South Gloucestershire Council – A4174
Local Highways Maintenance Challenge Fund
Application Form
The level of information provided should be proportionate to the size and complexity
of the scheme proposed. As a guide, for a small scheme we would suggest around
10 to 15 pages including annexes would be appropriate and for a larger scheme, 15
to 30 pages.
A separate application form should be completed for each scheme up to a
maximum or one large bid and one small bid for each local highway authority.
Applicant Information
Local authority name: South Gloucestershire Council
Bid Manager Name and position:
Jon Munslow, Asset and Infrastructure Group Manager, South Gloucestershire
Council
Contact telephone number: 01454863910
Email address: jonathan.munslow@southglos.gov.uk
Postal address: Council Offices, Badminton Road, Yate, South Gloucestershire,
BS37 5AF

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, they 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. The Department reserves the right to deem the business case as
non-compliant if this is not adhered to.
Please specify the web link where this bid will be published:
The bid is published at:
http://www.southglos.gov.uk/transport-and-streets//MCF

SECTION A - Scheme description and funding profile
A1. Scheme name: A4174 Major Maintenance and Enhancement.
A2. Headline description:
Please enter a brief description of the proposed scheme (in no more than 50 words)
The scheme focuses on the maintenance of the A4174 Avon Ring Road between the
A38 at Filton and the A4 at Hicks Gate. The scheme will involve major structural
maintenance of three significant structures, extending the life of the existing
carriageway and providing footways and cycleway maintenance and enhancements

A3. Geographical area:
Please provide a short description of area covered by the bid (in no more than 50
words)
The A4174 ring road around the northern and eastern fringe of Bristol provides the
main commuter and business route to the two Enterprise Areas at Filton and
Emersons Green, linking them to the Motorway Network and Bristol. The road serves
densely populated communities in the North and East of Bristol.
OS Grid Reference:
A38 Filton Roundabout – ST602790
A4 Hicks Gate Roundabout, Keynsham – ST642697
Postcode: BS15, BS16, BS30 and BS34
Please append a map showing the location (and route) of the proposed scheme,
existing transport infrastructure and other points of particular interest to the bid e.g.
development sites, areas of existing employment, constraints etc.

A larger scale location plan is Appendix 1

A4. Type of bid (please tick relevant box):
Small project bids (requiring DfT funding of between £5m and £20m)
Major maintenance, strengthening or renewal of bridges, tunnels, retaining walls or
other structures
X
Major maintenance or renewal of carriageways (roads)

X

Major maintenance or renewal of footways or cycleways

X

Major maintenance or renewal of drainage assets
Upgrade of Street Lighting

A5. Equality Analysis
Has any Equality Analysis been undertaken in line with the Equality Duty?
Yes. Appendix 2

SECTION B – The Business Case
B1. The Scheme – Summary/History (Maximum 200 words)
As a major route serving the northern and eastern fringes of the Bristol conurbation
the A4174 is the busiest local road in the West of England carrying up to 52,000
vehicles per day (forecast to increase to around 60,000 by 2020), accessing
employment, education and the strategic road network of the M32 and M4.
The scheme will address;
Structures at;
Bromley Heath Viaduct - waterproofing, deck repair, parapets. BCI Crit 81
Filton Subway – Strengthening for abnormal loads, BCI Av 90
Avon Valley Bridge – Waterproofing and parapets, BCI Crit 81
Detailed Structures condition information is in Appendix 3
Carriageway – Reconstruction to add 20 years life providing a road capable of
supporting the traffic projected to use it into the future.
Carriageway - Resurfacing the carriageway to remove major maintenance need for
the next 20 years and establish an early life intervention asset management plan for
the road. This will improve road safety and reduce third party claims
Footways and Cycleways – resurfacing and enhancement to improve safety, provide
a healthier environment and encourage sustainable transport choice.
Footways and Cycleways – junction safety improvements, visibility enhancements
and layout changes.
Complete the major maintenance works in a compressed period of time alongside
Metrobus improvements reducing overall disruption to road users and carbon
footprint of the works.

B2. The Strategic Case (Maximum 650 words)

History of the Asset
Constructed in a number of phases during the 1970s and 1980s , the A4174 is the
primary route connecting the communities of northern and eastern Bristol and South
Gloucestershire to the M32, A38 and A4. The route links Filton in the West with

Keynsham to the South-east. The route has been improved over the years to
respond to the increasing traffic flows.
Maintenance has concentrated on resurfacing interventions as indicated by road
condition surveys. In recent years the deterioration has accelerated requiring more
frequent and extensive interventions and increasing numbers of pothole repairs.

