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Local Highways Maintenance Challenge Fund            
Application Form: bids for funding in 2019/20
The level of information provided on this form should be proportionate to the size and complexity of the works proposed. An Excel data proforma should also be completed. 

Note that DfT funding is a maximum of £5 million per project for bids in 2019-20. An individual local highway authority may apply to bid for only one scheme. Funding will be provided in 2019/20, but it is recognised that construction may go into 2020/21 as well.  The closing date for bids is 31 October 2019.
For schemes submitted by a Combined Authority for component authorities a separate application form should be completed for each scheme, then the CA should rank them in order of preference.  
Applicant Information

Local authority name: South Gloucestershire Council 
Bid Manager Name and position: Jon Munslow, Asset and Infrastructure Group Manager
Contact telephone number:      01454863910           
Email address jonathan.munslow@southglos.gov.uk
Postal address:
South Gloucestershire Council 
Department for Environment and Community Services 
StreetCare 
PO Box 1954
Bristol
BS37 0DD
Combined Authorities
If the bid is from a local highway authority within a Combined Authority, please specify the contact and ensure that the Combined Authority has submitted a Combined Authority Application Ranking Form.

Name and position of Combined Authority Bid Co-ordinator: 
Kathryn Vowles, Head of Capital Delivery
Contact telephone number:      07976 169873           
Email address:      kathryn.vowles@westofengland-ca.gov.uk
Postal address:

West of England Combined Authority

3 Rivergate

Bristol 
BS1 6EW
When authorities submit a bid for funding to the Department, as part of the Government’s commitment to greater openness in the public sector under the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, the local highway authority must also publish a version excluding any commercially sensitive information on their own website within two working days of submitting the final bid to the Department.
Please specify the weblink where this bid will be published: https://www.southglos.gov.uk/transport-and-streets/transport/planning-transport-policy/
SECTION A – Description of works
A1. Project name: Climate Resilient routes for Commuters and Public Transport
A2. Headline description: A programme of climate resilience building measures on key commuter routes serving the wider Bristol City Region
Proposed start date March 2020
Estimated Completion date March 2021
Brief description

This programme of resilience schemes focuses on local bus and commuter routes used by car and cycle traffic. The routes all suffer from flooding due to inadequate drainage systems. The frequent flooding is causing rapid deterioration of the carriageway, increasing accident risk and affecting bus routes that carry over 3 million passengers a year. The delays and disruption caused is costing the local economy in the region of £7 million in additional travel costs of fuel and time. In any given year the events cause the creation of around 7.9 million tonnes of greenhouse gasses (HIRAM resilience modelling tool). Against these estimates the payback to the economy of the required investment to remove or minimise the resilience risk is within 1 year and removes a cause of significant pollution in the area. The proposed projects are forecast to reduce road collisions on the routes by 12% in 4 of 33 recorded collisions weather and road conditions were a factor. (SGC accident records.)

Pro forms prepared for these schemes attached:
	SGC Summary Resilience CF (02).xlsx

	SGC 01 Gipsy Patch Lane Flood resilience CF (02).xlsx
	B4057, Filton

	SGC 02 Perrinpit Road Flood Resilience CF (03).xlsx
	C252, Frampton Cotterall

	SGC 03 Coldharbour Lane culvert collapse CF (03).xlsx
	C250, adj University of West of England

	SGC 04 Bristol Road Frenchay CF (02).xlsx
	B4058, Frenchay

	SGC 05 New Avon Bridge CF (02).xlsx
	A4175, Keynsham Road

	SGC 06 The Downs Flood Resilience CF (03).xlsx
	B4059, Wickwar

	SGC 07 Yate Road CF (03).xlsx
	B4059, Iron Acton


A3. Geographic area: 

Please provide a short description of the location referred to in the bid (in no more than 50 words)
A programme of projects across South Gloucestershire as shown on the plan below
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OS Grid Reference: various
Postcode: various
You might wish to append a map showing the location (and route) of the proposed project, existing transport infrastructure and other points of particular interest to the bid.
A4. Type of works (please tick relevant box): 

