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1. Clarification has been requested on the DfT approvals process for the NGT 
scheme.  

2. This note sets out the DfT approvals process for NGT and the relevant extant 
DfT guidance on major schemes. The note includes the following appendices: 

 Appendix 1: Guidance to Local Authorities Seeking DfT Funding for 
Transport Major Schemes (2 Sept 2009); 

 Appendix 2: Devolving Local Major Transport Schemes Next Steps 
(Sept 2012); 

 Appendix 3: email correspondence with DfT 

 Appendix 4: DfT note on Government Financial Approval Process for 
Leeds NGT (13 June 2014); 

 Appendix 5: DfT Full Approval Template Application Form 

 

Background 

3. Until the election of the Coalition Government, all local major transport 
schemes were approved and funded individually by central Government. 
Business cases for individual schemes were required to be submitted for DfT 
approval. The guidance document for following this DfT approvals process is 
included in Appendix 1. This guidance is now only available on the National 
Archives website1. 

4. As part of its commitment to devolve decision making, from April 2015 the DfT 
intend to create a devolved approval and funding process across England. For 
any new transport schemes, the DfT’s role will solely focus around: 

 Assurance/audit - Although not accountable for individual scheme 
decisions, the DfT will need to remain responsible for ensuring that the 
devolved architecture is robust and fit for purpose.  

 Advisory – The DfT will provide indirect support, expertise and advice, 
particularly in the early stages of LTB set up and scheme prioritisation. 

                                            

1  http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20100210180753/http:/www.dft.gov.uk/consultations/archi

ve/2005/glastms/guidancetolocalauthoritiesse1611 
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 Technical – The DfT will continue to develop and maintaining fit-for-
purpose assessment and appraisal frameworks and provide guidance 
on their use. 

 Champion – The DfT will remain responsible for the provision of funding 
for major schemes and making the case in future Spending Reviews. 
An important aspect of this is the development of the evidence base for 
investment and actively ensuring that robust evaluation is carried out. 

5. The primary decision making bodies on the use of the devolved funding will be 
Local Transport Bodies (LTBs) and Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs). A 
copy of the DfT’s approach to devolution of major schemes is included in 
Appendix 2. 

 

DfT Approvals Processes for NGT  

6. Following submission of the Major Scheme Business Case [C-4] in September 
2009, the NGT scheme gained Programme Entry Status in March 2010. 
Following the election of the Coalition Government, transitional arrangements 
were put in place for schemes in the DfT’s major schemes programme as of 
May 2010:  

 In common with other schemes in the DfT’s programme, as part of the 
Comprehensive Spending Review, NGT’s Programme Entry status was 
revoked later in 2010; 

 Also in common with other schemes in the DfT’s programme, the NGT 
Promoters were invited to submit a Best and Final Funding Bid [C-3]; 

 In July 2012, the Department for Transport granted Programme Entry 
Re-Approval Status for the NGT scheme, following submission of the 
March 2012 Business Case [C-2]. The DfT July 2012 re-approval letter 
is included as Core Document C-6-15.  

7. Due to the movement towards devolution and because NGT is one of the last 
of the schemes in the DfT’s May 2010 programme that is still at the 
Programme Entry stage, advice has been sought from the Department for 
Transport on the status and nature of DfT guidance and future approvals that 
will be required for NGT. A copy of this request forms Appendix 3. 

8. A copy of a note provided by the DfT is included in Appendix 4. In summary, 
due to the nature of the approvals, timings and size of the NGT, the scheme 
will still be considered by the DfT using the guidance set out in Appendix 1. In 
particular, Appendix 4 concludes by stating that “Although now no longer 
extant, the principles of the Conditional Approval, Programme Entry and Full 
Approval were set out in the “Guidance to local authorities seeking DfT funding 
for transport major schemes” (2 Sept 2009). It is anticipated, at this time, that 
Leeds NGT will be required to follow these principles.” 

 

TWA and DfT Approvals Stages 

9. Appendix 1 provides guidance on the timing of any TWA submission in the 
context of DfT Approvals stages (Programme Entry, Conditional Approval and 
Full Approval). This guidance sets out in paragraph 5.2.5 that in approving the 
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scheme for Programme Entry Status, the DfT is “reasonably satisfied” that the 
scheme meets all the following criteria: 

 Value for money; 

 Affordable within the available budget, with a likely start within the next 
three years; and 

 Deliverable by the authority to time and budget 

10. Programme Entry confers no guarantee of funding, or its timing, but it is 
designed to give Promoters the confidence to proceed with the development of 
the scheme and in particular to apply for the necessary statutory powers, 
including Transport and Works Act (TWA) submissions. 