Three major structures have exceeded their design lives and now require major
maintenance to avoid failure.
Previous Carriageway Maintenance Activity is summarised in Appendix 4

What are the current problems to be addressed by your scheme? (Describe any
economic, environmental, social problems or opportunities which will be addressed
by the scheme.
The volumes of traffic on the ring road and its importance as a major bus corridor
mean that any works or lane closures due to defects cause significant traffic
disruption that affects public transport and local roads into Bristol, the M32 and M4.
Disruption due to defect repairs causes pollution and increases vehicle running costs
for businesses as their transport is diverted onto longer routes.
The scheme will support journey time reliability for buses by removing the constant
need for defect repairs and maintenance works. Improved public transport will help
the modal shift required to reduce carbon and pollution in the city area as a result of
high traffic volumes. Delivery will directly link with the Metrobus North Fringe to
Hengrove project. Appendix 15
Why the asset is in need of urgent funding?
Appendix 5 Condition Modelling shows the Engineering need for the investment
now.
Significant development is planned adjacent to and to be served by, the A4174;
Emerson’s Green Enterprise Area; Harry Stoke New Neighbourhood; University of
the West of England campus; Frenchay Hospital redevelopment; Filton Enterprise
Area and the Cribbs Patchway New Neighbourhood.

In total, 9000 new homes and 225 hectares of employment land are planned within
these areas, with the number of jobs created being up to 16,000. The increase in
traffic on the A4174 requires the road to be brought up to a fit for purpose standard
now to avoid disruption during and following the implementation of the planned
developments.
Of particular concern is the Bromley Heath viaduct on the busiest section, which
requires major work to avoid lane closures and speed restrictions for safety. Lane
closures on this section could cause tailbacks of 8km and delays of up to 2 hours
choking the adjacent road network.
Bringing the A4174 up to a fit for purpose state is crucial to maximising the uptake of
businesses in the Enterprise Areas. Without securing specific funding for this project,
the maintenance of the A4174 would be carried out as part of a balanced
programme across the whole network. Existing funding would restrict maintenance to
short sections each year creating constant disruption. This planned approach would
effectively be a managed decline unless additional funding was directed to the road,
but this would be detrimental to the rest of the network within each authority.
At the current rate of deterioration and intervention and if funding were available it
would take 30 years to treat just the carriageways and structures. This affordable
regime is effectively a managed decline that will result in lane closures and speed
restrictions.

What options have been considered and why have alternatives have been rejected?
The options considered for the A4174 are;
Option

Est Cost
£,000

Time to
deliver

Current
Regime –
Managed
Decline

13,585
(includes
inflation @2%)

Prudential
Borrowing for
resurfacing
plus
structures

14,105
(includes
interest
@3.5%) loan
paid back in
10 years.
15,500

Major
Maintenance
Challenge
Fund Bid

Comments

Notes

30 years

Asset Life
Provided
Years
8 to 10

Deterioration
rate exceeds
investment.
Cost per year of
life =
£1,509,000.

3 years

12 to 15

2 years

20

Cost per year of
life = £1,044,000
No improvement
for cyclists,
pedestrians or
safety
Cost per year of
life = £775,000.
Includes
cycleway,
pedestrian and
safety
improvements

Do nothing approach
no change to status
quo. Does not support
economic growth or
sustainable travel.
Road in managed
decline.
Unaffordable in current
funding climate. Not
confident of surface
lives if underlying
condition not treated.
Best Fit Asset
Management option.
Supports sustainable
travel and traffic
growth.

The Current regime will result in a failing road causing major impact on the economy
and road users.
Prudential Borrowing is currently unaffordable to the authority due to existing
financial commitments and uncertainty of future revenue funding to pay off the loan.
The major investment proposed through this bid provides the optimum asset
management solution for the road and provides for a low cost early intervention
asset maintenance plan for the next 40 years.
What are the expected benefits / outcomes?
The A4174 will be a fully fit for purpose route in a crucial economic area, able to
support the projected traffic over the next 20 plus years without any major
maintenance interventions. Whole life costs will be minimised and economic growth
in the area supported.
Please provide information on the geographical areas that will benefit from your
scheme. You should indicate those areas that will directly benefit, areas that will
indirectly benefit and those areas that will be impacted adversely.
This scheme will benefit the nation as well as the immediate areas of South
Gloucestershire and Bristol. The map below and Appendix 6a and 6b show the

immediate areas benefiting from the scheme.

