
Scheme Name: NORTH BLACKBURN GROWTH DEAL 3

Scheme Description:
Improvements to three junctions on the A6119 North of Blackburn through installation of MOVA enabled signal controllers and retiming.

The purpose of this review is to examine the evidence base for the above scheme in order to identify any gaps

Additional work can then be undertaken on the scheme to ensure the business case for the scheme is comprehensive, which will limit the risk of future challenges.
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Final RAG 

Analysis 

Final Comment on updated SOBC

(Jacobs 12.12.18)

Existing arrangements for the provision of services

Include a description of the current situation

Description of the current situation is included in section 1.1 and 1.2

Can services be better utilised, or are more fundamental changes required? 

Business case confirms that fundamental changes are required, as per sections 1.1, 1.2 and 1.7

What are the constraints?

The constraints are outlined in section 1.5. Only constraints/risks to time and program, funding and drainage are 

included.

A
Are there no land constraints that may impact delivery of the scheme, with regards to site, access to utilities and ducting? Might neighbouring land not 

owned by the highway authority be required for enabling works or for a safe and secure site?

There will always be risks over the density of the statutory undertakers’ equipment in footpaths and carriageway crossings however 

the vast majority of the proposed ducting is reusing existing routes and increasing the number of ducts where appropriate.

Where new signal posts are required, these have been located for the optimum visibility/ped use. Existing stats may restrict some of 

these locations but alternative products are available and approved which can reduce excavation requirements.

Only minor kerb line amendments are required and searches have confirmed that the SU’s have no need to divert based on the 

proposed plans.

Where footpath and lane/carriageway closures are required, adequate diversions will be in place without the need to create 

temporary access roads or paths.

Main site compound is yet to be confirmed by the Preferred Contractor, however they have noted the use of satellite facilities at each 

of the sites.

G Satisfied with the additional information provided. G G

Problem Identification

How have the problems been identified?

Details provided in section 1.1 and Appendices

Provide quantification of the extent of the problems

Details provided in section 1,1

G G G G

The need for investment
Why is the scheme needed now?

Section 1.1 evidences network capacity of study area is exceeded in present year
G G G G

Impact of scheme not being delivered

Impact on transport network, economy, future development, other schemes etc.

Detailed in section 1.1 and 1.2 - very high future congestion and junctions significantly over-capacity, knock on 

effects on economy and future development

A

Economic narrative implies issues in scheme area are significantly adverse to deliverability of development sites within vicinity of the study area, and 

evidence presented suggests that any development would have adverse impacts on the transport network. Has consideration been given to whether 

any of these development sites may show partial or full dependency on the scheme? If some dependency likely, have developer contributions been 

considered?

The Roe Lee development site has been considered as being dependant on the scheme, as potentially gaining an access off the A6119 

Ramsgreave Drive. At the time of producing the business case, an application has been registered for the Roe Lee development site 

and is awaiting decision. The developer could potentially pay for signalisation of the access onto the A6119 Ramsgreave Drive.

With regards to other development sites, it is pertinent to mention that any housing schemes in Blackburn with Darwen given low 

house prices are unlikely to be viable if significant S106/278 contributions are requested. 

BwDBC is likely to see some S106 contributions from the developers towards walking, cycling and public transport improvements.

A

Dependency should be considered in line with WebTAG A2.1 / A2.2 i.e. on the basis of whether the developments cause 

an unacceptable impact on the transport network and would not be granted permission without an intervention. Evidence 

from the analysis suggests this may be the case for the 4,000 North East Blackburn Future Housing units. The other sites 

are sufficiently small that they are unlikely to be considered dependent.

Traffic from dependent development should not be included in the baseline scenario and calculation of the initial BCR. 

However, the GVA/land value uplift from the unlocking of dependent development by the scheme can be considered as 

part of the VfM assessment as level 3 analysis (and will obviously offer significant benefits as the entire appraisal period, 

rather than just acceleration, can be considered).

MHCLG data suggests that a land value uplift of £12,000 per unit would be realised in BwD, which represents over £20m 

in benefits in Present Value. Ready reckoners are available from the Ministry, and their use would be sufficiently 

proportionate to include these impacts.

These impacts can, and probably should, be considered regardless of whether a developer contribution would be sought. 

However the 4,000 units in "North East Blackburn Future Housing" allocation should probably be expected to make a 

contribution, even if only a small one, towards local highway infrastructure requirements. Even £1,000 per unit would result 

in more than doubling the funding available for the scheme. 

What viability assessment has been undertaken to support you statement that 'any housing schemes in Blackburn with 

Darwen given low house prices are unlikely to be viable if significant S106/278 contributions are requested.'?

The 4,194 North Blackburn Future Housing development has not been included in the 

baseline scenario and calculation of the initial BCR. 

It is accepted that the GVA value from unlocking this development could be considered 

as part of the VfM assessment, however given the level of uncertainty associated with 

the development (it is not included in the current Local Plan but there is no a 

demonstrable housing supply in BwD) it is considered that including acceleration of the 

development within the GVA analysis was more appropriate. 

The timescales for delivering the 4,194 North Blackburn Future Housing development 

falls out of the timescales for the Growth Deal. As such the reliance on contributions 

from this development would have the potential to undermine the affordability of the 

scheme. 

A consultancy team of Jones Lang LaSalle and Gordon Hood Regeneration was 

commissioned by BwDBC to undertake the BwD Development Market Study. This 

Study is an assessment of development market conditions across the Borough 

including the two town centres of Blackburn and Darwen. With reference to  Section 

8.5.3 of the aforementioned document, "To further incentivise housing development 

for sale within the inner urban areas we would recommend tha section 106 charges 

for affordable housing be suspended until there is a significant recovery in the local 

housing market." While there have been some signs of housing market recovery, the 

level of S106 that could reasonably be applied would still be unlikely to make significant 

contribution to highway capacity infrastructure.  Contribuions sought on housing 

developments in the suburban brownfield locations would likely be spent on making 

those sites more accissible. 

Following discussions with BwD and given the level of uncertainty a consideration has 

been given to count 20% of the 4,194 houses as scheme dependent.  This should be a 

reasonable assumption given the level of certainty associated with the development 

proposals. 

The GVA assessment has been updated accordingly. 

A

PH has discussed an alternative approach with MC focusing on Roe Lee and Yew Tree Drive sites. 

We believe that this approach is preferable if sufficiently robust evidence that the developments were 

permitted on the expectation of the scheme can be produced, as it will allow for a more robust GVA 

assessment.