DfT funding of up to £5 million in 2019/20
Structural maintenance, strengthening or renewal of bridges, viaducts, retaining walls or other key structures, footbridge or cycle bridge renewal
   




                 FORMCHECKBOX 

Major maintenance, full depth reconstruction of carriageways, structural maintenance of tunnels  FORMCHECKBOX 

Resurfacing of carriageways including improvements to footways or cycleways that are within the highway boundary
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Renewal of gullies and replacement of drainage assets  FORMCHECKBOX 

SECTION B – The Business Case

B1. The Financial Case – Project Costs and Profile
Before preparing a proposal for submission, bid promoters should ensure they understand the financial implications of developing the project (including any implications for future resource spend and ongoing costs relating to maintaining and operating the asset), and the need to secure and underwrite any necessary funding outside the Department’s maximum contribution.

Please complete the table below. Figures should be entered in £000s (i.e. £10,000 = 10).

Funding profile (Nominal terms)

	£000s
	2019-20
	2020-21

	DfT Funding Sought
	3,200
	DfT funding not available in 2020-21

	LA Contribution


	150
	

	Other Third Party Funding
	350
	


Notes:

1) Department for Transport funding will be granted in the 2019-20 financial year but local highway authorities may carry that funding over to following financial years if necessary.

2) There is no specific amount for a local contribution by the local authority and/or a third party but if this is proposed please state what this is expected to be.

B2. Local Contribution / Third Party Funding

Please provide information on the following points (where applicable):

a) The non-DfT contribution may include funding from the local authority or a third party. This should include evidence to show how any third party contributions are being secured, the level of commitment and when they will become available. 

Taylor Wimpy S106 agreement for development at Cold Harbour Lane  
b) Please list any other funding applications you have made for this project or variants of it and the outcome of these applications, including any reasons for rejection (e.g. applications made through any similar competition).

None
B3. Strategic Case (sections (a) to (g) below)
This section should briefly set out the rationale for making the investment and evidence of the existing situation, set out the history of the asset and why it is needs to be repaired or renewed. It should also include how it fits into the overall asset management strategy for the authority and why it cannot be funded through the annual Highways Maintenance Block Funding grant. 
The schemes at B4057, B4058, C250, C252 and B4059 are all on a distinct commuter network and often occur due to the same weather system resulting in multiple delay and disruption on route in and out of Bristol or accessing the strategic road network around the two Bristol enterprise zones. New Avon Bridge on the A4175 is a crucial structure for the town of Keynsham and commuter access to the south eastern area of Greater Bristol. It is the last of the Highway Bridges within South Gloucestershire at high risk of strike and scour failure. Loss of the structure would have a significant impact on commuters and access to the Keynsham railway station and affecting sustainable travel choice in the locality.
The councils Highways Asset Highways Asset Management Strategy, having improved the condition of the A roads -  Hierarchy 2 and 3 routes to a good condition, is now to improve the condition of the B, C – Hierarchy 4 to 6 routes. The locations in this programme have seen a rapid increase in flooding and deterioration of highway assets over the last few years. This is due to changing weather patterns as a result of Climate Change. The additional £1.5million per year the council invests in road maintenance and the Highways Maintenance Block Funding is fully committed to the long term road condition strategy of the council. 
a) What are the current problems to be addressed by the proposed works? (Describe economic, environmental, social problems or opportunities which will be addressed by the scheme). 
     The current flooding that occurs causes major traffic disruption affecting the local economy, avoidably increasing the carbo footprint of commuter and business journeys. The congestion also reduces air quality in residential areas as disrupted traffic seeks alternative routes. Higher volumes of traffic dispersing through the lower hierarchy network increases road safety risk particularly for vulnerable road users. 
b) Why the asset is in need of urgent funding?

The likelihood of flood events is notably increasing each year as is the extent and depth of impact on transport and communities as a result of the inadequate, poor condition drainage systems. 
c) What options have been considered and why have alternatives have been rejected?

Do Nothing – rejected due to increasing road safety, community and economic impacts.
Do locations individually over time – rejected due to minimum affordable 15yr time to deliver programme and increasing road safety, community and economic impacts.

d) What are the expected benefits / outcomes? 
Climate resilient highways assets.