The area directly served by the A4174 contains 3 Enterprise Areas, 4 New
Neighbourhoods, 2 major business parks, the University of the West of England, as
well as the major employers of MOD Abbeywood, Friends Life AXA and the Bristol
and Bath Science Park. The road serves all the communities within the whole of the
North and East of Bristol.
Letters of support for the scheme are at;
Appendix 7a - Suscom Letter of Support
Appendix 7b – MOD Letter of Support
Appendix 7c – Bristol City Letter of Support

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 current managed decline of the road will be continued which in whole life terms
is a more expensive option, but is the only affordable scenario open to the Council
under current budget levels.
Within 3 to 5 years significant durations of lane closures will be required disrupting
traffic and communities. Within 10 years the Bromley Heath viaduct will be at risk of
failure.
What is the impact of the scheme?

The scheme will facilitate economic growth, wider access to employment, and
increased sustainable transport use in the area supporting the growth and expansion
of the City Area.
Reduced whole life costs of the roads asset management.
No disruption to traffic on the road due to major maintenance works.
The council will be able to invest in the rest of the road network improving condition
and reducing maintenance costs.
B3. The Financial Case – Project Costs
Before preparing a scheme proposal for submission, bid promoters should ensure they
understand the financial implications of developing the scheme (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 following tables. Figures should be entered in £000s (i.e.
£10,000 = 10).
Table A: Funding profile (Nominal terms)
£000s
DfT Funding
Sought
LA Contributions

2015-16
£200

2016-17
£7000

2017-18
£6750

Total
£13950

£50

£750

£750

£1550

Notes:
1) Department for Transport funding must not go beyond 2017-18 financial year.
2) A minimum local contribution of 10% (local authority and/or third party) of the
project costs is required.
B4. The Financial Case - Local Contribution / Third Party Funding
Please provide information on the following points (where applicable)
a) The non-DfT contribution may include funding from organisations other than the
scheme promoter. Please provide details of all non-DfT funding contributions to
the scheme costs. This should include evidence to show how any third party
contributions are being secured, the level of commitment and when they will
become available.
The Council has made a commitment to contribute £750,000 per year, towards major
maintenance bids for this bid, the A4174 and a joint bid with Bristol City the A 403,
over the next three years from its own resources. The council currently has a
programme of increased investment of £20million over 10 years to maintain the
condition of its primary road network. This supplements the LTP maintenance block
allocation.

b) Where the contribution is from external sources, please provide a letter
confirming the body’s commitment to contribute to the cost of the scheme. The
Department is unlikely to fund any scheme where significant financial
contributions from other sources have not been secured or appear to be at risk.
Have you appended a letter(s) to support this case? N/A

c) Please list any other funding applications you have made for this scheme or
variants thereof and the outcome of these applications, including any reasons for
rejection.
In 2005 DfT awarded £4million to South Gloucestershire Council to carry out
maintenance on a failed section of the A4174 at the M32 junction.
Repairs to this section to be undertaken through this bid are minor and low cost early
life treatments reflecting the good condition of the road as a result of the previous
investment.
Appendix 8 provides more detail of the bid.
B5. The Financial Case – Affordability and Financial Risk (maximum 300 words)
This section should provide a narrative setting out how you will mitigate any financial
risks associated with the scheme (you should refer to the Risk Register – see
Section B10).
Please ensure that in the risk register that you have not included any risks
associated with ongoing operational costs and have used the P50 value.
Please provide evidence on the following points (where applicable):
a) What risk allowance has been applied to the project cost?
A risk contingency of 20% has been applied to the project
See Appendix 9 Outline Project Costs.
b) How will cost overruns be dealt with?
Any cost overruns will be met by South Gloucestershire Council from their own
resources.
c) What are the main risks to project delivery timescales and what impact this will
have on cost?
The main risks to the delivery of this scheme have been identified in the risk register
Appendix 10 as:


Early confirmation and payment of funding from DfT to allow an early start (Risk
no.1, 2) – Mitigation = DfT commit and provide funding by June 2015. Commence
using Local Contribution. Result = No effect on cost









The ability of the supply chain to provide sufficient resource to meet the additional
demands placed upon it through this scheme (Risks 19,26,30,32,35,38) –
Mitigation = flexible supply chain access combined with existing resources.
Flexibility in delivery programme Early Project set up. Result = Minor effect on
cost and time.
The impact of prolonged periods of poor weather upon the ability to complete the
work to programme (Risk 29) and incidents on the network (Risk 24) – Mitigation
= Contingency time in programme, High risk activities scheduled for optimum
time. Result =Minor effect on cost and time
The need to co-ordinate works programmes with those relating to developer-led
schemes and the A4174 MetroBus improvements. This will permit shared costs
relating to traffic management, making the scheme more cost effective.(Risks
18,21,22) – Mitigation = Early coordination, combine programme planning. Result
= maximise realisation of savings and benefits
Negative Media stance to the scheme. (Risk 25) – Mitigation = fully programmed
Comms plan. Early proactive media engagement. Result = Media managed
closely, proactive stance by SGC. No effect on cost or time.

These risks will primarily affect the ability to deliver the scheme to the stated
programme, rather than the overall cost of the scheme. However the governance
structure for the project includes a dedicated project board and team to ensure risk
mitigation measures are instigated in a timely manner.

B6. The Economic Case – Value for Money
a) If available for smaller scheme bids, promoters should provide an estimate
of the Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) of the scheme.
The scheme BCR has been evaluated at 8.1
Further detail is provided below. A Technical Note documenting the analysis,
modelling and cost benefit analysis is provided as Appendix 16
b) For larger schemes costing £20 million or more we would expect the bid to
include a BCR and this should align with WebTAG https://www.gov.uk/transport-analysis-guidance-webtag
Where a BCR is provided please provide separate reporting in the form of an Annex
to the bid to enable scrutiny of the data and assumptions used in deriving that BCR.
This should include:
 A description of the key risks and uncertainties in the data and assumptions and
the impact these have on the BCR;
 Key assumptions including (but not limited to): detail of the data used to support
the analysis, appraisal period, forecast years, level of optimism bias applied; and
 A description of the modelling approach used to forecast the impact of the
scheme and evidence to demonstrate that it is fit-for-purpose.

c) Please provide the following data which may form a key part of our
assessment:
Note this material should be provided even if a BCR estimate has been supplied
(unless already covered in a VfM Annex).
A description of
the doThe existing maintenance regime of high cost reactive
minimum
maintenance with localised reconstruction would continue. The
situation (i.e.
road will be managed in a declining condition resulting in lane
what would
closures and traffic delays. As condition declines revenue
happen without maintenance costs and accident risk will increase. Lane closures
Challenge
will severely disrupt the capacity of the road network affecting
Fund
businesses throughout the area.
investment).
The poor standard of the road could potentially become a
deterrent to businesses considering locating to the Enterprise
Areas, meaning that the aspirations for the economic growth of
the area is constrained and the objectives of the Strategic
Economic Plan are put at risk.
There will be an increasing risk of major disruption due to lane
closures on the Bromley Heath viaduct.
There would be additional disruption to traffic using the A4174
through the need for increasing emergency road works to fix
potholes and road safety defects.

Details of
significant
monetised and
non-monetised
costs and
benefits of the
scheme
(quantified
where possible)

Claims and accidents where road surface condition is a
contributing factor will increase.
If funding is granted, the works will be constructed over three
years and benefits would start in 2017 and last for 25 years
before another round of resurfacing/ maintenance works is
needed. Below is a list of benefits that have been monetised:





Reduced travel delays and carbon emissions from
reducing the likelihood of permanent lane restrictions on
Bromley Heath viaduct
Accident benefits from improved resurfacing over 25
years
Vehicle speed and operating cost benefits from
resurfacing works
Reduced travel delays arising from coordinating works
with the North Fringe to Hengrove (NFH) Package. The
NFH is a committed scheme to be implemented over the
next few years. Co-ordinating Challenge Fund works
schedules with the NFH works would offer significant
benefits through reduced traffic disruption compared to
ongoing maintenance works over the next 25 years.