We note that Roe Lee and Yew Tree Drive contributed £730,000 and £740,000 S106 monies to local 

highway improvements respectively, representing £4,700 per unit and £2,700 per unit respectively. Will 

this S106 contribution fund BwDBC's local contribution? On the basis of this, we believe that 

other future development could contribute similar or greater levels of funding. Taking the average of 

these per unit values, NE Blackburn (4,100 units) could be expected to provide over £15m of s106 

funding towards highway improvements. This will be more than sufficient to pay for any necessary 

upgrades to a high-cost option in future.

On the basis of this, we recommend that narrative is included demonstrating the potential availability of 

this money as a path to funding future upgrades to a high-cost best-performing option (yours to 

choose) which will realise all benefits without requiring additional LEP funding.

We recommend that additional narrative is added to justify why the proposed intervention is needed 

now, and should focus on the unattractiveness and likely undeliverability of the Local Plan 

developments in the Do Minimum scenario owing to the existing poor performance of the network. 

Thus, your narrative should focus on this intervention being an interim measure which is necessary as 

part of a broader strategy, and a necessary stepping stone to make the local plan deliverable.

A Memorandum of Understanding/Statement of Common ground with the BwD Planning team that local 

plan policies will reflect the need of these sites to fund further upgrades, on the grounds that the 

scheme will be over capacity by the end of the local plan period, would solidify this justification.

As per PH's email (05/12/18), please confirm the status of these 2 development sites and provide any 

available info from BwDBC's planning autority on thier dependency.

GVA assessment updated to include 155 + 272 homes as scheme dependent. 

A line of text is included in Section 3.2 of the business case stating that 

BwDCB shall seek to reduce the local contribution by using the S106 

contributions from the Roe Lee development site (155 dwellings) where these 

are received and available in time. 

A letter from Planning in relation to the Wainhomes site (272 homes) and a 

Planning Committeee report relating to Persimmon Homes site (155 homes) to 

be provided by MC

G

Study Area / affected population

Include a plan showing the scheme location.

Provide a description / plan of targeted population.  

Detailed in section 1.1

G G G G

Strategic Fit 

(e.g. DfT's business plan and wider government 

objectives).

How does the scheme contribute to key objectives, including wider transport and government objectives?

Section 1.1 gives extensive details on this
G G G G

Option Identification

How were potential problems identified?

Section 1.7 contains a technical assessment and key risks for each option

Evidence that alternative options (covering a range of different modes) were considered

Range of options given in section 1.7. Of these, option 4 represents a range of options identified in appendix B, 

while option 5 represents the preferred combination - however how these were combined and what alternate 

combinations were considered is not apparent, other than that the combinations considered in option 4 only 

included two of the three junctions identified.

R

Options other than preferred option appear "designed to fail".

Option 5 in particular appears to have scope limited to only either Brownhill Roundabout or Pleckgate Junction. An alternate "Option 5B" combining 

best performing elements of options 5 and 6, and addressing all junctions appears a compelling alternative, especially given that modelling suggests 

the chosen preferred option does not bring the Network DoS below 100% in the 2034 design year.

With reference to DfT document "Value for Money Framework Moving Britain Ahead", which sits alongside WebTAG and explains how to 

use the appraisal results to provide value for money advice for the decision makers, states in paragraph 3.12:

"A wide range of possible alternatives to address an identified problem or meet a particular objective should be considered before 

recommending a specific proposal.  These should reflect a variety of approaches and scales of intervention and should not be limited to 

infrastructure or single mode solutions where alternatives might be feasible."

A wide range of possible alternatives have therefore been considered in order to address the above requirement.

Referencing back to the aforementioned DfT document, paragraph 3.15 states:

"One of the options developed must correspond to a case without an intervention. In WebTAG, this is known as the 'without-scheme' 

case." We have followed the guideline document and Option One (maintaining the existing infrastruction and no changes to the existing 

traffic signal controllers) have therefore been considered in the initial sifting process.

Option Two (reprogramming the existing traffic signal controllers at each of the three junctions in question) has been included as the most 

logical, appropriate and low cost option to be considered. This option development involved extensive consultations with Traffic Team of 

BwDBC and cannot be considered as "designed to fail".  

In line with the aforementioned paragraph 3.12, Option Three and Option Four has been included to reflect a "variety of approaches and 

scales of intervention". There options have been developed to facilitate pedestrians, cyclists and bus users with the aim to reduce 

dependency on single occupancy car travel. In view of cost implication and potentially low demand to shift to sustainable transport modes, 

the disbenefits of Option Three and Option Four have unfortunately overweighed the potential benefits.

With regards to Option 5 and Option 6 development, a Transport Feasibility Report has been previously prepared to understand the what 

potential local highway network improvements could be implemented as a result of the forecasted traffic growth in the study area. 

Numerous options have been considered within the Feasibility Report to improve operation of all three junctions. Option 5 therefore 

encompasses all possible solutions considered within the Feasibility Report. In turn, Option 6 has been developed as a result of the best 

possible outcomes of Option 5. Please see below additional information.

A

We agree that a range of potential options should and have been considered. However, some of these could have been 

condensed.

Option 1 and Option 2 in effect both represent a "Do Minimum" option with only maintaining existing equipment, and are in 

effect the same. As such, they should be combined.

Option 3 and option 4 are both sustainable transport options and could be condensed into a single option representing a 

combination of active modes and bus priority.

In turn, more consideration could be given to the range of shortlisted options, rather than having a single option comprising 

the rest of the shortlist (from the worst performing to the best). We would in particular expect to see the best performing 

alternative option and a cheaper option considered, for example;

- A High-cost option with Brownhill Option 3B included

- A low-cost option with only one or two junctions improved. (Pleckgate in particular appears to be dragging down the rest 

of the scheme, and has a -ve PVB in some sensitivity tests)

The rationale for rejecting each of these should be specific to the merits and limitations of each in meeting the objectives, 

as well as affordability, viability and deliverability.

It is not clear why 'condensing' the options should be considered, as this would 

not make any difference to conclusions in principle. 

The project team consensus following conclusion of the initial feasibility study 

was that the Brownhill Roundabout Option 2 presented most favourable option 

in terms of performance, deliverability, affordability and public acceptability.  As 

such it is not considered appropriate to assess a range of schemes beyond the 

preferred. 

The appraisal of the preferred scheme  only is consistent with approach 

adopted in other business casses submitted to Lancashire LEP.

R

Condensing the options was only suggested to allow more of the shortlisted options to be shown 

in section 1.7. This will help give confidence in the decision process for selecting the preferred 

option, and that we are pursuing the right intervention at the right time.

Concern over your text to the left that project team preferred Brownhill Option 2, as Option 1, not 

Option 2, is the option taken forwards as Preferred Option(and the feasability report concluded 

that option 3b was the preferred option). Please clarify.

