CODE OF PRACTICE ON TRANSPORT INFRASTRUCTURE ASSETS

APPLYING THE PRINCIPLES TO LESS COMMON ASSET TYPES – 

BACK LANES AND UNBOUND ROADS  

1.
Introduction

1.1
The detailed guidance in the Code mainly focuses on the most common asset types and circumstances, leaving authorities to apply the same principles to other, less commonly found assets and situations.  This note provides an example of how the Code can be applied in two such cases – namely Back Lanes and Unbound Roads.   

2.
Back Lanes

2.1
Background and classification issues

2.1.1
In some parts of the country it is common to have a back lane – essentially a broad alleyway – separating the backs of two rows of properties, each of which also fronts on to a highway in the normal way. The status of these back lanes varies but some are considered all purpose highways.

2.1.2
Back lanes that are highways maintainable at public expense should be included in the infrastructure asset valuation. Back lanes that are not such highways should not be included (but might need to be included elsewhere in the authority’s accounts if they are owned by the authority).

2.1.3
Given the typical construction and usage of back lanes, it may be more appropriate to treat them for asset management purposes as footways, even if they are open to all traffic. In deciding how to classify and group them, the typical usage, form of construction and maintenance techniques should be the main consideration.   

2.2
Gross Replacement Cost

2.2.1
For GRC purposes, where back lanes are included in their R199b returns, they will automatically be included in the GRC carriageway valuation, unless the authority makes an adjustment. If the construction is more like that of a footway it would be possible to reduce the carriageway length and re-introduce the back lanes as footways. For GRC purposes the difference is unlikely to be material to the total asset valuation, and therefore if calculating GRC using a simple spreadsheet approach, the adjustment is unlikely to be worthwhile.  However, if the authority groups back lanes with footways for financial modelling and asset management purposes, and particularly if it stores inventory and does the modelling in integrated asset management systems, it might well want to make the adjustment.  

2.2.2
If the back lanes are not included in the R199b numbers but are still highway assets then an appropriate quantity should be added in to the GRC calculation to account for them. In this case the addition should be made to whichever asset type best reflects the construction, maintenance and use of the back lanes.

2.3
Depreciation, other financial modelling and life cycle planning

2.3.1
In terms of classification, the assets need to be treated consistently for all financial modelling purposes and for life cycle planning.  For example, if an adjustment is made to R199B in calculating accumulated depreciation for DRC purposes, the same adjusted data should be used for life cycle planning and calculating annual depreciation.

2.3.2
For life cycle planning purposes, back lanes could either be grouped with other assets of the same class or, if the typical treatment cycle is sufficiently different, treated as a separate group with their own life cycle plan.

3.
Unbound Surfaces

3.1
Background

3.1.1
A number of highway networks include roads or footways that are highways maintainable at public expense (as opposed to Public Rights of Way, for instance) but do not have a bound surface. Such highways should be included within the authority’s infrastructure valuation.

3.2
Materiality

3.2.1
When considering how to treat unbound surfaces, authorities should consider their materiality as a proportion of their network. If such surfaces make up only a tiny fraction of the network then differentiating between them and highways with a bound surface is unlikely to make a material difference to the valuation or other financial modelling and, consequently, the difference can be ignored. Under such circumstances the few unbound highways an authority has can be included with, and treated as, bound highways for all purposes.

3.2.2
If, on the other hand, an authority has sufficient unbound highways for them to be a significant part of the network, then they should be treated as a separate sub group within the appropriate asset as described below.

3.3
Gross Replacement Cost and Modern Equivalent Asset

3.3.1
Where unbound surfaces are material, they should be valued for GRC purposes on the basis of a Modern Equivalent Asset. This means that the length and area remain the same as they are currently, and the construction should be based on an asset giving a similar level of service (in this case an unbound surface).

3.3.2
For unbound surfaces, the MEA is likely to be a single layer of unbound granular material similar to ‘Type 1’ granular sub base. For unbound carriageways a thickness of 100 to 150mm is likely to be appropriate. For footways, a thickness of 75 to 100mm is likely to be appropriate. 

3.3.3
Square metre rates for unbound surfaces are not included in the centrally provided rates so authorities will need to create their own.

3.3.4
Where unbound surfaces are material, the GRC should be calculated on the same basis as for other assets, i.e. by calculating the area of unbound carriageway/footway and multiplying it by the square metre unit rate.

3.3.5
The approach outlined above is intended as guidance and if an authority has good information indicating a different construction, then the approach should be adapted to reflect that.

3.4
Depreciation, other financial modelling and life cycle planning

3.4.1
If the unbound surfaces are not material in terms of value, they can simply be treated as if they were normal bound surfaces.

3.4.2
Where they are material, they should be treated as a separate asset group within the carriageway or footway assets (as appropriate) so that treatments, costs and lifecycles are specific to these assets. 