The likelihood of permanent lane closure restrictions at Bromley
Heath viaduct have been identified both with and without the

Challenge Fund. These relate to the structure carrying the
westbound carriageway as that structure has the greater risk of
failure. With Challenge Fund investment the likelihood of
restrictions is significantly reduced. The likelihoods that have
been assessed are:
 Closure of one lane
 Closure of the structure.
If the westbound structure has to be closed to traffic then it has
been assumed the structure carrying the eastbound carriageway
would be used to enable two-way operations, with a single lane
per direction.
Calculation of traffic disruption and carbon benefits related to
reduced likelihood of permanent restrictions on Bromley Heath
viaduct have been identified through modelling using the GBATS
strategic transport model for the Greater Bristol area. (This is a
Web TAG-compliant model that has been used for a number of
successful major scheme DfT funding submissions in recent
years.) This has solely focussed on potential restrictions to the
Bromley Heath viaduct reflecting the effects of reducing
operations to a single lane as follows:
 westbound only
 both directions
Each of these scenarios was tested at 2018 and 2031 forecast
years, with impacts of each scenario monetised using TUBA
(v1.9.5).
It should be noted that without Challenge Fund investment there
will be an increased likelihood of potential restrictions and
closures on the other structures in the scheme. These impacts
have not been assessed, and hence the benefits assessment is
conservative.
The TUBA results were factored and combined based on a
probability matrix of restriction type and timeframe. These reflect
the expected increased risk of restrictions if the Challenge Fund
investment is not obtained, as follows:
Bridge
Type of restriction
lane closure
route closure

Increased % Likelihood of restriction
(Do min minus Do som)
0 to 10 yrs 10 to 20 yrs 20 to 40 yrs 40 to 60 yrs
3%
5%
20%
40%
0%
8%
16%
20%

These likelihoods relate to the primary deck element. This is
conservative since some other components of the structure have
a great risk of failure. Due to the inherent uncertainty, the
likelihood values were halved to provide further conservative
estimates. To avoid double counting, a further adjustment was

undertaken applying Bayesian probability theory to reflect the
interdependence of the likelihood values (for example, if there is
a route closure then no further restrictions can be applied). This
resulted in the following adjusted probability matrix:
Bridge
Type of restriction
lane closure
route closure

Effective increased % Likelihood of restriction
0 to 10 yrs 10 to 20 yrs 20 to 40 yrs 40 to 60 yrs
2%
2%
9%
18%
0%
4%
8%
10%

The above adjusted probabilities were applied to the TUBA
results for each scenario and summed to calculate the overall
‘likelihood-weighted’ impacts due to route restrictions / closures.
This included carbon, economic efficiency and indirect tax.
Accident benefits have been monetised using TAG values
applied to predicted reductions in accident rates due to scheme
implementation. Expected reductions in accident rates were
based on a review of historic A4174 accident data taking into
account vehicle type, cause and severity.
The impacts of pavement condition on vehicle operating costs
(VOC) and travel time have been monetised using a
relationships published in a study by Transport Scotland and
TRL. Using forecast pavement condition information for the DoMinimum and Do-Something scenarios prepared by WDM Ltd for
the A4174 for each year over the 25 year assessment period,
this relationship has been used to calculate changes in VOC and
travel time in each year for cars, LGVs, HGVs and PSV using
TAG values. These changes have then been applied to the
forecast traffic volumes to calculate net benefits.
The impact of travel delays due to lane restrictions required to
undertake resurfacing works has been assessed by modelling
the impact of merging two lanes to one within a microsimulation
model at a number of levels of traffic flow. The relationship
between traffic flow and delays derived from this testing has
been applied to forecast traffic levels on different sections of the
route to estimate peak hour delays arising from individual works
interventions on the A4174. Using the projected works
programme over 25 years for the Do-Minimum and over three
years for the Do-Something (over and above the NFH planned
works), the total vehicle delays from each scenario were
compared and converted to net economic benefit using TAG
values of time (VOT).
15% annual inflation has been applied to scheme costs incurred
in second and third years of implementation, as a conservative
assumption.

44% optimism bias has been included as a conservative
assumption.
Scheme costs are summarised as follows:
Public Accounts
Investment costs
Operating costs (maintenance)
Broad Transport Budget
Wider Public Finances

(£'000)

-

23,130
6,288
16,842
2,892

2010 values and prices

The cost benefit analysis is summarised as follows:
Analysis of Monetised Costs and Benefits (£'000)
Greenhouse Gases
Accidents
Economic Efficiency
Wider Public Finances

-

644
2,384
136,023
2,892

Present Value of Benefits
Present Value of Costs

136,159
16,842

Net Present Value (NPV)
Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR)

119,316
8.1

2010 values and prices

With a number of conservative assumptions made, the
assessment indicates the scheme represents very high value for
money with a BCR of 8.1.