11. This guidance is complemented by the rules for TWA submissions [E-4-14]. 
Paragraph 1.36 sets out that: “If DfT funding is essential for a scheme to 
proceed, the authority should not apply for a TWA order until "Programme 
Entry" has been granted by DfT's Regional and Local Transport Policy 
Directorate…. However, a decision to make a TWA order would not imply that 
any public monies needed to finance a scheme would necessarily follow. The 
Department's subsequent funding decisions will depend on its assessment of 
the revised Major Scheme Business Case, which a local authority would 
normally submit once a TWA order has been made. This would include a 
revised assessment of the scheme's affordability and value for money”. 

12. The requirement for the Promoters of NGT to submit both a Conditional 
Approval and Full Approval business case to the Department for Transport is 
set out in the July 2012 re-approval letter [C-6-15] and reaffirmed by the DfT in 
Appendix 4.  

13. Based on the DfT guidance (Appendix 1, paragraph 5.3.9), the Promoters 
consider that the principal requirements for the NGT Conditional Approval 
submission to be granted are that: 

 The necessary TWA powers have been obtained; 

 The scheme is affordable; 

 The updated scheme appraisal shows that the scheme continues to be 
assessed as providing value for money; 

 The promoter has conducted adequate supplier assessment and 
market intelligence and has a robust procurement strategy in place; 

 The scheme remains deliverable by the authority to time and budget; 
and 

 The arrangements for evaluation and monitoring are satisfactory to the 
DfT  

14. The principal requirements for a Full Approval bid are that: 

 The necessary statutory powers must have been obtained; 

 Tenders must have been received with firm prices. Normally this will 
mean a preferred bidder has been selected, and any post tender 
negotiations completed; and 

Page 3 of 77



 
 

 The scheme appraisal has been updated to reflect the latest information 
on expected costs and benefits. 

15. For Full Approval to be granted, the DfT must be satisfied that: 

 The costs of the scheme are reasonably secured and that the authority 
has taken adequate steps to protect itself from the risk of increased 
costs 

 The balance of risks and liabilities is satisfactory, is clearly understood 
and offers adequate protection for the public sector against potential 
increases in costs 

 Adequate contract management arrangements are in place to ensure 
delivery to timetable and budget, including the necessary resource for 
contract management within the authority. 

16. The standard DfT Template form, which it is anticipated that the Promoters will 
be required to complete for both Conditional and Full Approval is included in 
Appendix 5.  

17. It is the Promoters intention to comply with these principles for any future 
Conditional Approval and Full Approval submissions to the DfT. 
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Appendix 1: Guidance to Local Authorities Seeking DfT Funding for Transport 
Major Schemes (2 Sept 2009); 

  

Page 5 of 77



 

1 

Guidance to Local Authorities seeking DfT funding for 
transport Major Schemes 

Contents 

1  Policy and Rationale...................................................................................................2 

2  Major Scheme Bids ....................................................................................................5 

3  Appraisals and value for money ...............................................................................7 

4  Delivery and Implementation..................................................................................10 

5  Approval Process......................................................................................................16 

6  Evaluation .................................................................................................................23 

7  Funding and Finance ...............................................................................................24 

Annex A: Requirements for new Major Scheme Business Case bids......................27 

Annex B: Appraisal requirements for LTP major schemes moving from Programme 
Entry to Conditional or Full Approval ......................................................................28 

Page 6 of 77



Guidance to Local Authorities seeking DfT funding for transport Major Schemes 

2 

1  Policy and Rationale 

1.1  What are Major Schemes? 

1.1.1  Major Schemes are significant local authority highway and public transport capital projects.  
Most involve substantial investment in infrastructure that would otherwise be beyond the means of a 
local authority.   

1.1.2  The minimum cost of a scheme that the Department would consider funding as a Major Scheme 
has traditionally been £5m (gross). For the vast majority of schemes this threshold will remain.  
However, the Department does recognise that some small LTP areas may find it difficult to fund 
schemes that are less than this amount through other sources. We will therefore consider bids for 
schemes under £5million in certain circumstances. See section 1.3 for further information.  

1.1.3  A local authority scheme does not automatically need to be funded or approved by the 
Department as a Major Scheme if the gross cost is greater than £5m.  Authorities are free to use their 
block allocations to fund schemes, either on their own, or alongside other sources of funding, without 
submitting schemes for approval by the Department. In such cases it would be for the local authority 
to ensure that the scheme was the best value for money means of achieving its objectives. 

1.1.4  'Maintenance Majors' and 'maintenance exceptional schemes' are not addressed specifically by 
this guidance, although the same general principles apply. 

1.1.5  Bids under the Community Infrastructure Fund (CIF) or the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) 
are not considered to be Major Schemes and are not addressed by this guidance.  Guidance on the 
relationship of the Transport Innovation Fund to major projects will be issued in due course. 