Significant reduction in flooding events.
Road accident reduction of around 12%.
Local economic cost saving of £7million per year.
Avoidance of around 7.9million tonnes of extra CO2 from transport.

Bus journey time reliability.

f) What will happen if funding for this scheme is not secured? Would an alternative (lower cost) solution be implemented (if yes, please describe this alternative and how it differs from the proposed scheme)?

The solutions identified are the lowest cost options that will deliver climate resilience at these locations. 
g) What are the economic, environmental and social impacts of completing this project?
Economic – significant reduction in commuter and business traffic disruption est cost avoidance of £7milion per year.
Environmental – reduced verge habitat damage due to surface water flooding and traffic wash, improved air quality.
Social- reduced accident risk from flood events particularly for cyclists and vulnerable road users.
BCR calculations by Consultant (Jacobs):

The seven schemes fall into three categories (see Table 1):

· Flood alleviation: Five schemes will reduce existing flood occurrences from the highway network. It is anticipated that the highway re-instatement work (i.e. after the completion of the flood alleviation works) will result in an enhanced road surface;  

· Bridge Protection: One scheme will provide maintenance activities aimed at reducing flood or bridge strike risk;

· Highway resurfacing: One scheme will improve road surface quality, as well as reducing the occurrence of flooding.

Table 1: Challenge Fund Schemes 

	

	Scheme
	Name
	Flood Alleviation
	Bridge Protection
	Highway Re-surfacing

	Scheme 1
	Gipsy Patch Lane
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Scheme 2
	Perrintpit Road
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Scheme 3
	Coldharbour Lane
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Scheme 4
	Bristol Road Frenchay
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Scheme 5
	New Avon Bridge, Keynsham Road
	No
	Yes
	No

	Scheme 6
	The Downs B4509
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	Scheme 7
	B4058/B4059 Yate Road
	Yes
	No
	Yes

	


Flood Alleviation Schemes

The calculation of flood alleviation benefits has been based on basic data sources. Key sources of data have included HIRAM site reports for scheme locations, local traffic counts, historic flood frequency and duration.

Identify Routes

Alternative routes have been identified and measured in terms of time and distance, under the assumption that flooding causes the preferred road to close. A weighted ‘with flood’ journey time and distance is then calculated, based on the assumed number of days per year that the route will be closed to traffic.

Traffic Flows

Traffic counts from near to the site have been used to derive the current annual average daily traffic flow. (AADT). TEMPRO planning data has then been used to derive uplift factors to adjust the current year traffic flows to opening year and 2036 flows (see Table 2).

Table 2: Traffic Flow adjustment Factors

	

	Adjustment
	Factor

	Current Year to Opening Year traffic flow Adjustment
	1.0146

	Current Year to 2036 traffic flow adjustment
	1.0468

	


Flood Effects

HIRAM site reports indicate type of flooding event, frequency and the duration of effects. These are detailed in Table 3

Table 3: Current Flood Occurrence and Duration 

	

	Site Name
	Number of Annual Closures
	Typical duration of each closure(hours)

	Gipsy Patch Lane
	6
	12

	Perrintpit Road
	5
	48

	Coldharbour Lane
	1
	12

	Bristol Road Frenchay
	5
	24

	The Downs B4509
	5
	48

	B4058/B4059 Yate Road
	2
	6

	


From this information, an average number of flood days per annum can be determined for each location. This is the starting point in determining the benefit of the scheme. The scheme is designed to markedly reduce the effects of flood events, but not necessarily to eliminate them entirely. The potential for the scheme to reduce the incidence of flooding has been advised by SGC, and the difference in probabilities with and without scheme is used to determine the average number of flood days post scheme implementation.

Benefit calculations

Calculations of transport benefit follow methodologies set out in WebTAG (including A1.1 Cost Benefit Analysis, A1.2 Scheme Costs and A1.3 User and Provider Impacts) as well as parameters and assumptions from the WebTAG databook (May 2019, version 1.12). 