Length of
scheme (km)
Number of
vehicles on
affected section
(AADT in
vehicles and if
possible split
by vehicle type)
– to include
details of data

Appendix 16 is the detailed technical report on the VfM
modelling
16km
The AADT for the A4174 is summarised in the appended map,
Appendix 12, but varies between 28,000 and 62,000 vehicles
per day based on a number of turning counts at junctions along
the route carried out between 2010 and 2013. This is split as
23,000-49,000 average annual daily cars, 1,700-7,700 LGVs,
800-3,600 HGVs, and up to 400 PSVs

(age etc.)
supporting this
estimate.
d) Other VfM information where relevant - depending on type of scheme bid:
Details of required
Permanent weight restrictions may prove necessary to
restrictions/closures if
reduce the rate of deterioration of the structures within the
funding not provided
next 3 years.
(e.g. type of
Lanes closures on the Bromley Heath Viaduct likely by
restrictions;
2020
timing/duration of
For maintenance activities at least 1 lane km will be closed
restrictions; etc.)
each year for surfacing and repair works.
Reactive repairs will increase with time resulting in an
estimated increase in lane closures from a baseline 8 days
per year by 10% per year.
The scenarios above would have a potentially catastrophic
impact upon the local economy, restricting the ability of
local businesses to function.
Length of any
diversion route, if
closure is required
(over and above
existing route) (km)

Alternative routes to the A4174 invariably involve local
roads that pass through communities and are unsuitable
for large volumes of traffic. Strategically, the main
alternative would be offered by the A420 / A46 / M4 / M32
and the A38 / M5 / M4 / M32. Length of diversion (Avoiding
Bristol and Bath Cities) ranges from 14 to 38km depending
on the section closed.
These alternatives are busy routes in their own right.
Modelling has indicated that diversion of traffic from the
A4174 would have significant impacts on the local
communities.

Regularity/duration of
closures due to
flooding: (e.g. number
of closures per year;
average length of
closure (hrs); etc.)
Number and severity
of accidents: both for
the do minimum and
the forecast impact of
the scheme (e.g.
existing number of
accidents and/or
accident rate; forecast
number of accidents
and or accident rate
with and without the
scheme)

Records show that there are no closures due to flooding.

Do Minimum (DM) based on latest 4 yr accidents
(17/01/2009 to 09/10/2013)
Do Something (DS) forecast impact of the scheme:
DM total accidents/yr = 47.25
DM slight accidents/yr = 44
DM serious accidents/yr= 3.25
DM fatal accidents/yr = 0
DS total accidents/yr= 42.53
DS slight accidents/yr = 39.6
DS serious accidents/yr= 2.93

DS fatal accidents/yr= 0
Number of existing
cyclists; forecasts of
cycling usage with and
without the scheme
(and if available length
of journey)

The cycle routes on the A4174 are well used with AADTs
measured at three sites of 624, 576 and 506 (Appendix
12). As Cycling is promoted in the city area numbers are
rising. The improvements delivered through this scheme
will contribute to an estimated 5% increase.

B7. The Commercial Case (maximum 300 words)
This section should set out the procurement strategy that will be used to select 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.
The procurement will be a collaboration between StreetCare, South Gloucestershire
Councils operations arm and the established supply chain partners.
Specialist and major elements of the scheme such as technical structures repairs
and surfacing or recycling will be procured utilising the HMEP contracts guidance.
This model allows an early start to construction through flexibility of resources. It
maximises the local economic and employment benefits by involving locally based
partners.
Early engagement of construction partners through the established supply chain will
ensure project delivery deadlines are met and any risks mitigated early in the project
planning.
Ancillary works will involve in house operations arms and support a number of
apprenticeships during the period of the scheme.
The existing Framework contract of strategic construction partners puts local people
employed by the supply chain and operations arm at the heart of the construction,
strengthening local SMEs and promoting high quality workmanship. Resultant
investment and spending by the supply chain will support local small businesses,
greatly increasing the economic benefit of the direct investment in the road.
The size of the project will enable cost effectiveness within the procurement through
economies of scale and our approach to coordinating and programming the works
within the delivery period.
*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 is likely to achieve the
best value for money outcomes is required from your Section 151 Officer below.

