
 
 

 

Heart of South West Local Transport Board  

Minutes of Meeting, 2:30pm, 18th October 2018, Great Moor House 
Sowton, Exeter. 
 

Cllr Andrea Davis * Devon County Council 

Cllr Robert Excell *  Torbay Council  

Mike O’Dowd Jones * Somerset County Council  

Philip Heseltine * Plymouth City Council  

David Bird * Heart of SW LEP 

Richard Stevens * Heart of SW LEP 

Andy Roberts  Highways England  

Adam Luscombe  Torbay Council 

Carolyn Morgan  WSP 

Sally Farley  Plymouth City Council 

Philip Heseltine  Plymouth City Council 

Melanie Sealey  Devon County Council 

James Anstee  Devon County Council 

Sunita Mills  Somerset County Council  

Carolyne Morgan  Somerset County Council 

Ian Harrison Independent Transport Advisor (ITA) 

Ian Beavis  Independent Transport Advisor (ITA) 

Garath Walters (Jacobs)   Independent Transport Advisor (ITA) 

*   Voting member of Board  
 

Apologies: 
 

• Councillor John Woodman    (delegating voting to Mike O’Dowd Jones)  

• Councillor Mark Coker   (delegating voting to Philip Heseltine) 

• Derek Philips   (delegating voting to David Bird)    

• David Northey  

• Paul Barnard  

• Paul Hickson 

• Dave Black 

• Paula Hewitt 
 

1. Minutes of previous meetings  
 
Minutes of meeting 14th March 2018 were agreed as a true record of the meeting, noting 
a correction to Paper D for Item 7.  

 

2. Declarations of interest  
 
Standing declarations were confirmed for existing projects that are identified under 
Growth Deal 1, 2 & 3. No additional declarations of interest were raised by voting 
members.    



 

3. Taunton Toneway – Programme Entry (Paper C)  
 
The business case was presented by Sunita Mills and a summary of the ITA response 
was presented by Ian Harrison. Creech Castle junction is the first phase of wider 
capacity improvements along the Toneway corridor. The proposal incorporates widening 
of the eastern approach from two to three ahead lanes. Widening of the Bridgwater Road 
south approach to four lanes. Removal of the dedicated right turn lane from Toneway 
west to Bridgwater Road south - with this lane now being marked for straight ahead 
traffic. And the A38 north will have an additional right turn lane and the left turn will be 
increased to two lanes. The scheme offers significant benefits in both journey time 
savings and journey time reliability and is is within the very high value for money 
category. 
 
Board member questions and comments; 
 

• Jamie Hulland commented on the straight across facility incorporated for 
pedestrians\cycles. Praising this bold approach as an opportunity for other LA’s to learn 
from SCC’s work as this is often a difficult issue when considering capacity\cycle safety.    

• Robert Excell raised concerns for cyclists and queried whether a bridge had been 
considered. Mike O’Dowd Jones responded that there is a bridge crossing available 
nearby. But it is not always used as it is not direct. The proposed scheme caters for a 
more direct route without having to follow other traffic. Ian Harrison responded the 
scheme caters for a reasonably confident cyclist as the crossing is signalised.  And there 
are alternatives nearby for other users.   

• Sally Farley queried what the road safety audit and designer responses were to the 
scheme and whether CPO was needed for land. Sunita Mills responded that it had not 
been through RSA at this stage. The land to the north is needed but not essential for the 
junction. It would not require a CPO to deliver the scheme.   

• Richard Stevens commented that this proposal is for one of three junctions on the 
Toneway corridor. And queried if there is an underspend could this potentially be 
committed to fund the Obridge junction or other improvements. Ian Harrison responded 
noting recommendation 3. But also noted that the other junctions should be a priority for 
HIF funding for SCC.  If the cost is lower at Final Approval stage, then a 
recommendation could be considered by members.  

• Richard Stevens commented that if the scheme does not remove the right turn towards 
Bridgewater then a lot of the benefits would be lost. Ian Harrison commented that the 
technical aspects of the right turn ban are justified. But the TRO process is a risk. Sunita 
Mills responded that a public consultation had recently been undertaken and the 
response has not been severe. 

• Andy Roberts queried whether the capacity benefits include the Obridge & Herons Gate 
junctions. Sunita Mills responded that only the Creech Castle junction had been tested. 
Mike O’Dowd Jones responded that the wider package had been tested in context.  Ian 
Harrison commented that the modelling considers to 2036, beyond this point further 
improvements may be needed.  

• Philip Heseltine expressed support. But queried with a reduced cost why the LEP 
contribution has not reduced proportionally. Mike O’Dowd Jones responded that the 
proposal reflects a higher cost to SCC. If the LEP contribution was reduced, then it would 
be difficult for SCC to underwrite and SCC is not in a position to take the extra risk.  Ian 
Harrison commented that the LEP contribution is within the scope of the assurance 
framework.    