1.2  Major schemes within the LTP context 

1.2.1  Major Schemes will continue to form an important part of the second round of Local Transport 
Plans, although the relationship between major schemes and LTP targets will change with the second 
round of LTPs.  Authorities are encouraged to develop their second round LTP targets on the 
assumption that there are no new majors.  

1.2.3  Accordingly, bids for majors should be aimed at complementing and enhancing LTPs, as well 
as delivering additional benefits. The LTP2 guidance states that any major scheme must form an 
integral part of an authority's LTP, and reflect the principles of LTP development such as 

 Setting transport in a wider context: ensuring that plans for regeneration, housing development 
and local services are informed by realistic expectations about transport improvements; 

 Locally relevant targets: addressing the question of what transport targets need to be set in order 
to support wider objectives - in particular for economic growth and social inclusion; 

 Identifying the best value for money solutions: demonstrating how an authority will deliver its 
targets, and deliver the best possible outcomes to society with the available funding; and, 

 Indicators and trajectories: setting trajectories for the key targets, in a way that reflects the 
planned implementation of projects, policies and programmes. 

1.2.3  There is also the expectation that major schemes submitted during the second LTP period 
(2006-11) would already have been identified within second LTPs; especially those schemes put 
forward in the earlier years of LTP2. 

1.3  Schemes under £5m 

1.3.1  By definition major schemes will be large proposals, which is why we have normally set a 
lower limit of £5m.  However, the Department recognises that some schemes that cost less than this 
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can still represent a significant undertaking for smaller authorities.  Accordingly, the Department will 
consider providing additional support for certain capital integrated transport schemes costing less than 
£5m. 

1.3.2  Special provisions for these 'exceptional schemes' were made in the latest LTP guidance. We 
are keen to integrate these sub-£5m schemes into the Major Schemes system and will treat them in the 
same way. Bids for schemes under £5million should therefore be made in the same way as for other 
majors.  However the following conditions apply for scheme bids under £5million:   

 They must cost more than 75% of the authority's average projected annual indicative integrated 
transport block or maintenance allocation for LTP2, whichever is most relevant to the scheme; 

 They must cost more than 50% of an authority's average projected combined indicative integrated 
transport and maintenance allocations; 

 No more than one sub-£5m scheme bid may be submitted by the same authority in any 12 month 
period. 

1.3.3  For non-metropolitan joint plans, the relevant block allocations are those related to the 
authority.  The Department will not support bids for sub-£5m schemes in metropolitan areas, as they 
will have sufficient resources and flexibility to be able to fund them from block allocations.  For the 
same reasons, the Department may decline to support sub-£5m scheme bids on the grounds that the 
authority could have made use of the funding flexibilities available to joint LTP areas, but did not take 
up an opportunity to join one. 

1.3.4  These schemes are different from 'maintenance exceptional schemes'. 

Pilot or Demonstration Schemes 

1.3.5  Any LTP authority may submit, for consideration as a Major Scheme, a demonstration or pilot 
project costing less than £5m, provided that the promoting authority can demonstrate that the scheme 
would respond to a local transport need, and show that the proposal would be the best value for 
money way to meet that need.  The cost thresholds in section 1.3.2 do not apply to demonstration or 
pilot projects. 

1.3.6  Authorities contemplating such a proposal must discuss their ideas at an early stage with their 
regional Government Office, and will be expected to take full account of any advice given. The 
Department and the Government Office will expect more early discussion with the authority for a 
pilot scheme than for other schemes and will provide case specific guidance as appropriate.    

1.3.7  An important test of pilot or demonstration schemes is that they should include significant 
innovative elements which have not previously been tested and which would be reasonably replicable 
in other authorities, with the potential to unlock indirect benefits. Possible examples would be 
schemes involving new modes, including those generally termed 'ultra light rail', or those which 
include the novel application of technology for example in the area of ticketing. It will be for the 
promoting authority to make the case that a scheme should qualify for treatment as a pilot or 
demonstration scheme. If the Department does not accept this case then it will treat any resulting bid 
as a major scheme in the normal way, or expect it to be funded through an authority's IT block if it is 
under £5m and does not meet the criteria for a sub-£5m scheme (see section 1.3). 

1.4  Rail Schemes 

1.4.1  The Guidance for Second Local Transport Plans noted that the Department would be prepared 
to consider supporting rail projects with LTP funds.  Such projects should be primarily aimed at 
delivering local transport benefits in the context of the LTP, and should be demonstrably supported by 
key rail industry partners. Other schemes, such as public transport interchanges, may also have an 
impact on the railway. 
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1.4.2  Authorities proposing such schemes will need to show consistency with the relevant rail 
strategies, such as Regional Planning Assessments and Utilisation Strategies.  Authorities will also 
need to take account of relevant guidance, such as the SRA's Guide for Promoters of New Stations.  
The case for the scheme will need to take account of financial and operational impacts on the rail 
network and rail services. 