Additionally, this statement regarding the performance of Bronwhill Option 2 directly contradicts 

the justification for the scoring given in section 1.7 to Options 5 and 6.

We only request the inclusion of the best performing High-cost alternative in section 1.7, and leave 

it to you to determine whether you consider Brownhill Option 2 or Option 3 to be the better 

performing . However we maintain our recommendation that a high-cost  best-performing option 

should be explicitly included.

We maintain our recommendation that a low-cost alternative needs to be included in line with the 

requirement in the management case for a fall-back option should project costs escalate 

significantly.

We do not expect to see appraisal of the other schemes within the business case. We do expect to 

see recognition that they represent additional benefits and align better with the scheme 

objectives, along with a strong justification for why they have not been advanced at this stage and 

consideration of a future pipeline by which the full benefits available can be realised without 

additional funding from the LEP.

Section 1.7 of the business case has been updated. G

Early Assessment and Sifting
Methodology for sifting options

Table replicating DFT's EAST process provided in section 1.7
A

Scoring for preferred option for meeting scheme objectives appears to be overly generous;

-Against Objective 2; Junction modelling presented in Appendix C indicates that this option still shows overcapacity in design year and hence does not 

fully meet this objective. We would recommend an Amber score to reflect this.

Against Objective 4; This response is very heavily caveated and reliant on a number of uncertain statements. We would recommend an Amber score 

to reflect this

We would normally expect an assessment of Affordability, Viability and Deliverability for the options as part of an early assessment and sifting. This 

(particularly affordability) could perhaps explain the reason certain options were discarded?

We have taken your suggestions into account and scoring for preferred option has been updated to Amber against Objective Two. As 

formulation of Objective 4 has changed, scoring has been reviewed respectively.

Strategic Assessment of Alternative Options (Section 1.7) includes Indicative Cost (i.e. affordability).

A

Affordability should consider not just indicative cost but the availability of funds for the scheme promoter to meet these 

costs.

As mentioned in other responses, the reason that "Option 3B" at Brownhill was not taken forwards as the preferred option 

appears to be due to affordability. As such, we would recommend that an explicit assessment of affordability is included in 

the early assessment and sifting.

In addition, we recommend that the best performing alternative option be explicitly separated out as a separate option 

(see above) and its scoring should accurately reflect its performance relative to the preferred option against the objectives, 

namely that it meets them as well as or better than the preferred option with the core scenario growth assumptions.

A No progress has been made on this point (linked to above) Linked to above G

Consideration given to the economic, environmental 

and social benefits of the possible approaches

What are the high-level strategic and operational benefits envisaged? How do they link to the objectives of the 

scheme?

These are explained in section 1.1
G G G G

Objective 1: The scheme is expected to reduce delay at the Brownhill Roundabout, Pleckgate junction and Whalley Old Road junction, 

therefore improving total journey times along the A6119 corridor between Pleckgate junction and Whalley Old Road junction. Change 

in journey time between Pleckgate junction and Whalley Old Road junction can therefore be measured (i.e. average speed of vehicles 

on links plus junction delays) and compared for the pre-scheme and post-scheme scenarios. 

Objective 4: This objective shall be reworded to read "Improving Local Air Quality". 

Relevant/Achievable - In nose-to-tail traffic, tailpipe emissions are four times greater than they are in free flow traffic (see 

Environmental Factors in Intelligent Transport Systems, IEE Proceedings, M.C. Bell 2006). There is therefore an undoubted link 

between congestion and pollution, and the importance of speeding up traffic flows to reduce emissions. Even if the scheme could 

induce demand and increase driving through the congestion relief, the demand could not possibly increase by four times.  Currently 

experienced emissions (in the existing congested conditions) would therefore be higher than post-scheme implementation. 

Specific - With greenhouse gas emissions from transport representing 21 per cent of total UK domestic emissions, the proposed 

scheme would form part of wider local means of tackling the issue. Reduced vehicle emissions from reduction in delay and queueing 

on the local highway network shall improve air quality in the local Air Quality Management Area. 

Measurable - Air quality indices can be measured in the vicinity of the scheme for the pre-scheme and post-scheme scenarios,  

compared and monitored. 

Objective 5: Relevance of this objective shall be reworded and updated in the corresponding reports.

Relevance - Safe systems is considered to be international best practice in road safety by the World Health Organisation and the 

Organisation of Economic Cooperation and Development. Both organisations recommend that all countries, regardless of their level 

of road safety performance, follow a safe systems approach. Safe systems has not been adopted by the UK government as a whole. 

However, Highways England has a safe systems approach at its heart, focusing its strategy on "safer vehicles, safer roads for safer 

people". In traditional road safety policy, the major approach is being reactive to incidents, which is an incremental approach to 

reduce the problem. In comparison, a safe system's approach is systematic, which considers proactively target and treat risk to build 

a safe road system. Although accident rates at the junctions in question were not identified as a problem, numerous site visits have 

revealed substandard pedestrian and cycle facilities within the study area, as well as issues with road surfacing, markings and signal 

equipment. The proposed scheme would therefore target and treat the potential risks to reduce the probability of accident occurring 

and ensuring a safe road system. 

Objective 1 - Aid Optimisation of the Network as a Whole;

Concerns over specificity/measurability - what area is the scheme expected to improve optimisation over? Can change in JT over this area associated 

with the scheme be meaningfully measured and separated from other impacts

Objective 4 - Reduce carbon Emissions and promote sustainable transport

Concerns over measurability, relevance and achievability - scheme could be expected to induce demand and increase driving due to congestion relief, 

can the carbon emission impact of this be suitably measured (from observed data, rather than models) and can a net reduction in carbon emissions 

be achieved?

Scheme will encourage driving by relieving congestion, reducing demand for sustainable transport

Improving local air quality would be a better fit as an environmental objective - the M&E plan mentions improving air quality in the local AQMA as an 

expected impact

Objective 5 - Improve Road Safety

Concerns over relevance - accident rates at the junctions in question were not identified as a problem in previous sections of Strategic Case. 

Appendix B Section 4 investigated accident rates and concluded that "accidents recorded are low, with no pattern of common causation identified." It 

would appear that this objective is not relevant to the scheme.

Our recommendation is that these objectives should be clearly linked to identified problems. equally, the monitoring and evaluation plan for the 

scheme should link back to the identified problems so that it can be seen if the objectives have been realised.

R
What are the aims of the proposed scheme, and how do they address all the problems identified?

