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Independent Investment Programme Advisory Group — Quarterly
Report November 2025

1. Introduction

1.1. This report to the Committee describes the Independent Investment Programme
Advisory Group (IIPAG) activities in September 2025 — November 2025. It
identifies some systemic issues from our reviews but makes no new strategic
recommendations.

2. 1IPAG Activity

2.1. We have undertaken two reviews ahead of the December meeting of the
Programmes and Investment Committee (PIC):

e A programme review for Safe and Healthy Streets,

e Piccadilly Line Upgrade.

2.2. We have also undertaken continuous assurance for the Four Lines Modernisation
programme, as well as some project reviews including Elephant and Castle.

3. Common Themes

3.1. Our reviews in this period have raised three issues which we have seen more
widely across the Investment Programme.

Project slippage

3.2. Slippage has occurred for a variety of reasons, and in some cases for reasons that
may have been unforeseeable. However, our reviews frequently raise questions
about over-optimism in schedule assumptions. Whilst we recognise the benefit of
having a can-do attitude this needs to be tempered by realism, drawing on
previous experience and what reporting is actually showing.

Cost increases within annualised programmes

3.3. This is partly related to slippage of projects within the programme and therefore
can be masked in the reporting of in-year programme expenditure. In our view
metrics of in-year cost performance, for example percentage of projects with
estimated final cost (EFC) increases of 0/10/20 percent etc. need to be developed
so that both the in-year position in a particular year and trends over time are better
understood. As with project slippage, we have queried whether early assumptions
feeding into cost estimates are sufficiently tested against practical experience, and
whether all the relevant lessons from other projects are being learnt.



3.4.
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4.4.

Programme level business cases and strategies

Through our reviews we continue to encourage the business to enhance the
demonstration of how projects within programmes contribute to the high-level
objectives of the programme and that prioritisation within the programme is
delivering the greatest overall benefit for the funding available. We have seen
some welcome developments in this area but believe there is more that can be
done.

Cross Cutting Reviews

Annual Review of Lines of Assurance 1 and 2 (LOAL1 and LOA2)

We have completed our 2025 review of LOA1 and LOA2, and the full report is
elsewhere on the agenda. We found that the Project Assurance team (the second
line of assurance) is successful in providing comprehensive assurance cover
across TfL’s portfolio, with a focus on the riskiest projects. The Project Assurance
team recognise that there is always more that could be done but use prioritisation
tools to good effect to ensure that their limited resources are optimised.

The systems and processes for LOAL are largely supplied by the Programme
Management Office (PMO), who also support projects in application of these. A
cross-PMO improvement plan is in place that is looking to link cost, risk, planning
and reporting, which aims to ensure that there is an integrated view of
improvements rather than separate functional workstreams working independently
of each other. This improvement plan will help to ensure the PMO is working to
improve the service across all programmes and projects. We noted that whilst the
planned improvements are welcomed, it will be important to evidence whether the
benefits from this work are delivered in practice.

We noted progress with the implementation of Power Bl based reporting over the
last 12 months but that there is still some way to go in making sure that data
sourcing is done in a consistent and aligned manner and agreeing a presentation
format that satisfies all stakeholders. We have recommended that the priority
should be to get cost and schedule alignment.

Pathway for Programmes

We have also completed our review of the Pathway process for programmes,
which will be presented to the December meeting of PIC. The Pathway process for
programmes is intended for a range of activities including large projects,
programmes and portfolios. Whilst recognising the work that has been done to
develop the process, we found that this ‘catch-all’ approach means that it is not
well tailored to the different activities. We also found that the process is not well
understood and is used inconsistently, especially in respect of the early gates; and
that it provides insufficient check-points for large and very high value projects. We
found little evidence of the process being applied to annualised programmes.



4.5. We recommended that the application of Pathway for programmes should be
focussed on genuine programmes (a group of related projects undertaken to
achieve a common objective and with a clear start and finish point), while large and
very high value projects should follow the Pathway process for projects. Annualised
programmes should be subjected to an annual health check.

4.6. We also made recommendations for improving the guidance, providing clearer
definitions of programme gates, and improving the effectiveness of and challenge
provided by programme gate meetings.

TfL’s progress in addressing systemic issues

4.7. We have prepared a first draft of a short report for Audit and Assurance Committee
in response to their question about what progress TfL has made on the recurring
systemic issues that IIPAG has raised over the past few years. We will be
confirming our findings with the business over the coming month and a session has
been arranged for January 2026 for a discussion with members of Audit and
Assurance Committee and PIC.
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