B8. Management Case - Delivery (maximum 300 words – for b)
Deliverability is one of the essential criteria for this Fund and as such any bid should
set out any necessary statutory procedures that are needed before it can be
constructed.
a) An outline project plan (typically in Gantt chart form) with milestones should be
included as an annex, covering the period from submission of the bid to scheme
completion. The definition of the key milestones should be clear and explained.
The critical path should be identifiable and any contingency periods, key
dependencies (internal or external) should be explained.
Has a project plan been appended to your bid?

Yes Appendix 13

b) Please summarise any lessons your authority has learned from the experience of
delivering other DfT funded programmes (such as pinch point schemes, local
majors, Local Sustainable Transport Fund, and Better Bus Areas) and what
would be different on this project as a result.
South Gloucestershire Council has extensive experience of delivering DfT and
Government funded major infrastructure projects and programmes. In recent years
Bristol City and South Gloucestershire Council has successfully delivered;
Local Sustainable Transport Fund (LSTF WEST) – a joint programme with West of
England partners to deliver a package of measures and initiatives aimed at
promoting sustainable travel across the West of England area;
Local Pinch Point Fund schemes at M5 J16 and J17 in collaboration with Highways
England;
Rapid Charging Points – to install rapid charging points for electric transport;
Cycle Ambition Fund – construction of improved cycling infrastructure key locations
on the local transport network;
Cycle City – Construction of infrastructure improvements on several strategic cycle
routes linking Bristol and South Gloucestershire;
Better By Bus Area/Greater Bristol Bus Network – a major package of bus priority
and infrastructure on several radial routes into Bristol.
These projects have involved working in partnership with a wide range of
stakeholders and have involved complex joint procurements and joint risk and
change management. The team will draw on these experiences to manage this

project successfully, within budget delivering the quality outcomes for residents,
business and visitors to the area.
A critical lesson learned from previous projects is the importance of strong project
governance and project management involving both the authority and the supply
chain to maintain project direction and decision making.
A stakeholder communications plan that involves early stakeholder consultation and
involvement is a key element in ensuring community and user benefits are
maximised and disruption impacts minimised.

B9. Management Case – Governance (maximum 300 words)
Please name who is responsible for delivering the scheme, the roles (Project
Manager, SRO etc.) and set out the responsibilities of those involved and how key
decisions are/will be made. An organogram may be useful here. This may be
attached as an Annex.
The scheme governance will comprise;
A Project Board will be formed to deliver this project and will comprise the following
people;
Senior Responsible Owner – Steve Evans, Director Environment and Community
Services, South Gloucestershire Council.
Project Executive - Mark King, Head of StreetCare and Transport, South
Gloucestershire Council
Senior Project Officer – Jon Munslow, Asset and Infrastructure Group Manager,
South Gloucestershire Council
Senior User; - Darren Davison, Carriageway Asset Manager, Street Care, South
Gloucestershire Council;
Senior Suppliers ; - Leigh James, Design and Operations Manager, South
Gloucestershire Council;
Michael Dixon, Supply Chain Manager, South Gloucestershire Council
Mike Johnson, Structures Manager, South Gloucestershire Council
Project Manager; Paul Macnamara, Project Manager, South Gloucestershire
Council.
Project Administrator, TBC
The board will be accountable for the overall delivery of the project taking whole
project financial, risk mitigation and strategic decisions.
A Project Team consisting of design and construction specialists will deliver the
projects construction. The project team’s responsibilities will cover the design and
delivery programme, stakeholder engagement, cost management, Construction
Design and Management responsibilities and project monitoring.

The project team will comprise;
Project Manager
Project task team managers
Stakeholder Manager
Chief Design Engineers for Carriageways, Structures, Footways and Cycleways.
Streetworks Manager.
Political governance will be provided by the South Gloucestershire Council’s
Planning, Transport and Strategic Environment Committee.
The Senior Project Officer will ensure that appropriate political governance and
oversight is provided. In addition scrutiny will be provided thought the West of
England Partnership Heads of Transport monthly meetings.
The organogram Appendix 14 sets out the project governance and management
roles and responsibilities.
The project will be run using the councils PRINCE 2 based project management
systems.