Identified in sections 1.2 and 1.3
Scheme Objectives

Identification of short listed options

STRATEGIC

If, as stated, such an option including Brownhill Option 3B has been considered, then this option should be explicitly 

included in section 1.7. Table 6.1 in the Feasibility Report clearly identifies that in the Core demand scenario, without 

adjustments, this option performs better than the preferred option, and this should be reflected in the relative scoring of the 

two. If, as has been stated, this option has been rejected on the basis of affordability, then this should be clearly and 

openly presented in section 1.7.

With regards to the level of abstraction, as you mentioned significant uncertainty remains, hence why later in the economic 

assessment this is presented only as a sensitivity test and not the core scenario. On the basis of the differing character of 

the two routes (an urban A-road of average standard vs a rural road) and the difference in geographies served, as well as 

the significant delays and capacity constraint at the Whalley Old Rd junction right turn in the model results presented for 

ST4, it seems that this level of abstraction is likely an upper bound. As such, we do not consider the results as sufficiently 

robust to inform the scoring in the option sifting.

Given this, it does not seem appropriate to score the preferred option higher than Option 3B on Objectives 1 and 2, and 

this should be clearly indicated by Brownhill Option 3B's separate inclusion in the presented shortlist of options, with equal 

scoring on these objectives. The rationale for rejection should be openly stated to be one of affordability.

Regarding the potential for additional future upgrades, we would recommend you look closely at futureproofing your 

current preferred option for a potential upgrade to either Brownhill option 2 or option 3B at a later date. Based on the data 

provided in table 6.1 of the Feasibility report, we estimate the additional travel time savings in 2023 alone in the core 

scenario would represent approximately £1,250,000pa for Option 2 and £670,000pa for Option 3B in 2010 prices. A 

statement could then be included in the SOBC to acknowledge that the current preferred scheme doesn't preclude future 

updates which may be required (subject to VfM appraisal and additional funding being available).

R Linked to above GR

How were the potential options shortlisted?

Detail on how options were selected given in Appendix B

What were the other shortlisted options? 

Details given in EAST tool

Objective 1 will be changed to "Aid Optimisation of the Local Network".

Objective 4 - we have removed the reference to greenhouse gases. 

Objective 5 - the scheme does not intent to address any particular causation 

factors of the road accidents, however through application of modern design, 

introduction of modern signal equipment and improvement of facilities for 

vulnerable users any potential conflicts between different user groups shall be 

minimised.  It is however acknowledged that there will still be accidents due to 

driver/user errors. 

A

Objective 1 - as per previous comments, this objective is still very similar to objective 2. If Objective 1 

is remain focused on the network, then the supporting text should be updated to reflect this and the 

monitoring and evaluation should also reflect a network area.

Objective 5 - this goes back to concerns over relevance. Whilst we agree with your comment that the 

scheme will have a positive impact on safety, if no types of accidents or causation that would 

addressed can be identified, then the scheme will have no measurable impacts (under WebTAG 

guidance).

Although Objective 1 and Objective 2 are similar, Objective 1 focuses on a 

measure of a change in journey time between Pleckgate junction and Whalley 

Old Road junction for the pre-scheme and post-scheme scenarios. Objective 2 

however focuses on a lack of journey time reliability during the network peak 

periods. This is in part caused by congestion but also by other issues such as 

indiscriminate parking and deliveries during peak periods and the lack of 

dynamism within current traffic signal operations which can cause significant 

journey time variability.

A

R

We're happy to consider Brownhill Option 2 rather than Option 3B as the chosen best performing 

high-cost option, and agree that it appears to be better performing than Option 3B in the core 

scenario. We also accept it is more deliverable and affordable than Option 3B. Therefore we are 

happy for it, rather than option 3B, to be presented as the best performing alternative in section 

1.7. However we maintain our recommendation that such an alternative needs to be robustly 

presented in section 1.7.

This still further raises the question of why Brownhill Option 1 was chosen over Option 2 in the 

SOBC as the preferred option,  which we maintain needs to be fully addressed with an honest 

discussion of its present affordability, rather than claiming against the presented evidence that it is 

better performing.

We maintain our scepticism about using the results of the PM (With Adjustment) sensitivity test to 

inform option selection given the lack of robust evidence supporting the assumptions involved. 

The choice of preferred option, and the scoring for it an the alternative options, should be based 

on the results of the Core scenario.

Given the design considerations, it appears that future upgrades from Option 1 to Option 2 would 

also be easier than from Option 1 to Option 3B. As such, we maintain our recommendation that 

discussion of this future possibility is needed, with a clear narrative of how funding will be sought 

for this possibility, and the reasons why the preferred option in the SOBC (i.e. option 1) needs to 

be taken forward now rather than waiting for further funding to be available.

Although Brownhill Option 3B (as demonstrated in Table 6-1 of the Feasibility 

Report) performs marginally better in the PM peak hour, it performs worse 

than two other options in the AM peak hour.  

Furthermore, this Brownhill Option 3B performs worse than a prefered option, 

when considering a combined AM and PM peak hour delay (141.8 PCU Hrs vs 

112.2 PCU Hrs).

It is also pertinent to mention that considering a level of abstraction, Table 6-3 

of the Feasibility Report demonstrates that Option 2 would perform better in 

the PM peak hour than Option 3B. The abstraction is the scenario that the 

project tem considers highly likely to occur.  As such Option 2 is considered to 

be a preferred option in terms of deliverability, performance, costs and public 

acceptance. 

Although we consider the scheme objectives to still be in need of refinement, this is not an 

issue which would preclude us from recommending the scheme for approval.

Our concerns remain that;

Objective 1 and 2 are not sufficiently disctint, as both refer to journey time on the same 

stretch of road, and it is not clear from presented evidence that there are distinct problems 

with both the average journey time and journey time reliability (i.e. variability). Presented 

evidence suggests that the journey time is consistently high in peak periods.

Objective 5 has not proven relevance to WebTAG requirements, as there are no identified 

accident causes which would be directly addressed by the scheme.

An option where the Brownhill Roundabout would be upgraded to a signalised crossroads junction (Option 3B in the Feasibility Report) and 

the Whalley Old Road junction and Pleckgate junction would have new signal equipment has been previously considered. The junction 

capacity modelling exercise has however demonstrated that the junctions would operate equally well during the PM peak hours, whether 

the Brownhill Roundabout is being upgraded to signalised crossroads or having signal equipment upgraded at both Brownhill Roundabout 

and Whalley Old Road junction.

As has been previously stated in the VfM Assessment Methodology and discussed during a scoping meeting with Jacobs, a level of 

uncertainty exists in respect to determining the exact percentage of vehicles turning right at the Whalley Old Road junction instead of the 

Brownhill Roundabout.  To determine the exact number of diverting vehicles, extensive surveys would be required.  In view that the actual 

delay at the junctions is disproportionate to the value of the scheme, a sensible assumption has been made of 50% based on on-site 

observations and extensive local knowledge. The observed driver behaviour at the Whalley Old Road junction, further suggests that the 

proportion of vehicles turning right at the Whalley Old Road junction could potentially be as high as 70%.