1.5  Development of options  

1.5.1  The starting point for preparing a major scheme bid is to identify the problems to be addressed, 
and the objectives that the bid would support. The bid should not start from an assertion about a 
preferred modal solution. The LTP should analyse the transport needs of the area in question and set 
out how those needs can be met using Integrated Transport block funding. Authorities may then draw 
up options for meeting any needs which cannot be met using block funding alone.  

1.5.2  The assessment of alternatives should start from an initial wide base of possible options. Those 
options should include measures that reduce or influence the need to travel as well as those that 
involve capital spend. Whilst the Department leaves this process to individual authorities we require a 
clear understanding of why some particular options are preferred to others. Each option must be 
assessed against  local, regional and central Government objectives, in terms of consistency with 
regional strategies and contribution to LTP objectives and should take account of best practice, wider 
local authority experience and the sustainability of the proposal. Scheme bids should demonstrate a 
clear path from identifying the problem to arriving at a preferred solution. 

1.5.3  Appraisals submitted to the Department must include a detailed assessment of the scheme 
against the alternative options that would, as far as possible, broadly meet the same objectives. It is 
important that these should also be compared against a realistic do minimum scenario. The testing of 
alternatives is not an add-on to the appraisal but an integral part of the process of determining the 
preferred option. Any major scheme for which the appraisal of alternative options is considered 
inadequate or where the Department considers alternative options to be preferable, will not be 
accepted for funding. Authorities should state in their scheme bids which options have already been 
discarded without being fully worked up, and the reasons and evidence for discarding them. 

1.5.4  For public transport schemes options should include: different technologies, such as bus based 
schemes instead of light rail; or lower cost alternatives, such as bus lanes or shorter lengths of 
busways compared to fully segregated busways. For highway schemes there should be a consideration 
of different link/junction standards and other alternatives to address the problems in the area, such as 
public transport provision, demand management policies, traffic management measures and strategies. 
We would expect authorities promoting  highway schemes to consider at least one public transport 
alternative and to undertake an appropriate level of analysis on it.  Assessment of detailed option 
designs should form part of the sensitivity analysis in determining the optimum configuration of the 
scheme. 

1.5.5  Promoting authorities should consider whether their scheme proposals are compliant with EU 
State Aid rules. These are described on the DTI website. 
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2  Major Scheme Bids 

2.1  Elements of the Major Scheme Business Case 

2.1.1  Traditionally the Department has asked local authorities to base their bid case for major local 
transport schemes primarily on the scheme appraisal based on NATA. However even the best 
designed schemes can run into problems if the arrangements for their planning and delivery are 
inadequate, or if the financial arrangements or commercial aspects are unsatisfactory  

2.1.2  The Department needs to consider five key aspects of scheme bids: 

 Strategic - how the scheme fits with the LTP, regional strategies and priorities, and wider 
objectives 

 Appraisal and value for money - the scheme's benefits, including non-monetised benefits, and 
costs 

 Delivery - how the scheme will be delivered to time and budget, and how successful 
implementation will be ensured 

 Financial - Funding sources, financial risk and financial sustainability 

 Commercial - the strategy for procurement and management of commercial risks 

2.1.3  Most major scheme bids should already be covering these areas, but we would like bids in 
future to be clearly structured in these sections.  These documents will be known as the 'Major 
Scheme Business Case', replacing the previous 'Annex E submission'. 

2.1.4  The bulk of any major scheme bid in terms of volume will usually be the Appraisal and value 
for money aspect, covered in Chapter 3 and Delivery, which is covered in Chapter 4. 

2.1.5  The Strategic, Commercial and Financial aspects are described below. 

Strategic 

2.1.6  The Strategic Case is essentially the 'fit' of the scheme in terms of wider objectives. We expect 
major scheme bids to be for those schemes that will enhance the objectives of the LTP or the wider 
objectives of the authority, such as regeneration and social inclusion. Major scheme bids should be 
explicit about how they would help to deliver LTP targets and to what extent targets could be 
stretched were the scheme to be funded. Where the benefits of a scheme would only be realised after 
the second LTP period, bids should make reference to the potential of the scheme to meet the longer 
term objectives of the authority.  

2.1.7  The Strategic case will also need to show the fit with the strategies of regional authorities, 
notably the Regional Transport Strategy/Regional Spatial Strategy, within which the LTP sits. Where 
appropriate, the Strategic Case should also describe the fit with other transport delivery agencies' 
plans and objectives.  

