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AGENDA ITEM 5 

Report to Accountability Board Forward Plan reference number: 

FP/AB/OB, FP/AB/022, FP/AB/023, 
FP/AB/024, FP/AB/025, FP/AB/029, 
FP/AB/030 

Date of Accountability Board Meeting: 8th April 2016 

Date of report: 23rd March 2016 

Title of report: Business Case Approval 

Report by: Adam Bryan 

Enquiries to: adam.bClan~essex.gov.uk 

1. Purpose of report 

1.1 The purpose of this paper is to make the Board aware of the value for money 
assessment of business cases for schemes having been through the Independent 
Technical Evaluator (ITE) process to enable funding to be devolved to scheme 
sponsors (county and unitary councils) as part of our capital programme 

management. 

2. Recommendations 

2.1 The Board is asked to approve the business cases for the following schemes which 
have been assessed as presenting high value for money and medium to high 
certainty of achieving this: 

• West Kent lSTF: Tackling Congestion (£4.2m) 

• Eastbourne Town Centre Movement & Access Package (£2.5m) 
• Thurrock Cycle Network (£1.8m) 
• Kent Rights of Way Improvement Plan (£O.8m) 

• Kent Strategic Congestion Management Programme (£O.7m) 

2.2 The Board is asked to consider approving funding the following scheme which 

presents high value for money with low to medium certainty of achieving this: 

• Kent Susta inable Interventions Programme (£O.Sm) 

Funding approval is permissible under SElEP's Assurance Framework under an 
exemption for schemes that present Benefit Cost Ratios greater than 1.5:1, but due 
to their low cost, the complexity and cost / effort to conduct further economic 
appraisal would be disproportionate to the value of the scheme. 
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2.3 The Board is asked to approve funding for the following scheme that has not been 
subject to Independent Technical Evaluation: 

• A13 Widening - Project Development (£Sm) 

3. Background 

3.1 This report brings forward, for release of funding, projects that have successfully 
completed the Independent Technical Evaluation process, a condition of our 

Assurance Framework agreed with Government. The projects are: 

• West Kent lSTF: Tackling Congestion is a package of measures that will address 
the growing connectivity problems caused in West Kent by traffic congestion and 
a lack of capacity in the strategic road and rail networks, which is damaging 
business confidence and the competitive advantage that West Kent businesses 
have traditionally enjoyed. It will focus in particular on addressing the peak hour 
congestion caused by the school run and journeys to work by increasing the 

attractiveness of making door to door journeys by sustainable modes. 
Infrastructure improvements will be delivered at stations, town centres and key 

interchange points to facilitate multi-modal journeys using public transport, 
walking and cycling. 

• Eastbourne Town Centre Movement & Access Package: There are high levels of 

planned housing and commercia l development proposed within the strategic 
growth area of Eastbourne and South Wea lden. The increased demand that this 
will place on the highway network requires a package of measures to improve 
access and movement with in Eastbourne town centre that will be a critical 
element in supporting sustainable economic growth. The package wi ll include: 
o public realm measures, 
o bus and rail integration, and 

o improved provision for pedestrians and cyclists in this corridor. 

• Thurrock Cycle Network: The project will deliver a package of cycling and walking 
focussed at addressing barriers such as crossing faci li ties and missing routes to 
important destinations, such as railway stations. The new routes to be provided 

will be largely off-road, high-quality pedestrian and cycle infrastructure designed 

especially to attract would-be commuter cyclists who currently drive to work 
because of a lack of safe and convenient cycling infrastructure. The key outcomes 
for Thurrock delivering this project are: 

o improve cycling provision and pedestrian connectivity to increase the number 

of cycling and pedestrian journeys, reduce the number of vehicle trips in the 
borough, and reduce local congestion on key routes; 

o enhance local air quality; and 
o improve the health of Thurrock's residents. 
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Independent Tet:hniC<!1 Evaluator - Growth Deal Business Case Assessment (Q4 2015/16 for Q12016/17 Starti ng Projects) I Gate 2 Report 

Table 2.1: Gate 1 & 2 Assessment of Growth Deal Schemes seeking Approval for Funding for Ql 2016/17 

Assurance of Value for Money 

Scheme Name 
Reasonableness 01 Robustness 01 Uncertainly 

AnalysIs Analysis 

Reasonable 

methodology with a 
There is some A few inaccuracies 

Green! need for a more 
GATE 1: 8.1 Red/ f Red/: Red/ I\mber ... ~ detailed economic confusion over the within the economic 

case. economic case case. 