Following consultation with the highways team, it has been concluded that the scheme's cost for the Brownhill Roundabout to be 

redesigned to signalised crossroads junction and upgrading all signal equipment would largely overweight the potential benefits. The 

preferred option has therefore been carefully chosen to represent the most balanced approach between scheme's costs and benefits. 

Selection of preferred option 5 against potential alternatives, particularly Brownhill Option 3B, appears very dependent on the extent of abstraction 

from Brownhill to Whalley Old Road. However, the choice of a 50% reduction in demand does not appear to be supported by evidence that this level 

of demand would change route. Without this reduction, this option performs very poorly.

We would recommend some supporting analysis is given to demonstrate the level of abstraction chosen is realistic.

Additionally, we would recommend that an alternative option that used Brownhill Option 3B alongside the preferred options for Whalley Road and 

Pleckgate should have been shortlisted for consideration. While this option may not be affordable at the current time, some consideration of whether 

the design for the selected preferred option would be able to accommodate future upgrades to Option 3B might be worth considering, as evidence 

presented suggests that such an upgrade may be necessary in future.

A

Objective 1: This does not appear sufficiently distinct from Objective 2, which is to improve journey time reliability on the 

same section of road. This objective should aim to capture benefits across a wider area, as abstraction of traffic to the 

improved route may result in the benefits observed there being less than expected, but benefits would be seen elsewhere 

on alternate routes.

If the objective is to remain focused on aiding 'Optimisation of the Network as a Whole;'  then we would suggest that a 

wider area needs to be considered, likely to include the major roads through central Blackburn (A677, A678, A6078, A666 

and Whaley Old Road, Pleckgate Rd and Lammack Rd). Traffic counts before/after the scheme on the A6119 and these 

alternate routes would be sufficient for measuring this impact - success could be determined through seeing an increase in 

peak-hour traffic on the A6119 and a reduction on other routes, particularly the more minor roads.

Objective 4: The intent of our comment was that the objective should be changed in substance, not merely renamed. You 

are now mixing local air quality (NOx and particulate concentrations) with greenhouse gasses (CO2 equivalent emissions). 

The two are fundamentally distinct impacts as made clear in WebTAG A3, and are different in how they are measured and 

reported. For clarity, air quality is a geographically local impact, while greenhouse gas emissions are national/global.

Our concern over measurability for greenhouse gas emissions still stands - as greenhouse gas emissions are a nation-

wide impact, and should be calculated based on average speeds for the entire length of the journey (as dictated by 

WebTAG A3 Section 4), downstream impacts outside the study area are fundamentally important to the assessment. In 

particular, the potential for additional congestion at Whitebirk Roundabout and the A667/A6119 junction and on the M6, as 

well as for trips to be induced which would be many times longer end-to-end than the extent of queuing through the study 

area, causes concern, as local air quality indices cannot be used to monitor the true scale of these impacts.

We therefore maintain our previous recommendation that the objective is wholly switched to one focused solely on local air 

quality in the immediate vicinity of the scheme and the AQMA, as the available local air quality data can be used to 

meaningfully monitor these impacts.

Objective 5: agree with your suggested updates. Additional analysis in DI assessment and referenced here has not 

identified which (if any) of the observed accidents have been caused or contributed to by a deficiency of the existing 

junction design which will be addressed by the scheme. As the feasibility report states that no pattern of common 

causation was identified, we assume that information on causation is already available and has been analysed. We 

therefore recommend identifying the types of observed accidents you expect to see reduced, and making the objective 

specific to the prevention of, and measurement focused on the frequency of, those accidents. Measurement for this 

objective should refer to use of RTA casualty data 5 years after scheme opening. The M&E report should also refer to the 

types of accidents to be monitored.
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Consultation / stakeholder engagement

Provide details of any consultation events or stakeholder engagement that has taken place / is planned? 

Who was consulted?  

Include consultation results where available.

Evidence of consultation event provided in section 1.6 and appendix G. Public consultation was held. No evidence 

of at what stage of scheme design this was held, but given date of 6th September it is likely after preferred 

option had been selected.

A Was any consultation or stakeholder engagement undertaken before selection of the preferred option?

As stated within the "Consultation" part of Section 1.7, extensive consultations and stakeholder engagements have been carried out with 

BwDBC, including but not limited to Highways (to consider potential design solutions, land ownership, stats, etc.), Traffic (i.e. signal 

equipment), Development and Planning (i.e. to predict development growth in the area) teams, and local Councillors. 

A

The engagement with BwDBC officers and local councillors should be discussed in section 1.6, ideally with a summary of 

the key messages. 

Was any engagement undertaken with Highways England, or statutory consultees (particularly utilities and services 

providers), as well as owners and leaseholders of adjoining properties and local MPs, prior to or since the selection of the 

preferred option? Please report accordingly.

To be addressed by MC A This has not been addressed Section 1.6 of the business case has been updated. A

Engagement with local councillors has been addressed.

However, no evidence is presented of engagment with statutory consultees, Highways 

England and Local MPs.

This will not preclude us from recommending the scheme for approval.

Preferred Option

How was the preferred option identified?

Identified in EAST equivalent

Reasons why it was the  preferred option.

Preferred option was only option in sifting tool which was both feasible and addressed all 4 junctions in the study 

area. It was the only option to score green against all objectives

A

Preferred option doesn't fully meet scheme objectives as it does not solve capacity issue in 2034 design year in either AM or PM peaks, both peaks 

in the forecast year show DoS over 100% and delays greater than present situation.

The options against which the preferred option were selected seem "designed to fail", with no alternate high-cost option that would combine the best 

parts of the geometric improvements and signalling improvements.

The preferred option will likely require further investment in future to fully meet scheme objectives and release capacity constraints. There is a 

significant risk of redundancy and wasted investment.

Please see above. A See comments in 'Identification of short listed options' section See response in the shortlisted options section A See above comments re option selection Addressed above G

Traffic Modelling work undertaken

Details of any traffic modelling work which has been undertaken. 

Details of traffic modelling provided in appendix C

Results of modelling work

Results of traffic modelling included in appendix C

Has the need for any further traffic modelling work been identified?

No further modelling work has been identified

A

Given scale of predicted impacts (delays in DM and change in delays in DS), some abstraction to/from other routes or demand suppression would be 

expected. Further discussion of this below in BCR section. However, we would expect some consideration of the viability/attractiveness of alternate 

routes to be presented given the scale of the delays present in the DM.