• David Bird commented that members really need to know details for other associated 
corridor projects. Richard Steven agreed, and Andrea Davis commented that in isolation 
all the scheme will achieve is to shift the traffic on to the next junction. Mike O’Dowd 
Jones responded that it is part of the bigger picture. HIF is the identified route to achieve 



this package of improvements and the GD contribution is match for the HIF. SCC is 
happy to come back to the LTB with the proposals for Obridge and Herons Gate.      

• Andrea Davis noted for the minutes, that the written comments by Tim Jones had been 
distributed and considered by board members.  

• Andrea Davis summarised that in consideration of the board member comments a report 
on the other junctions would be made to the LTB at a future meeting.  

 
Board Members considered the ITA recommendations to;  
 
1. Approve the A358 Toneway (Creech Castle), Taunton improvement as part of the 

LTB 2015-2021 Programme 
2. Approve a financial contribution of up to £6.410m, subject to there being no 

significant change to the scheme between this stage and the completion of design, 
procurement and final value for money assessment 

3. Note that if the final scheme cost after procurement is significantly lower than the 
current estimate then the financial contribution from the Local Transport Board will be 

correspondingly reduced, to be agreed at the Final Approval stage. 
 
All Board members voted in support.  
 
  

4. Growth Deal Progress (Paper B) 
 
Ian Harrison introduced Paper B providing members with an update on progress for each 
Growth Deal project. 

 
No decisions were required by board members.  
 

 
5. Growth Deal Programme Costs & Outputs (Paper D) 

 
Ian Harrison introduced Paper D and made a presentation to board members. Part one 
of the paper summarised any changes in scheme costs throughout the different stages 
of the Growth Deal process. Part two summarised the outputs agreed with government 
for each Growth Deal project and progress to date.  
 
It was noted that there were some significant cost changes identified and that the 
majority of these were increases. In general there was a greater tendency for significant 
cost increases on the major schemes within the programme. But that the value for 
money categorisation was not affected. It was also noted to promoters that cost 
increases on these projects have increased the cost of local match funding.and not the 
growth deal element of the funding package.   
 
National figures for Optimism Bias for different infrastructure project categories were 
presented for comparison. The Growth Deal project cost increases were similar to the 
national figures. But this clearly demonstrates that appropriate levels of Optimism Bias 
are definitely required.  
 
It was noted that in terms of project outputs there has been slow reported progress to 
date. Some projects have been delivered later than anticipated, so outputs will be 
correspondingly be delayed. Transport projects may unlock a site, but this may not in 
itself be sufficient for developers to start construction. Development is still happening but 
at locations which have been supported by previous transport projects. Capturing data 
on outputs is not straight forward and may lag behind performance on the ground. 
Slower delivery of outputs is not untypical for LEPS across the country. But there is a 
need for continuing effort on monitoring, after projects have been completed.   
 



Board member questions and comments; 
 

• Richard Stevens commented that it does not read very well. Is there something that 
needs to be done at the modelling stage.  

• David Bird queried that from a business perspective what are the major causes for 
cost increases. 

• With reference to outputs Richard Stevens commented that perhaps should there be 
a focus on projects that deliver as opposed to achieving the best outputs on paper. 
Need to learn and look at success not query problems.   

• Jamie Hulland commented that in some cases a big increase in construction costs is 
a factor. But there is also a timescale factor here as well. If there is little interest from 
contractors but pressure at an officer level to keep to a delivery programme, then this 
has an impact on the construction costs. Should we have stopped and reviewed to 
obtain better value for money at the cost of the programme.     

• Sally Farley commented on utilities issues and that lack of competition for contractors 
is a regional factor.  

• Robert Excell noted issues of land banking and ransom by large developer groups. 

• Ian Harrison noted that the growth deal schemes are still delivering value for money 
outcomes.  But that at the bid stage perhaps not enough time is being taken.  

  

• Sally Farley commented that the best available info is used at the time to secure 
funding. But in order to get to a good level of understanding for a project, this would 
cost £100’s of thousands.  It should be noted however that we have achieved nearly 
all of the projects.  Jamie Hulland commented that there are a large number of 
different bid opportunities and it is not possible to fund or resource the level of detail 
that is being suggested.   

• Andy Roberts commented that the Highways England experience is similar. There is 
rarely the level of detail at the outline bid stage.   

 

• Andrea Davis summarised that an action is needed to look at this in more detail. An 
officers group meeting will be arranged prior to reporting back to the board in the 
Spring. Local authority promotors to compile a list of project issues for discussion at 
the officers group.    

 

No decisions were required by board members.  
 
6. A.O.B  

 

None   
 

 
 

Date of next meeting: - 
 

Monday 10th December 2018, 2:30pm – 4;30pm, Great Moor House, Room M8b, 
Exeter. 

 
 
 

The meeting ended at 4:01 pm 