West Kent UTF: 
4.2 

Tackling Congestion A proportionate 
business case, with a Confusion has been 

Clarification of the 
Green/ dear and cleared up and economic case was 

GATE 2: 8.2 Green Amb~ Green Green comprehensive accurate 
provided. The analysis is 

economic case. 
methodology has 

reliable. 
been employed. 

Reasonable 
More clarity required There are minor 

methodology 
over the inaccuracies in the 

GATE 1: 4.65 Ambe, Am'" Am'- Red/Amber Ambe, employed with 
assumptions used in business case which 

Eastbourne Town improvement required 
the economic case reduce certa inty. 

Centre Movement & 2.S in the commercial case 

Access Package Methodo logy followed 
Robust analysis has 

Inaccuracies have been 

GATE Z: 4.65 Green Green Green <>~" Green 
is reasonable and 

been carried out In 
cleared up and the 

proportionate 
this business case. 

busi ness case provides a 

throughout. high level of certainty. 

Reasonable and 
Some sections are There is some 

GATE 1: 2.9 ."" proportionate 
lacking sufficient uncertainty, particularly 

• (Middle Am'" •• d Red/ ",,",be; An .. method, but lacking 
robustness of around the commercial 

Thurrock Cyde Scenario) significant sections of 
analysis case. 

Network 
1.8 necessary analysis 

GATE Z: 2.9 
Green/ Green/ 

Reasonable and Additional analysis The analysis gives a 

(Middle Green Green Amber proportionate method has ensured that the good degree of 

Scenario) 
A, 

followed throughout. analysis is robust. certainty. 
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Deliverability Risk Assessment - Approach 

1.7 This assesses the deliverability risk associated with a particular scheme. The deliverability risk 

considers: 

• Specific project risks - these relate to public acceptability, feasibility and so on. A 'RAG' 
assessment will be made against each of these deliverability criteria. 

• Risk outcomes - The impact of individual risks on overall deliverability risk in terms of key 
outcomes - these will also be RAG rated: 

• Programme risk - what is the a risk / likelihood that the scheme will be delivered 
later than planned? 

• Showstopper risk - what is the risk / likelihood that the scheme could be either 

cancelled or delayed beyond the LGF programme period - i.e. drop out of the 
programme? 

Specific project risks 

1.8 Below we list the key project specific risks and the considerations that will be taken into 
account in making the RAG assessment. The RAG rating will be based on an informed 
judgement taking account of these considerations (rather than through a formulaic approach), 
and supported by a rationale. 

Key Conslderauon~ 

• Does the project have public and stakeholder support? 

• Public and Stakeholder • Has public consultation been undertaken? 

Acceptability • Does the nature of the scheme mean the proposal is likely to face 
greater acceptability risk? 

Is the proposal: 

• Technically feasible (engineering feasibility) 

• Feasibility • Technologically feasible (proven technology) 

• Legally feasible - can be delivered within regulatory and legal 
framework (e.g. State Aid) 

• What powers / consents are required? 

• Planning Risk • Have they been secured? 

• What is the risk that powers / consents may not be granted? 

• What is the risk (how likely) and impact (who bears the risk and 

• Cost Risk I Afford::ability I could it be absorbed) of a cost over·run? 

Funding • What is the status of 3M Party Funding - identified, committed, 
secured etc.? 

• What is thl! VfM case for the scheme? 

• Value for Money • What is the risk it could fall below thl! VfM threshold (as per the 
SELEP Assurance Framework) 

• Does the scheme rely on a range of institutions to deliver the 

Complexity I Dependence 
project? 

• Are there significant project dependencies? • 
Fle~ibility of Scheme • Is the scheme fll!~ible -can it be re-defined in scope and detail to 

mitigate certain risks 
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Deliverability Risk Assessment - Outputs 

1.9 The outputs from the deliverability assessment will include: 

• A scheme by scheme risk summary, including project specific risks and risk out comes. 

• Overall programme-level risks includ ing overa ll value of schemes, by year, in the low, 

medium and high risk categories . 
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