Please see below A See comments in Economic Case section See response in Economic Case section G G

Level of public support considered?

What are the attitudes of key groups (e.g. the general public, residents, businesses and wider stakeholders) to 

the proposed scheme?

Responses of consultation detailed in section 1.6 provides indication of public support, but responses not 

analysed quantitatively

A No quantitative analysis of consultation responses is presented - such an analysis would easily indicate levels of support for the scheme The details to be provided by Mike Cliffe and emailed directly to Jacobs A Please include the details you refer to in the SOBC To be addressed by MC G G

Key risks and constraints identified?

What are the main risks associated with delivering the scheme? 

Main risks and constraints identified in section 1.5

Include a Risk Register containing appropriate mitigation measures.

Risk register included in Appendix F

G G G G

Connectivity with other schemes assessed?

How does the scheme impact on other planned schemes?

What is the overall level of impact in combination with other connected schemes? 

The Scheme forms one part of an overall three part project called the "Pennine Gateways". Information on the 

other schemes in the project, and how this scheme may interact with them, is not given.

A
Consideration should be given to how this scheme interacts with other Growth Deal 3 schemes, and any other local or nationally significant schemes 

affecting the SRN in the vicinity to the scheme and the broader region.

A consideration on how the scheme interacts with other Growth Deal 3 schemes has been given in Section 1.1. of the business case 

document. 

It is pertinent to mention that the scheme design has been carefully considered to take account of the Weavers Wheel. 

A

Instead of just stating the other GD3 schemes, a consideration of how the schemes interact might, for example, suggest 

that the scheme will support equal utilisation of the three accesses to Blackburn from the M65, and that if it were not 

implemented then additional demand would use the routes improved by the other schemes, offsetting some of the 

expected benefits.

Agree that it would indeed be pertinent to mention that the scheme intersects with the Weavers Wheel, and to discuss how 

the scheme design interacts with this scheme, and whether the scheme will be beneficial, neutral or adverse to achieving 

the objectives of the Weaver's Wheel. This should be included in section 1.1

The scheme forms part of the Pennine Gateways package, and is aimed to 

deliver growth within BwD.  However, the North Blakcburn scheme is unlikely to 

impact on the utilisation of the accesses to Blackburn from the M65 motorway. 

The scheme shall impact on the north-west gateway between Blackburn and 

Ribble Valley. 

Acknowledged. Section 1.1 updated.

G G

Outline approach to assessing value for money.
Evidence of any VfM assessment which has already been undertaken.

VfM Methodology is presented in Appendix H - VfM Methodology and summarised in Section 2.1.
G G G G

Appraisal Summary Table
Has an AST been produced?

AST provided in section 2.5
G G G G

Scheme Cost

Please provide as much detail as possible, including:

- scheme development costs

- itemised construction costs

- running costs 

- maintenance costs

- range cost estimates

How were the scheme costs calculated?

Scheme costs detailed in Appendix C - costs have been taken from winning bid's Bill of Materials with QRA 

included

A

Section 3.5 stated "The total project costs include Optimism Bias at 21% of the construction costs." - Optimism Bias should not be included in the 

financial case. Additionally, this conflicts with the BCR TN (Appendix B) and Economic case which both state Optimism Bias has been applied at 3%. 

Can you either clarify this statement or revise to assure consistency.

We would like to apologise for this typo and can confirm that the optimism bias have been applied at 3%, as stated within the BCR TN 

(Appendix B) and the Economic Case.  Section 3.5 has been updated. 
G ok G G

Funding Arrangements

Detail the funding sources and values which have been outlined.

LEP Growth Deal 3 Funding: £2.3m (88%)

BWD's own contribution: £300,000 (12%)

Outline any potential risks to securing funding.

No other funding sources other than LEP and BwD's own funds required

G G G G

Key Risks

Please provide a risk register including mitigation measures.

Risk Register is provided as appendix F

Has any sensitivity analysis been undertaken? What are the results?
G G G G

COMMERCIAL
Is there a robust contracting and procurement 

strategy?

Outline the intended procurement strategy.

Procurement already undertaken under BwD Contractor Development Framework, preferred contractor selected 

and price agreed. Intent is to use NEC 3 Option B (Fixed Price) contract and appoint immediately.

How was the proposed procurement approach developed? 

Procurement approach uses BwD's standard framework for contracting highway works

G G G G

Key risks and constraints identified?

What are the main risks associated with delivering and implementing the scheme? 

Include a Risk Register containing appropriate mitigation measures.

Risk Register provided in Appendix F

G G G G

Delivery Programme

Please include indicative timescales for:

- Scheme Development

- Design

- Procurement

- Construction

A - Section 5.3 - please check dates and ensure consistency with Appendix I

Has the construction period been informed by preferred contractor submission?

Section 5.3 has been updated. The construction period has been confirmed with the preferred contractor submission. G G G

Governance / Assurance work

Who is in charge? What is the allocation of roles and responsibilities? Is there a Project Board?

Details given in section 5.1

What control measures will be put in place to ensure the scheme development process is managed suitably?

Details given in section 5.1, 5.4 and 5.6

Has a SGAR been undertaken / scheduled?

No SGAR given, except for G/No-Go in section 5.2, and not necessary given scale of project

G G G G

Evidence of similar projects that have been 

successful.

Provide details of similar projects and their successfulness.

Details provided in sections 5.1 and 5.9
G G G G

Who is the client / sponsor?
Include details of the client / sponsor of the scheme.

Detailed in section 5.1
G G G G

Fall back Plans

Do alternative schemes exist? Is there a lower cost alternative?

No lower cost alternative, alternative schemes are higher cost options only. Lower Cost alternative could be to 

only address one junction, however this would not meet any of scheme objectives.

A A
As discussed above, a lower cost option should be included in the option sifting. This option should also be included in this 

section.

The preferred option is best performing, most cost effective, deliverable and 

most publicly acceptable. 
A

A lower cost option should be included as a fall back. i.e., if your costs overrun and you run out of 

budget, what are you going to sacrifice?
This has been covered within Section 1.7 of the business case. G

Arrangements for monitoring and evaluating the 

intervention.

What will constitute success for the project, and how will it be measured? 

Details given in section 5.8 Appendix E Monitoring & Evaluation Plan
A

See comments regarding suitability of objectives in strategic case section.

M&E plan needs to be aligned to quantifying the objectives, and the objectives need to be suitable for the scheme.

Particular concerns are;

- Air quality data has been identified as needed to monitor impact on carbon emissions. We recommend that improving local air quality is a better 

objective for the scheme than reducing carbon emissions, as the impact can be directly measured and is more applicable to this sort of scheme. 