This starts from the traffic flows and with and without flood routes identified and generates a daily equivalent total trip distance and travel time, for the Do Minimum Scenario (situation without scheme investment)  and the Do Something Scenario (assumes scheme investment).

The resulting travel times and distances are calculated; the differences between them is then used to calculate the travel time savings of reducing the frequency of flooding at the scheme locations. 

Travel time savings calculations use the ‘rule-of-a-half’ (WebTAG unit A1.3). Annualised benefits are projected over a 30 year appraisal period and discounted to 2010 prices and values, using WebTAG parameters as appropriate. 

Bridge Protection Schemes

The analysis of bridge protection benefits has used basic data sources included in the HIRAM site reports for local traffic counts and alternative routes in the advent of bridge closure. South Gloucestershire Council have provided an estimate for the likelihood of the New Avon Bridge having to close to traffic if the proposed scheme is not carried out. To avoid double counting a further adjustment was undertaken applying Bayesian probability theory to reflect the interdependencies of the likelihood values (Table 4).

Table 4: Likelihood of closure of New Avon Bridge 

	Type of traffic restriction
	Likelihood % of restriction if upstream impact prevention measures and scour prevention measures are NOT carried out

	
	0 to 10 years
	10 to 20 years
	20 to 40 years

	Complete highway closure
	2%
	4%
	4%

	Adjusted likelihood
	2%
	3.9%
	3.8%


Calculations of transport benefit follow methodologies set out in WebTAG, drawing on various units as appropriate (including A1.1 Cost Benefit Analysis, A1.2 Scheme Costs and A1.3 User and Provider Impacts) as well as parameters and assumptions from the WebTAG databook (May 2019, version 1.12). 

Traffic flows and the with/ without bridge closure routes generate a total daily trip distance and travel time, for the Do Minimum Scenario (situation without scheme investment) and the Do Something Scenario (assumes scheme investment). Annualised “benefits” (of keeping the bridge open to traffic) are projected over a 30 year appraisal period and discounted to 2010 prices and values, using WebTAG parameters as appropriate.

Highway Resurfacing Schemes

Pavement condition 
Pavement condition was provided for sites 1-4 and 6-7. This initial pavement condition data was taken projected forward into the future, assuming that pavement condition will deteriorate with time to a greater extent without re-surfacing than with. 

Pavement condition and operating costs

The impact of pavement condition on vehicle operating cost (VOC) has been estimated using relationships published in a study by Transport Scotland and TRL (‘Economic, Environmental and Social Impacts of Changes in Maintenance Spend on the Scottish Trunk Road Network’, 2012). Table 14.9 of that report provides calculated changes in the VOC for various vehicle types (cars, LGV, HGV and PSV) for increasing values of International Roughness Index (IRI) based on output from the HDM-4 model. The relative change calculated from this table is shown in Table 5.

Table ‑5: Increase in VOC with Increases in IRI

	Vehicle Type
	IRI = 1
	IRI = 4
	IRI =7
	IRI=9.5

	Car
	0.00%
	3.55%
	13.79%
	22.36%

	LGV
	0.00%
	4.35%
	21.45%
	36.99%

	HGV
	0.00%
	6.71%
	21.55%
	33.09%

	PSV
	0.00%
	9.48%
	31.91%
	48.33%

	


The pavement forecast condition considers the proportion of the route falling within three categories: Red (RCI > 100), Amber (RCI 40-100), and Green (RCI < 40). However, to calculate the impact on VOC, a single RCI value was needed. Thus, an RCI value within each category was used, based on the mean calculated for each band from the pavement condition data. Values used were as follows: Red = 118.46, Amber = 61.88 and Green = 8.45. These values were converted initially into 3 metre longitudinal profile variance (LPV3m) value and then into IRI using the following formula taken from the Transport Scotland (2012) study:

(1)
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(2)
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where: 

A is a coefficient for single all purpose trunk roads of 0.0397




B is a coefficient for single all purpose trunk roads of 0.3085

Using these formulae, IRI values within each Scanner category were calculated as follows: Red = 5.91, Amber = 4.38 and Green = 2.37. The impact on VOC for each vehicle type (car, LGV, HGV and PSV) was then estimated by interpolating between the values in Table 5. Table 6 shows the resulting VOC adjustments by vehicle type used to estimate the impact of pavement condition on VOC.