Financial 

2.1.8  It is essential that promoting authorities develop a sound financial plan for proceeding with a 
major scheme bid. This should consider all sources of funding, the conditions associated with each of 
them, and the financial risks and contingent liabilities that may result should any funding stream fail 
to materialise. It should also consider the longer term financial sustainability of the scheme, and 
should have robust plans to ensure the affordability of any ongoing costs for operation or 
maintenance. The Department will not approve schemes where significant financial contributions 
from other sources appear to be at risk, unless there are robust contingency plans for meeting the gap. 
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2.1.9  This section will be particularly important in high value or complex schemes with more than 
one funding contributor and/or ongoing revenue implications. For simpler schemes and those which 
do not have an ongoing revenue implication, this section may only need to include a short statement. 

Commercial 

2.1.10  Most major schemes will involve procurement of some description. The process for any 
procurement required should be identified at the earliest stages. The procuring authority should also 
consider and investigate the capacity and appetite of the supplier market to deliver the specific 
requirement. For some schemes such as road construction projects this may be relatively 
straightforward. However for more individual schemes authorities may need to liaise closely with 
potential suppliers in advance of formal procurement.  

2.1.11  In the initial bid the Department would expect to see an outline procurement strategy but 
would expect this to be expanded at subsequent approval stages to show how the supplier market had 
been assessed, sourcing options, risk transfer, tendering timetables, and contract management 
arrangements. 

2.1.12  It is important to identify the commercial risks of the scheme - for example, where any 
revenue risks lie - and demonstrate how these would be addressed and shared between the parties 
involved. 
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3  Appraisals and value for money 

3.1  Appraisal requirements 

3.1.1  An overview of the appraisal requirements for major public transport and highway scheme bids 
is provided at WebTAG.  The same appraisal requirements apply to all schemes submitted to the 
Department for funding, including schemes under £5m (see section 1.3), but the level of detail 
required in the appraisal will be proportional to the scale and complexity of the scheme. If in doubt, 
promoting authorities should consult the Department for a steer on whether their proposed approach is 
proportionate. 

3.2  What does the DfT require from scheme promoters? 

3.2.1  It is the promoting authority's responsibility to construct a robust appraisal of the proposed 
scheme. Webtag provides an overview of the different elements of the required appraisal. The 
appraisal information allows an assessment of the scheme's value for money to be made in officials' 
advice to Ministers (see section 3.6). This information is reported under the following headings. 

 Scheme description 

 Problems and objectives identified 

 Assessment of alternative options 

 Capital costs 

 Operating costs 

 Risk assessment and optimism bias 

 Traffic/passenger modelling/assumptions 

 Worksheets for NATA objectives (all items in the NATA checklist are required) 

 Transport Economic Efficiency data 

 Sensitivity and scenario analyses 

 Supporting analyses 

 Overall vfm conclusions 

3.2.2  Promoting authorities should follow these headings for the appraisal section of their Major 
Scheme Business Case as far as is possible. WebTAG also sets out what supporting information, 
including audit trail, is needed as an evidence base for the vfm assessment. If the evidence made 
available to the Department is insufficient for this assessment then scheme bids may be rejected.  

3.3  Proportionality 

3.3.1  The principles set out and framework provided by Webtag apply to all schemes submitted to the 
Department.  However, the level of detail should be proportionate to the scale and complexity of the 
scheme.  In particular: 

 Options: Any submission should carry at least two options - the preferred option and a lower cost 
alternative - fully through appraisal. Each should be appraised against  the do minimum option.  
Large major schemes (>£20m) may also need to carry a 'next best' option through the appraisal 
process.   
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 ASTs and accompanying worksheets:  For smaller schemes (<£20m) non-quantified ASTs are 
sufficient for all options except the preferred and low-cost option. There may be some flexibility 
in the level of detail required as schemes can differ greatly in terms of their impact, gross cost and 
funding sought.  Early contact with the Department is advised for a discussion on a case-by-case 
basis.   

 Risk assessment: For smaller schemes it may be acceptable to assess the probability of any one 
outcome occurring using a simple four-point scale. 

 Monitoring and evaluation: should be proportionate and cost-effective. 

3.3.2  The Department is aiming to produce additional guidance to clarify the requirements for 
schemes below £5m (see section 1.3), along the lines of the Highways Agency's Project Appraisal 
Report (PAR) guidance. PAR provides a simplified approach to estimating some scheme impacts and 
benefits for smaller highways schemes.  

3.4  Proportionality in the cost benefit analysis and modelling requirements 

3.4.1  Information on the expected costs and benefits (including those that cannot be quantified) is 
essential for all schemes. However, the requirement for detailed modelling and collection of bespoke 
evidence will vary with the scale and complexity of the scheme. Promoters of small schemes should 
seek out and use of the best available information and methods referred to in the guidance. Promoters 
of larger schemes should consider commissioning bespoke evidence and models in accordance with 
the guidance and in consultation with the Department.  