Accurately determining the impact on carbon emissions from the scheme will be complicated as carbon emissions are global and would require 

monitoring of traffic flows and speeds over a wide area. If the objective is changed, the M&E report should be updated to reflect this

- There is an additional consistency issue, in the benefits realisation plan improved air quality is identified as the anticipated outcome

- Accidents - as discussed in previous section, the feasibility report identified that the number of accidents is low, and there was no common cause. 

As such, it is not clear what success will look like for this scheme in terms of accidents impacts - is a reduction required, and of any particular type of 

accident, or is no change considered a success?

Please see above. A

As  noted in the scheme objectives section above, local air quality and global CO2 emissions are still being mixed up. The 

M&E report will need updating alongside this objective.

Additionally, the M&E plan does not include monitoring of housing units started and completed, as well as commercial 

floorspace completed and occupied, or jobs created, at the sites identified in the GVA assessment as expecting 

acceleration. This needs to be included to ensure objective 3 and the actual GVA impacts can be measured. This should 

be readily available from BwD Housing & Planning teams' own Local Plan monitoring. We would recommend that for 

housing sites, the monitoring period be extended to the completion of the North East Blackburn Future Housing area (if the 

assumed acceleration is met, this would only be a 6month extension to allow the 2025/2026 monitoring data to be 

included). 

Need to ensure the M&E plan covers all of the metrics which BwDBC said it would previously report to the LEP for the 

North Blackburn scheme (currently section 5.8 of the Business case refers to the Furthergate scheme and needs updating 

accordingly). In addition, the appended M&E plan says no homes and jobs are connected to the scheme which is 

contradictory to the business case.

The pre- and during-construction monitoring timescales need to be updated to match the information in section 5.3

M&E Report is updated

A
M&E Report Section 5.2 and Benefits realisation plan need updating to include the monitoring of 

house completions at the specific identified sites.
M&E report updated accordingly G

MANAGEMENT

FINANCIAL

ECONOMIC

GVA Benefits: The acceleration period of 5 years as a direct consequence of the scheme for the housing coming from the "North East 

Blackburn Future Housing" site has been determined as a result of extensive consultations with the Growth Team (Planning Strategy and 

Development) of BwDBC. 

Reducing greenhouse gas emissions: please see previous response.

DI Accidents Appraisal: By upgrading the existing signal equipment at the three junctions in question, resurfacing, upgrading road markings, 

and providing cycle and pedestrian facilities, it is envisaged that number of accidents would reduce. This would particularly have a positive 

impact on vulnerable road users. Accidents between vulnerable users and vehicles are likely to result in the highest levels of severity. 

Although reducing congestion would lead to traffic flowing more freely, this does not effectively mean that the traffic speeds would 

increase. Should any future issues arise, it is likely that BwD traffic team would intervene and could consider traffic calming along the 

A6119 between the Pleckgate junction, Brownhill Roundabout and Whalley Old Road junction. The DI report has been updated to include 

the above. 

The Economic Outputs: The economic outputs as shown in the additional tab in this sheet have already been presented in the business 

case document, as shown within section 2.4 of the report. 

BCR

Consideration of economic, environmental, social 

and distributional impacts.

Qualitative / Quantitative assessment of the likely impact of the scheme 

This information is provided in Appendix C - BCR Tech Note and summarised in Section 2.1.

GVA Benefits: Is this view based on specific local plan policies and restrictions, direct engagement with developers, or a 

general view from the Growth Team? If either of the former, this should be directly referenced in the accompanying text to 

give greater confidence in the results.

Greenhouse gas emissions/air quality: We would still expect to see some quantitative results presented for these impacts, 

given that they form one of the scheme objectives. Please also address the text against Greenhouse Gas impacts in the 

AST - at present it contradicts the narrative in the strategic case and the M&E plan.

DI accidents: As mentioned above, this assessment would be enhanced if the causality of the accidents was investigated 

to enable the link to deficiencies in the junction design. Specific mention of which aspects of the scheme design would 

mitigate each of these causes could then be made.

The Economic Outputs: The business case claims that the North Blackburn scheme is creating 5,281 homes. However as 

reported elsewhere in the SOBC, these homes are not dependent on the scheme and are only accelerated by it. 

Therefore we disagree with this reported economic output. In addition, the figures in the two economic output tables in 

section 2.4 do not seem to correlate.

R

There are some queries and comments on the assessment of the scheme, in addition to those below concerning the BCR;

- GVA benefits have been identified based on acceleration of development sites, with roughly 80% of the accelerated housing coming from the "North 

East Blackburn Future Housing" site being accelerated by 5 years. What level of certainty is there that this site will both come forwards and be 

accelerated by period assumed as a direct consequence of this scheme?

- Reducing greenhouse gas emissions and other environmental impacts is identified as one of the scheme objectives, however no assessment has 

been made for these impacts. The strategic case states that a tool is available to monitor these impacts for the monitoring and evaluation plan, and 

this tool could presumably be used in conjunction with the modelling outputs to provide a quantitative assessment of likely impacts.

Social and Distributional Impacts are presented in the Social and Distributional Impact Assessment Report.

- The DI Accidents appraisal should consider whether reducing congestion will lead to higher vehicle speed, and therefore higher severity accidents, 

particularly during peak hours. Additionally, there should be consideration of mitigation options to offset this.

The Economic Outputs required by BwDBC need to be presented as previously for Furthergate - i.e. as shown in the additional tab in this sheet, 

'Economic Outputs' 

R

The BCR of the central case is over 30: There are no guidelines in the WebTAG stating that if a BCR of the central case is over 30 the 

results are unlikely. The appraisal has considered the potential disbenefits of the scheme, which are particularly demonstrated through the 

gain in delay at the Pleckgate junction in the 2019 scheme opening year and the Brownhill Roundabout and Whalley Old Road junction in 

the 2034 future year in the IP peak hour. 

15 year appraisal period: We accept your recommendation and all calculations have been updated to reflect the 15 year appraisal period.

The next two comments appear to be contradictory as the first one considers application of higher traffic growth factor, whilst the second 

comment questions the applied growth as being too high. 

Traffic Growth has been forecast using Tempo factors for BwD local authority area:  As requested, a consideration has been given to 

whether factors from NTEM for particular road types (A road or motorway) are more appropriate. NTEM factors for a motorway road type 

give a higher growth figure than the factor used for all road types, whilst the factor for a principal road type gives a lower growth figure. 

2017 to 2018 AM Peak 

All road types (used): 1.0143

Motorway: 1.0153

Principal: 1.0132

2017 to 2018 PM Peak

All road types (used): 1.0136

Motorway: 1.0146

Principal: 1.0125

2017 to 2018 IP Peak

All road types (used): 1.0153 

Motorway: 1.0162

Principal: 1.0141

It has therefore been demonstrated that the TEMPro factor applied does not over forecast the potential demand, neither underestimates it.