	Table 6: VOC Adjustments by Scanner Category by Vehicle Type

	

	Vehicle Type
	Red
	Amber
	Green

	Car
	14.33%
	6.70%
	1.10%

	LGV
	22.42%
	9.62%
	1.35%

	HGV
	22.28%
	11.28%
	2.08%

	PSV
	32.94%
	16.39%
	2.94%

	


The values of VOC by vehicle type in each forecast year were taken from the Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) data book (May 2019). TAG provides forecast fuel, both work (Table A1.3.12) and non-work (Table A1.3.13), and non-fuel resource operating costs (Table A1.3.14). The fuel cost element was calculated based on an assumed mean speed of 48 kilometres per hour and split for cars and LGV between work and non-work time based on weighted average based on the proportion of travel in work and non-work time in data book Table A1.3.4. The non-fuel resource was calculated based on an assumed mean speed of 48 kilometres per hour with the cost assumed to be fixed throughout the assessment period.

The vehicle kilometres for each vehicle type within each Scanner category were calculated by multiplying the forecast two way AADT along each route section by type in each year by the length of the section (in kilometres) within each category for that year from the DM and DS pavement condition forecast. The VOC within each category, by each vehicle type, was then calculated by multiplying the vehicle kilometres by the forecast VOC increased by the relevant VOC adjustment factor for the category. These were then summed to give a value over the assessment period.

Pavement condition and travel time

The impact of pavement condition on travel time is based on a study by TRL (‘The Effect on Traffic Speeds of Resurfacing a Road’, by Cooper, Jordan and Young, 1980), which showed that average speed increased when a new surface was provided for a road pavement. The Transport Scotland study (2012), by assuming the reverse, namely that speeds reduce as pavement condition deteriorates, provides estimated reductions in speed for various vehicle types based on increasing values of 3mLPV. 

The assumed values within each Scanner category were converted to LPV3m using equation (1). This gave LPV3m values within each category as follows: Red = 6.76, Amber = 3.98 and Green = 1.21. The impact on mean speed for each vehicle type (car, LGV, HGV and PSV) was then estimated by interpolating between the values in Table 7. Table 8 shows the resulting mean speed reduction by vehicle type.

	Table 7: Reductions in Speed by LPV3m by Vehicle Type

	

	Type
	0.5
	1
	1.5
	2
	2.5
	3
	3.5
	4
	4.5
	5

	Car
	0
	0.22
	0.44
	0.67
	0.89
	1.11
	1.33
	1.56
	1.78
	2

	LGV
	0
	0.26
	0.51
	0.77
	1.02
	1.28
	1.53
	1.79
	2.04
	2.3

	HGV
	0
	0.26
	0.51
	0.77
	1.03
	1.28
	1.53
	1.79
	2.05
	2.30

	PSV
	0
	0.22
	0.44
	0.67
	0.89
	1.11
	1.33
	1.56
	1.78
	2

	


	Table 8: Mean Speed Adjustments by Scanner Category by Vehicle Type (kph)

	

	Vehicle Type
	Red
	Amber
	Green

	Car
	2.0
	1.1
	0.2

	LGV
	2.3
	1.3
	0.3

	HGV
	2.6
	1.4
	0.3

	PSV
	2.0
	1.1
	0.2

	


The values in Table 8 were used to create an adjusted mean speed within each Scanner category. The total vehicle hours by type were then estimated by dividing the length of the route section within each category (in kilometres) from the DM and DS pavement condition forecast by the adjusted mean speed (in kilometres per hour) to give the travel time in hours for a single vehicle.  This was multiplied by the forecast AADT for that vehicle type on each of the scheme locations to give total vehicle hours.

The vehicle hours in each year were then monetised using average type/all-week values of time (VOT) in pounds per hour from TAG (Table A1.3.5) growthed in line with forecast values of time set out in TAG Table A1.3.6.  The costs in each year were then summed to give a yearly cost which was totalled over the assessment period to give an overall estimate of daily travel time costs for each maintenance scenario.