3.5  Appraisal of Pilot or demonstration schemes 

3.5.1  Pilot or demonstration schemes (see 1.3.5) are different in that they may not always 
demonstrate good value for money as stand-alone projects; or some of the benefits of the pilot may 
not be picked up under the traditional appraisal methods. They are generally innovative and depend 
on indirect benefits that are usually uncertain and difficult to quantify. An appraisal should be carried 
out in line with the guidance and promoters should seek early discussion with the Department on a 
case-by-case basis regarding assessment of the indirect benefits. 

3.6  Value for money 

3.6.1  The detailed appraisal information from the NATA process allows an assessment to be made of 
the value for money (vfm) offered by a proposed scheme. Advice to DfT Ministers from officials on 
the vfm offered by each proposed scheme is formulated in line with the DfT Guidance on Value for 
Money. 

3.6.2  That guidance, published on our website in December 2004, is about the clear and consistent 
assessment of value for money for officials putting submissions to DfT ministers about investment 
decisions and choices. It covers all spending proposals that are funded by the Department or require 
the Department's approval. 

3.6.3  Value for money measures the benefits for each £1 of costs.  The assessment of vfm must 
account for all impacts of a transport investment proposal, not just those impacts that can be presented 
in monetary terms within the benefit/cost ratio (BCR). Impacts on the environment, regeneration, 
accessibility and integration must also be accounted for.   

3.6.4  The DfT Guidance on Value for Money explains how both the BCR and other impacts can be 
assessed, especially in the technically difficult area where benefits are not readily monetised. The 
result of this analysis will place any scheme into one of four vfm categories: high, medium, low or 
poor. 

3.6.5  The presumption is that, purely on grounds of value for money, the Department should 
generally fund: 
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 no projects with poor VfM  

 very few projects with low VfM  

 some, but by no means all, projects with medium VfM  

 most, if not all, projects with high VfM  

3.6.6  Ministers make the decisions, and value for money is only one of a number of considerations 
that they take into account. Where Provisional Approval or Programme Entry was given before this 
guidance was in place, and there are no changes to design or costs, the approval status will be a 
significant factor in the decision on whether to proceed.   

3.6.7  Authorities and scheme promoters are encouraged to look at the DfT Guidance on Value for 
Money and to consider the likely vfm of a scheme early in the process and at various stages of 
development. This may help provide the early opportunity to think how a scheme could be improved 
or to consider alternative options, if it looks as though it offers only low or poor vfm. 
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4  Delivery and Implementation 

4.1  Requirements in support of major scheme bids 

4.1.1  In future, as part of the approvals regime, we will be assessing the quality of authorities' project 
management and delivery arrangements at various stages of implementation.  These are key factors in 
delivering successful projects. 

4.1.2  Improvements in major scheme delivery, particularly improvements in project management and 
procurement, have the potential to make a significant contribution to the Local Government target set, 
following the Gershon Efficiency Review, to achieve 2.5% or £6.45 billion of efficiency and 
productivity improvements over the three years to 2007/8. 

4.1.3  The information and documentation we will be requesting is no more than we would ordinarily 
expect promoting authorities to have in place, and we recognise that many authorities already provide 
such information with their scheme appraisals. 

4.1.4  This is not about imposing additional hurdles for their own sake or finding reasons to delay or 
stop schemes. We want to approve high quality schemes that offer the best value for money and have 
the best chance of effective delivery. We hope that our scrutiny, review and challenge to authorities' 
project plans and delivery arrangements will help to maximise overall scheme quality. 

4.1.5  In assessing the potential deliverability of schemes the track record of the promoting authority 
in implementing previous major schemes may be taken into account. 

4.2  Application of Project Management Principles 

4.2.1  The Department will not prescribe the use of any particular project management methodology, 
although we would expect authorities to be adopting some sort of formal project management for the 
development and delivery of major schemes. 

4.2.2  Neither is it the aim of this document to provide detailed guidance on project management.  
Authorities are already able to make use of the various guidance and information available on project 
management and procurement. These include:- 

 Office of the Government Commerce (OGC) have a web-based resource, the Successful Delivery 
Toolkit and the following priced publications:- 

 Managing Successful Projects with PRINCE2 

 Managing Successful Programmes 

 Management of Risk: Guidance for Practitioners 

 4ps produce guidance on procuring local authority transport schemes and services as well as 
general advice on project management 

 The Regional Centres of Procurement Excellence will provide expertise and spread good practice 

 The National Procurement Strategy for Local Government. 

 The Successful Transport Decision-Making Handbook was produced by the EU funded 
GUIDEMAPS project. This was sent to all authorities in February 2005. 