B10. Management Case - Risk Management
A risk register covering the top 5 (maximum) specific risks to this scheme should be
attached as an annex including, if relevant and in the top 5, financial, delivery, and
commercial and stakeholder issues.
Please ensure that in the risk register cost that you have not included any risks
associated with ongoing operational costs and have used the P50 value.

Has a risk register been appended to your bid?
Yes Appendix 10

SECTION C – Monitoring, Evaluation and Benefits Realisation
C1. Benefits Realisation (maximum 250 words)
Please provide details on the profile of benefits, and of baseline benefits and benefit
ownership. This should be proportionate to the size of the proposed scheme.
The benefits from the scheme will be:
 Reduction of future maintenance liability. Reduced revenue and capital costs of
the future management of the road.
 Avoidance of the inflationary impacts of construction costs over time.







Reduced vehicle operation costs and journey time delay costs for business and
industry.
Increased pedestrian and cycling facilities promoting healthier travel and reducing
the risk of accidents for vulnerable users.
Reduced call demand from users and reduced third party claims as a result of
having a road that is fit for purpose and can be maintained as such with the
minimum of future interventions and hence cost.
A deliverable Asset Management plan for the roads future.
Reductions in Carbon from the construction works through combining with the
NFH scheme works.

C2. Monitoring and Evaluation (maximum 250 words)
Evaluation is an essential part of scheme development and should be considered
and built into the planning of a scheme from the earliest stages. Evaluating the
outcomes and impacts of schemes is important to show if a scheme has been
successful.
Please set out how you plan to measure and report on the benefits identified in
Section C1, alongside any other outcomes and impacts of the scheme
A proportional approach to monitoring and evaluation of the outcomes of the scheme
will be undertaken. A range of baseline data will be collected prior to commencement
of the scheme.
The following quantifiable outcomes will be monitored;
Road condition - through repeatable surveys, primarily SCANNER and Scrim.
Benefits of the scheme over time - HMEP life cycle modelling based on survey
results updated over time.
Return on financial investment – monitoring future interventions against the modelled
asset management plan.
Cycle use – Before and after surveys
Pedestrian use – Before and after surveys
Bus use – Before and after surveys
Journey time reliability – before and after surveys
Community impacts – pollution and noise monitoring
Service life compared to advertised design life of materials and technologies used.
Accidents and claims – monitoring of events and call centre records.

A fuller evaluation for large schemes may also be required depending on their size
and type.

SECTION D: Declarations
D1. Senior Responsible Owner Declaration

As Senior Responsible Owner for the A4174 Major Maintenance Scheme 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: Steve Evans
Signed:
Position: Director Environment and Community
Services

D2. 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: Dave Perry

Signed:

APPENDICES – Sent as separate files
Appendix 1 A4174 MCF Bid – Location Plan
Appendix 2 A4174 MCF Bid – Equalities Impact Assessment
Appendix 3 A4174 MCF Bid – Structures Information
Appendix 4 A4174 MCF Bid – Carriageway Maintenance History
Appendix 5 A4174 MCF Bid – WDM Cway condition model
Appendix 6a A4174 MCF Bid – Areas Benefiting
Appendix 6b A4174 MCF Bid – Economic Benefit area

Appendix 7a A4174 MCF Bid – SusCom
Appendix 7b A4174 MCF Bid – MOD Abbeywood
Appendix 7c A4174 MCF Bid – Bristol City
Appendix 8 A4174 MCF Bid – 2005 M32 section exceptional bid
Appendix 9 A4174 MCF Bid – Outline Project Costs
Appendix 10 A4174 MCF Bid – Risk Register V1
Appendix 11 A4174 MCF Bid – Value for Money proforma
Appendix 12 A4174 MCF Bid – Traffic Flows
Appendix 13 A4174 MCF Bid – Outline Project Plan
Appendix 14 A4174 MCF Bid - Organogram
Appendix 15 A4174 MCF Bid – NFH Scope
Appendix 16 A4174 MCF Bid – BCR Technical Note

Submission of bids:
The deadline for bid submission is 5pm, 9 February 2015
An electronic copy only of the bid including any supporting material should be
submitted to:
roadmaintenance@dft.gsi.gov.uk copying in steve.berry@dft.gsi.gov.uk