The methodology set out above was carried out for the DM and DS maintenance scenarios based on the pavement forecast data for each scheme site.  The separate VOC and travel time components were separately calculated and summed to give costs within each of the assessment years. The daily benefit was calculated by the net difference between the DM and DS scenarios. A 3.5% discount factor was applied to future benefits and the benefits were annualised using a factor of 365.

Scheme Costs

Capital cost for the whole of the Flood Resilience Schemes is £3.45m. This is broken down as shown in Table 9. 

The table also indicates the annual reactive maintenance costs at scheme locations, as well as total property damage costs incurred by the local authorities, both with and without the scheme in place. 

Table 9: Scheme Capital Cost and Annual Reactive Maintenance Cost

	Site Name
	Scheme Capital Cost (£ ‘000)
	Annual Reactive Maintenance Cost (£ ‘000)

(Without Scheme)
	Annual Reactive Maintenance Cost (£ ‘000)

(With Scheme)

	Gipsy Patch Lane
	£325
	£0
	£0

	Perrintpit Road
	£450
	£160
	£64

	Coldharbour Lane
	£350
	£0
	£0

	Bristol Road Frenchay
	£525
	£100
	£2

	New Avon Bridge, Keynsham Road
	£750
	£0
	£0

	The Downs B4509
	£475
	£0
	£0

	B4058/B4059 Yate Road
	£575
	£10
	£5

	Total
	£3,450
	£270
	£71

	


These on-going costs will be substantially reduced by the lower incidence of flooding that the scheme will lead to a total reduction in cost of £199k per annum.

Scheme Benefit Summary

Table 10 summarises the economic benefits and costs from the assessment. Benefits and costs are converted to 2010 prices and values. 

Table 10: Individual Scheme Cost and Benefits (2010 prices and values , £000’s) 

	Site Name
	PVC (scheme Cost)
	PVB (Flood Risk reduction benefits)
	PVB (Re-surfacing benefits)
	Total PVB
	BCR

	 
	(A)
	(B)
	(C)
	(D)
	(E)

	Gipsy Patch Lane
	£223.60
	£3,714
	£304
	£4,018
	18.0

	Perrintpit Road
	£309.60
	£1,373
	£298
	£1,671
	5.4

	Coldharbour Lane
	£240.80
	£312
	£335
	£647
	2.7

	Bristol Road Frenchay
	£361.20
	£501
	£280
	£781
	2.2

	New Avon Bridge, Keynsham Road
	£516.00
	£14,254
	£0
	£14,254
	27.6

	The Downs B4509
	£326.80
	£1,265
	£150
	£1,415
	4.3

	B4058/B4059 Yate Road
	£395.60
	£418
	£3,023
	£3,441
	8.7

	Total
	£2,374
	£21,837
	£4,390
	£26,095
	11.0

	


Notes: 

A Discounted scheme construction cost (measured in 2010 prices). Optimism bias of 15% is included

B Discounted 30 year scheme benefit from reducing the risk of road closure from flood

C Discounted 30 year scheme benefits from improving the road surface (improved vehicle operating costs etc)

D Total scheme benefits

E Benefit to cost ratio for each scheme (based on flood risk reduction benefits and scheme construction cost) 

The scheme capital expenditure will result in savings to annual reactive maintenance costs. If these costs savings the overall BCR for the package exceeds 240 (Table 11).

Table 11:  BCR calculation including reduced Reactive Maintenance Costs

	PVC (Capital expenditure)
	£2,374

	PVC of Reduced Reactive Maintenance Costs
	-£2,266

	Net PVC (Capex PVC + Opex PVC)
	£108

	PVB
	£26,095

	Updated BCR
	242.5

	


Commentary

· Gipsy Patch Lane: Flood alleviation benefits are around £3,714k (over a 30 year analysis period). Highway resurfacing benefits are estimated to amount to £304k.  Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £233k. This suggests a BCR of 18.

