57.601548000000001	57.08182	Preston Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	65.725343346666705	66.577366320606188	67.429389294545672	68.281412268484928	Fylde Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	41.287015000000011	41.342312	41.970625999999996	47.531814999999995	67.58767499999999	71.356134999999995	55.459793500000004	41.930480299999999	46.623128999999999	47.326093999999998	Fylde Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	54.197144046666835	54.91635069515155	55.635557343636492	56.354763992121434	Pendle Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	38.903645999999995	41.399222999999999	46.222461999999993	52.744162999999993	55.905370999999995	55.327674999999992	52.276755999999999	45.906410799999996	46.151543000000004	42.054927999999997	Pendle Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	49.624804613333481	49.976729492121308	50.328654370909135	50.680579249697075	South Ribble Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	32.939852000000002	32.756064000000002	33.512339999999995	35.007086000000001	54.879519999999999	65.146843000000004	45.620388900000002	34.158798099999998	37.090049	35.854313000000005	South Ribble Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	44.093444273333262	44.711065886666574	45.328687500000115	45.946309113333427	Rossendale Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	28.407956000000006	30.210939	30.827686000000003	31.271201000000001	30.672263999999998	36.586393000000001	33.551076999999999	25.788564000000001	22.737758000000003	20.605124000000004	Rossendale Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	24.566575933333525	23.748517703030302	22.930459472727307	22.112401242424312	Burnley Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	22.183067000000005	23.557903	25.889916000000003	30.269212	30.191158999999999	31.93561	33.078344300000005	29.771693500000001	30.344951000000005	26.463923000000005	Burnley Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	32.222503726666673	32.923217516969544	33.623931307272642	34.32464509757574	Hyndburn Actual	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	16.158955999999996	18.370125999999999	18.996521999999999	18.245176000000001	21.327470999999999	29.872038	27.084651599999997	17.053539000000001	15.668426999999999	15.364818999999999	Hyndburn trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	2019	2020	2021	2022	19.790470986666669	19.786161609696975	19.781852232727278	19.777542855757581	KM
Km Roads RED or AMBER Actual  - 2009 to 2018
Lancaster	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	128.445705	135.28500700000001	136.22573199999999	148.44394800000001	189.16784000000001	214.28272399999997	160.6834394	139.93665350000001	154.32539699999998	150.324927	Ribble Valley	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	118.569209	131.33762099999998	139.45877299999998	154.50298699999999	173.68521899999996	180.21344999999999	149.3980545	137.55703449999999	140.61542299999999	125.13554499999998	West Lanc	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	83.423194999999993	86.347132000000002	94.212872000000004	105.250984	145.388327	162.565337	115.0212279	98.965460500000006	98.011478000000011	92.550520000000006	Wyre	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	79.092300999999992	81.167719000000005	80.518788999999998	89.217506	116.78088100000001	139.80315999999999	109.55388129999999	81.5118978	91.052031999999997	88.637368999999993	Chorley	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	53.958556000000002	55.027715000000001	58.404657000000007	58.648823000000007	95.285589000000016	106.384783	72.5144023	56.138536200000004	61.788929000000003	60.836761000000003	Average	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	57.454529666666673	60.586690000000011	63.657470499999988	69.334589083333327	88.27284933333334	98.26367841666665	76.608891091666649	63.367955725000002	66.834221999999997	63.519678583333352	Preston	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	46.084898000000003	50.238518999999997	57.649270999999999	60.882168	78.402876000000006	85.689993000000001	65.064676399999996	51.696400500000003	57.601548000000001	57.08182	Fylde	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	41.287015000000011	41.342312	41.970625999999996	47.531814999999995	67.58767499999999	71.356134999999995	55.459793500000004	41.930480299999999	46.623128999999999	47.326093999999998	South Ribble	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	32.939852000000002	32.756064000000002	33.512339999999995	35.007086000000001	54.879519999999999	65.146843000000004	45.620388900000002	34.158798099999998	37.090049	35.854313000000005	Pendle	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	38.903645999999995	41.399222999999999	46.222461999999993	52.744162999999993	55.905370999999995	55.327674999999992	52.276755999999999	45.906410799999996	46.151543000000004	42.054927999999997	Rossendale	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	28.407956000000006	30.210939	30.827686000000003	31.271201000000001	30.672263999999998	36.586393000000001	33.551076999999999	25.788564000000001	22.737758000000003	20.605124000000004	Burnley	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	22.183067000000005	23.557903	25.889916000000003	30.269212	30.191158999999999	31.93561	33.078344300000005	29.771693500000001	30.344951000000005	26.463923000000005	Hyndburn	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	16.158955999999996	18.370125999999999	18.996521999999999	18.245176000000001	21.327470999999999	29.872038	27.084651599999997	17.053539000000001	15.668426999999999	15.364818999999999	Burnley Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Chorley Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Fylde Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Hyndburn trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Lancaster Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Pendle Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Preston Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Ribble Valley Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Rossendale Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	South Ribble Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	West Lancs Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Wyre Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	Average Trend	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	2018	KM
A,B & C Roads - % Red, Amber or Green 2014 v 2018