4.2.3  In addition many of the key principles of project management are already embedded in the 
WebTAG guidance on major scheme appraisal, such as the requirement to fit into wider business 
objectives, in this case the Local Transport Plan, and the need to have a clearly defined outcome and 
critical success factors that support this. 
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4.2.4  We have summarised below the areas in which the Department will be taking a particular 
interest and in which we will be expecting promoting authorities to provide evidence. We have also 
given examples of some of the questions we may need to ask. 

4.2.5  There is no prescribed format for the submission of this information in new bid submissions but 
if authorities are using the PRINCE2 methodology then a copy of the Project Initiation Document will 
suffice. 

Governance and staffing 

4.2.6  We need to be assured that the scheme will be adequately managed and resourced and that the 
key roles and responsibilities of all those involved are defined from the outset. There should be clear 
arrangements for reporting and decision making that are understood by all those involved in the 
project. 

4.2.7  This is critically important in particular in projects involving more than one authority or where 
other partners or funding contributors are involved. 

4.2.8  Key questions include: 

 Who is the Senior Responsible Owner (or Project Owner) and the Project Manager? 

 Who is on the project board? 

 What decisions need to be taken by either the SRO or project board? 

 Is the size of the project team and skills mix adequate? 

Risk Management 

4.2.9  WebTAG provides guidance on the identification of risks and the analysis of their impact and 
likelihood.  Further guidance is provided below on risk management. 

4.2.10  It is essential that a risk register is maintained and reviewed regularly throughout the project so 
that any new or previously unforeseen risks may be identified and the assessed impact or likelihood of 
existing risks revised if appropriate. 

4.2.11  There should be a nominated owner for the maintenance of the risk register as a whole and for 
each specific risk, where those cannot be externally transferred. 

4.2.12  The level of risk that remains after internal controls have been exercised (the 'residual risk') 
should be identified, monitored and re-assessed as necessary.  

4.2.13  Key questions include: 

 How often is the risk register reviewed? Who has overall risk management responsibility? 

 Do all risks have clear owners? 

 Have the risks been adequately assessed? 

 Are the mitigation plans to reduce the risks adequate? 

 Are the contingency measures adequate? 

 How will any financial risks be funded? 

Project Plan and Milestones  

4.2.14  The Project Plan is typically presented in the form of a GANTT chart with key outputs and 
milestones and key dates clearly identified. 

4.2.15  Key questions include: 
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 Have all the key dependencies been identified (those that are internal and dependencies to other 
projects)? 

 Is the critical path clearly identified? 

 Have clear outputs/milestones been identified? 

 Are the time estimates realistic and commensurate with the resources devoted to the project? 

 What are the impacts of delay? 

Stakeholder Analysis 

4.2.16  Effective stakeholder management can be of critical importance in minimising difficulties or 
delays later on in progressing statutory procedures or public consultation. 

4.2.17  It is important at the outset to identify all the key stakeholders. They could include other 
authorities, statutory consultees, landowners, transport operators, local residents, utilities companies 
etc. They can be grouped according to the potential impact of the project upon them, how important 
they are in order to help deliver the project, how likely they are to support the project etc. 

4.2.18  A communication plan should be drawn up to describe how the various stakeholders will be 
kept informed and consulted; how closely they need to be involved and when. Very important 
stakeholders may warrant representation on the project board (e.g. a bus company whose participation 
is essential to the success of a public transport scheme). Others may need to be consulted to varying 
degrees. For others merely to be kept informed may be sufficient. 

4.2.19  Key questions include: 

 What key stakeholders have been identified? 

 Which are critical to the success of the project? 

 How are they being consulted or involved? 

 What are their desired outcomes?     

4.3  Gateway Review 

4.3.1  A Gateway Review is an assessment of a project or programme carried out at crucial junctures 
in its development, in order to provide assurance that it can progress successfully to the next stage. Its 
focus is on whether the appropriate framework, processes and resources are in place; it does not 
duplicate the appraisal of the value for money case for a scheme. 

4.3.2  The Gateway process is owned and administered by the Office of the Government Commerce 
(OGC) and is explained in detail on their website. 

4.3.3  Although the OGC itself conducts reviews primarily for Central Government, local authorities 
are able to benefit from Gateway Reviews conducted by 4ps. The process is recognised as adding 
significant value - the National Procurement Strategy recommends it is adopted for all new projects. It 
is also a key enabler assumed in the Gershon efficiency review.  