· Perrintpit Road. Flood alleviation benefits are estimated to be £1,373k over a 30 year analysis period. Highway resurfacing benefits are estimated to amount to £298k.  Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £309k. This suggests a BCR of 5.4

· Coldharbour Lane: Flood Alleviation benefits are estimated to be £312k over a 30 year analysis period. Highway resurfacing benefits are estimated to amount to £335k.  Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £241k. This suggests a BCR of 2.7

· Bristol Road Frenchay: Flood Alleviation benefits are estimated to be £501k over a 30 year analysis period. Highway resurfacing benefits are estimated to amount to £280k.  Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £361k. This suggests a BCR of 2.2

· New Avon Bridge, Keynsham Road Bridge protection benefits are estimated to be £14,254k over a 30 year analysis period. Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £516k. This suugest a BCR of 

27.6.

· The Downs B4509: Flood Alleviation benefits are estimated to be £1,265k over a 30 year analysis period. Highway resurfacing benefits are estimated to amount to £150k.  Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £327k. This suggests a BCR of 4.3

· B4058/B4059 Yate Road. Flood Alleviation benefits are estimated to be £418k over a 30 year analysis period. Highway resurfacing benefits are estimated to amount to £3,023k. Present Value of Scheme capital costs are £396k. This suggests a BCR of 8.7

B4. Equality Analysis

Has any Equality Analysis been undertaken in line with the Equality Duty?
  FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No

B5. The Commercial Case

This section categorises the procurement strategy that will be used to appoint a contractor and, importantly for this fund, set out the timescales involved in the procurement process to show that delivery can proceed quickly.

What is the preferred procurement route for the scheme? For example, if it is proposed to use existing framework agreements or contracts, the contract must be appropriate in terms of scale and scope.

Framework contract 
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Direct labour

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 supported by long term supply chain partner.
Competitive tender

 FORMCHECKBOX 

*It is the promoting authority’s responsibility to decide whether or not their scheme proposal is lawful; and the extent of any new legal powers that need to be sought.  Scheme promoters should ensure that any project complies with the Public Contracts Regulations as well as European Union State Aid rules, and should be prepared to provide the Department with confirmation of this, if required.  An assurance that a strategy is in place that is legally compliant and is likely to achieve the best value for money outcomes is required from your Section 151 Officer below.

B6. Delivery of project 
Are any statutory procedures, such as planning permission, required to deliver the project? If yes please provide details below;
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 No
Details of statutory procedures before works can commence
     
SECTION C: Declarations

	C1. Senior Responsible Owner Declaration

	As Senior Responsible Owner for Climate Resilient routes for Commuters and Public Transport I hereby submit this request for approval to DfT on behalf of South Gloucestershire Council and confirm that I have the necessary authority to do so.

I confirm that South Gloucestershire Council will have all the necessary powers in place to ensure the planned timescales in the application can be realised.

	Name: Jon Munslow

	Signed:

[image: image6.png]




	Position: Asset and Infrastructure Group Manager

	


	C2. Section 151 Officer Declaration

	As Section 151 Officer for South Gloucestershire Council I declare that the scheme cost estimates quoted in this bid are accurate to the best of my knowledge and that South Gloucestershire Council
· has allocated sufficient budget to deliver this scheme on the basis of its proposed funding contribution

· will allocate sufficient staff and other necessary resources to deliver this scheme on time and on budget

· accepts responsibility for meeting any costs over and above the DfT contribution requested, including potential cost overruns and the underwriting of any funding contributions expected from third parties

· accepts responsibility for meeting any ongoing revenue requirements in relation to the scheme

· accepts that no further increase in DfT funding will be considered beyond the maximum contribution requested

· has the necessary governance / assurance arrangements in place

· has identified a procurement strategy that is legally compliant and is likely to achieve the best value for money outcome

· will ensure that a robust and effective stakeholder and communications plan is put in place



	Name:

Nina Philippidis 
	Signed:


[image: image7]


Submission of bids:

The deadline for bid submission is 5pm on 31 October 2019 

Successful bids for Challenge Fund Tranche 2B are to be funded in 2019/20.
An electronic copy only of the bid including any supporting material should be submitted to:

roadmaintenance@dft.gov.uk copying in Paul.O’Hara@dft.gov.uk 
Highways Maintenance Challenge Fund 2019/20 Application Form
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