Red	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	3.7583180000000005	3.3165590000000003	26.076400000000003	8.8658229999999989	14.806415000000001	7.9637160000000007	5.123888	1.0916129999999999	46.596466999999997	24.267702999999997	9.4036869999999997	5.1634879999999992	17.363913	8.6008560000000003	39.254009000000003	19.923615999999999	7.2893350000000012	1.8360100000000001	14.004297000000001	4.3989609999999999	38.034388000000007	14.740086	33.228957999999999	15.288342	Amber	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	28.177292000000001	23.147364000000003	80.308382999999992	51.970938000000004	56.549720000000001	39.362378	24.748149999999999	14.273205999999998	167.68625699999998	126.05722400000001	45.923987999999994	36.891439999999996	68.326080000000005	48.480964	140.959441	105.21192899999998	29.297058	18.769114000000002	51.142546000000003	31.455352000000001	124.53094899999999	77.810434000000001	106.574202	73.349026999999992	Green	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	71.938389999999998	77.410077000000015	114.56921700000001	160.11723900000001	107.50086499999999	131.53090599999999	51.859962000000003	66.367181000000002	197.76927600000005	261.72707300000002	72.058324999999996	85.331072000000006	93.22300700000001	121.83118000000002	189.81754999999995	244.89545499999994	56.77760700000001	72.758876000000001	89.504156999999992	118.79668700000001	222.50566300000006	292.52048000000002	120.73283999999998	171.89863100000002	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	2014	2018	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	103.87400000000001	103.87400000000001	220.95400000000001	220.95400000000001	178.857	178.857	81.731999999999999	81.731999999999999	412.05200000000002	412.05200000000002	127.386	127.386	178.91300000000001	178.91300000000001	370.03099999999995	370.03099999999995	93.364000000000004	93.364000000000004	154.65100000000001	154.65100000000001	385.07100000000003	385.07100000000003	260.536	260.536	


Number of Defects - Rural Unclassified 2014 v 2016

2014	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	185	880	843	176	1784	523	673	3039	486	971	1697	2180	2016	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	61	498	563	69	650	358	274	1703	477	409	1238	861	



% Defects on the Rural Unclassified Network 2016

Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	8.5183633570730354E-3	6.9543359865940513E-2	7.8620304426756035E-2	9.6355257645580235E-3	9.076944560815528E-2	4.9993017734953217E-2	3.8262812456360845E-2	0.23781594749336685	6.6610808546292422E-2	5.7114928082670019E-2	0.17288088255830192	0.12023460410557185	


Number of Defects - Residential Unclassified
 2014 v 2016

2014	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	2032	1523	1786	3020	2664	2295	2039	1845	3275	2858	2333	3375	2016	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	1727	1640	1844	3004	2734	2084	1831	1389	2291	3506	2242	2579	



% of Defects on the Residential Unclass Network 2016 

Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	6.4270030888318258E-2	6.103233969707119E-2	6.8624167317926393E-2	0.11179338320122065	0.10174537605597112	7.7555729224814851E-2	6.814037438130327E-2	5.1691414536117003E-2	8.5259201369506155E-2	0.13047523352312904	8.343567414684977E-2	9.5977075657772318E-2	


Number of defects - Footways 2014 to 2017 

2014	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	1977	1014	626	1481	3462	1309	2363	672	1791	860	1415	3187	2015	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	925	732	646	1719	1166	396	1714	336	578	1149	776	1381	2016	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	1000	572	987	1501	1701	456	1924	304	444	1520	1217	1633	2017	377	393	426	659	1081	177	1234	275	196	314	632	1378	



% of Defects on Footway Network 2016-17 by District

%	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	5.2786334360123213E-2	5.5026603192383089E-2	5.9647157658919071E-2	9.2271072528703438E-2	0.15135816297955754	2.4782973956874826E-2	0.17278073368804256	3.8504620554466538E-2	2.7443293195183422E-2	4.3965275833099969E-2	8.8490618874264917E-2	0.1929431531783814	


Average Bridge Conditon Index by District 2014
<	40 POOR	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	10	3	2	5	9	5	5	14	7	5	6	5	40 - 65 ACCEPTABLE	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	16	11	8	11	53	12	23	45	15	19	57	18	65 - 80 FAIR	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	10	6	8	6	34	7	14	23	22	9	20	17	80 - 90 GOOD	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	27	14	3	9	38	34	16	24	41	19	62	18	90 - 100 EXCELLENT	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	53	51	15	35	102	75	33	102	54	31	107	62	
Bridge Condition Score (by BCI CRIT) by District 2017
<	40 Poor	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	5	2	0	5	3	9	6	24	7	2	1	3	40 - 65 Acceptable	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	22	11	9	17	53	17	33	62	26	20	51	19	65 - 80 Fair	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	13	11	8	8	38	10	25	38	25	10	34	13	80 - 90 Good	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	31	24	12	19	61	35	30	47	34	27	85	27	90 - 100 Excellent	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	54	57	15	26	112	79	37	95	48	24	78	63	
Number of Low, Medium and High Risk Columns 2014 v 2017

Low Risk	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	2577	7367	9409	12325	5376	9256	8488	8487	12762	12803	9406	8241	16447	16020	6403	6183	6629	6629	13460	13593	17117	15572	5531	10098	Medium Risk	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	5229	2406	1278	749	4031	396	265	716	2626	2430	665	850	275	298	368	338	1897	1260	810	866	2305	3084	3673	1432	High Risk	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	2014	2017	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	South Ribble	West Lancs	Wyre	2424	780	2541	437	593	355	2	118	589	548	75	801	13	743	60	212	444	1079	49	140	437	2125	3579	1338	



Signals by Age and District 2013 v 2018

up to 20 yrs	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	South Ribble	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	West Lancs	Wyre	37	52	45	58	21	35	27	45	60	83	37	50	37	51	68	119	9	11	17	25	26	31	28	32	21+ yr	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	2013	2018	Burnley	Chorley	Fylde	Hyndburn	Lancaster	South Ribble	Pendle	Preston	Ribble Valley	Rossendale	West Lancs	Wyre	17	9	14	6	16	8	20	11	26	9	14	18	14	9	62	17	2	3	8	3	6	1	5	1	
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