No consideration has been given to demand suppression or switching to alternate routes: The A6119 is one of the busiest roads in 

Blackburn, forming an outer orbital route around Blackburn. The A6119 (including Brownhill Roundabout, Pleckgate junction and Whalley 

Old Road junction) provide the main link between north of Blackburn and the town centre, as well a link between north of Blackburn and the 

M65 motorway.  Furthermore, the section of the A6119 in question forms part of the Emergency Diversion Route from the M65 motorway. 

In view of the importance of the route, it is unlikely that the traffic growth applied has been over estimated or a shift to other routes would 

occur. Furthermore, it has been already stated earlier that the traffic factors applied represent a balanced approach ensuring no over 

estimation. Any estimation of demand suppression or switching to alternate routes is considered to be disproportional, especially that the 

sensitivity tests cover all possible changes in demands with high growth, low growth and zero growth applied. 

Low Growth Sensitivity Test (ST2) has lower demand in the opening year than the forecast year: As you have acknowledged, ST2 

represents the worst case scenario.

Issues have been identified with the calculation of the BCR about which we have concerns.

-The BCR of the central case is over 30. This is very unlikely and indicates that the appraisal has not considered potential dis-benefits of the scheme 

or potential for the market to shift in response to the situation in the Do Minimum case.

- The BCR has been calculated over a 60 year appraisal period. However, given that the scheme is a technology scheme (as it only involves the 

changing of signal control systems and does not materially impact the structure of the highway network) and the junction modelling indicates that the 

network will still exceed its capacity in the design year (and hence further investment will be needed), a shorter appraisal period should be used. We 

would recommend a 15 year appraisal period as the core case (this is what was used for the Blackpool VMS scheme). Sensitivity testing should 

identify the future year in which the performance of the junction is worse than the present performance for each growth case, and this could help 

inform the appraisal period.

- Traffic growth has been forecast only using TEMPRO factors for BwD LAD. However as identified the scheme lies on a link to the SRN, so 

consideration should be given to whether factors from NTEM for particular road types (A road or motorway) should be used instead.

- Traffic growth to 2034 is 17%, however no consideration appears to have been given to demand suppression or switching to alternate routes in the 

Do Minimum scenario. Given the scale of the delays, it is likely that other routes would become more attractive, so demand would be expected to be 

lower. This means that the travel time savings for users are likely being overstated, as are the user benefits.

- We would recommend that some consideration is given to the viability of alternate routes, and that this is considered in designing sensitivity tests to 

indicate the level of growth that would make alternate routes more attractive.

- The Low Growth Sensitivity Test (ST2) has lower demand in the opening year than the forecast year - we would expect a low growth sensitivity test 

to show a reduced level of growth compared to the core case, but not negative growth. We acknowledge that your sensitivity test gives a worse 

case.

R

Details of any economic appraisal work which has already been undertaken.

Provide an indication of the likely VfM (using relevant schemes to benchmark where appropriate) where VfM 

assessment not been completed yet.

Details provided in Appendix C and BCR calculated and presented in section 2.1

A

The revised BCRs presented with the shorter appraisal period are more realistic.

The VfM categorisations given in WebTAG give a good indication of the range of BCRs which are realistic for transport 

schemes, and BCRs significantly over the threshold for "very high" VfM are likely to raise suspicions and should cause 

scheme promoters to check underlying assumptions and methodology for realism.

Tempro Growth Factors:

Thankyou for providing the additional information - we agree the differences in the figures presented from 2017 to 2018 

are small. The differences to 2034 would be bigger but are  unlikely to have a material impact on the scheme's VfM 

assessment.

Demand switching to alternate routes: The importance and present popularity of the A6119 do not automatically preclude 

the likelihood of a demand response to the delays seen in the DM scenario. You are currently forecasting 581 PCUHr of 

delay in the 2034 DM PM.

We'd expect to see some consideration of whether, at this level of delay, an alternate route, either a significant diversion 

or rat-running, would be taken by some users, or whether users would choose to travel at a different time of day or not at 

all. Industry experience shows that users will not tolerate these levels of disutility without some demand response 

occurring. Some consideration of the travel markets served by the scheme, and the alternate options available to these 

markets, is expected. For example, users from within Blackburn travelling to the M65 might be reasonably anticipated to 

switch to using either the A678 to reach J6, or to using J4 or J5 over J6 in future years should the congestion on the 

A6119 become too severe, or to travel earlier or later in the peak period.

There are a range of potential proportionate approaches to considering this, and we leave it to the scheme promoter to 

determine the most appropriate way to consider this effect given the available data and modelling. However we do not 

believe that not including this consideration is proportionate given the scale of the benefits being claimed, and believe that 

this could be resulting in a material over-estimation of benefits in the core scenario.

We accept that making adjustments to the modelling may at this stage be too burdensome. However on the basis of this, 

we will be placing greater emphasis on the results of the no growth and low growth sensitivity tests in our report to TfL 

and the LEP board.

GVA assessment has been updated.

Air Quality: business case report and DI report updated accordingly.

Economic Outputs: all tables have been updated.

GR

GVA Benefits: PH and MC have already discussed concerns with the current assumptions and 

alternatives.As dsicussed we suggest that the GVA assessment is based on the alternative approach 

of focusing on those 2 development recently consented on the basis of this scheme going ahead.

Air-quality: There is still no assessment of the expected impacts. Currently the AST and DI state that 

this impact will be neutral, contradicting the text of the strategic and economic cases which state there 

will be beneficial impacts. Acknowledging that a proportionate approach should be adopted we are 

happy for a qualitative assessment only to be included (and ensure this is consistent between sections 

of the SOBC)

Economic Outputs: The figures in the tables throughout the report still claim that 5,281 homes are 

being created by the scheme. As discussed, we disagree with this reported economic output, 

especially in comparison to the Pennine Gateway Forecast Total, and recommend that only dependent 

housing is included.

GVA Benefits: The assessment is based on information provided by the 

Growth Team. It is understood that the Growth Team has been liaising with the 

developers and shaped the list of future developments in line with the local plan 

allocations and developer aspirations. Section 2.4 of the business case has 

been updated.

Greenhouse gas emissions/air quality - updated. 

DI accidents - see response to scheme objectives above.

Economic Outputs - figures in the two economic output tables have been 

updated. 

Low and zero growth sensitivity tests still categorise as providing a 'high' to 

'very high' value for money. 
G

Updated GVA assessment is acceptable in line with the agreed approach.

Economic Outputs are similarly updated and agreed upon.

G
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