4.3.4  Gateway Reviews are for the benefit of the promoting authority's Senior Responsible Owner 
(SRO).  Reports of Reviews will not be made available to the Department.  But the application of the 
Gateway process  will itself provide reassurance to the Department.  We are therefore keen for local 
authorities to put their major schemes through Gateway Reviews. Before submitting a major scheme 
bid authorities should use the Project Assessment Spreadsheet (PAS) (available on the 4ps website) to  
assess and score the risk level of the scheme and determine whether a Gateway Review is required, 
and at what level. 
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4.3.5  For schemes with a gross cost of £40m or over, Gateway Reviews will be mandatory unless the 
risk score from the PAS indicates that a review is not required. The Department will not consider new 
schemes falling into this category for approval at any stage unless an appropriate Gateway Review has 
been carried out (see 5.1.11).  For schemes which have already been accepted for Provisional 
Approval (at March 2005) a Gateway Review may be required before procurement starts. 

4.3.6  It is the authority's responsibility to initiate and plan for a Gateway Review; however authorities 
may find it helpful to discuss the scope of the Review with the Department in advance. 

4.3.7  Gateway Reviews are free of charge to the receiving authority, although there is of course some 
resource cost, and authorities participating in the Gateway Review programme provide reviewers to 
support reviews performed in other authorities.  

The Gateway process 

4.3.8  The Gateway process provides assurance and support for Project Owners in discharging their 
responsibilities to achieve their business aims by ensuring that: 

 the best available skills and experience are deployed on the programme or project  

 all the stakeholders covered by the programme/project fully understand the programme/project 
status and the issues involved  

 there is assurance that the programme/project can progress successfully to the next stage of 
development or implementation  

 more realistic time and cost targets are achieved for programmes and projects  

 knowledge and skills among central and local government staff are improved through 
participation in review teams  

 advice and guidance to programme and project teams are provided by fellow practitioners 

4.3.9  A key element of the Gateway Review process is the use of independent and experienced 
reviewers to perform a top down review of programmes and projects.  

4.3.10  The teams vary in size but typically are made up of either three or four people. Each review 
takes about three to four days, with a draft report being provided to the Senior Responsible Owner 
before the team leaves the site. Dependant on the risk level of the programme/project, the review team 
may be independent to the organisation under review, or they may be from the organisation under 
review but independent to the programme or project in question. 

4.3.11  There are five OGC Gateway Reviews during the lifecycle of a project, Three before contract 
award, one post contract award looking at service implementation and a final review seeking 
confirmation of the operational benefits.  A full description of the Review stage workbooks is can be 
found on the OGC website. 

4.3.12  OGC Gateway Review 0 is a programme-only review that is repeated throughout the 
programme's life; it can be applied to policy implementation, business change or other types of 
delivery programme. It sets the programme review in the wider policy or corporate context. In the 
case of Local Transport Major Schemes, authorities may wish to arrange a Gateway 0 Review which 
could be applied to their LTP and any existing or planned majors over the LTP period.  The 
Department will also be arranging a Gateway 0 Review of its own programme management function. 

4.3.13  Gateway reports will include recommendations with a RAG (Red/Amber/Green) status 
allocated to each recommendation, and to the project as a whole. The project must be given a 'Red' 
status if any individual recommendation is Red. 

 'Red' status means that remedial action must be taken immediately.  
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 'Amber' status means that the project should go forward with actions on recommendations to be 
taken before the next Gateway Review.  

 'Green' status means the project is on target to succeed but may benefit from the uptake of the 
recommendations.  

4.3.14  For schemes where a Gateway Review is mandatory the Department will require a written 
statement by the authority's Section 151 officer 

 that a Review has been carried out 

 whether or not it was given a 'Red' status 

 that the remedial action for any 'Red' recommendations has been carried out. 

4.4  Scheme progress monitoring 

4.4.1  The Project Management documentation supplied to the Department will include project 
milestones which will need to be updated as necessary at each approval stage (see Chapter 5). The 
Department will use these milestones to monitor scheme progress until completion. The nature and 
number of milestones will vary according the size, complexity and type of scheme in question. The 
Department will require authorities to submit quarterly progress reports on progress towards 
milestones.  

4.4.2  Following Full Approval, grant payments will be based on the successful completion of project 
milestones and not, as previously, simply at regular intervals of time. Where there is a long time span 
between natural project milestones authorities should identify key interim stages wherever possible 
and payments may be made subject to satisfactory progress being demonstrated. This will be agreed 
on a case by case basis. 

4.4.3  In support of each payment claim, authorities will be expected to provide evidence that the 
agreed milestone has been reached. For schemes requiring a Gateway Review we will expect a 
Gateway 4 Review to be carried out prior to the final payment.  

4.4.4  Management of major schemes will continue to be one of the criteria taken into account when 
we assess Annual Progress Reports. Our assessment of progress will be based on the information and 
knowledge we have gathered as part of our scheme monitoring and not solely on the authorities' 
statement of scheme progress within the APR. 

4.4.5  It is imperative that the promoting authority immediately brings to the attention of the 
Government Office and the Department any arising issues which put the timetable or cost of the 
project at risk. Such issues must be raised at the time they occur and should not be withheld from the 
Department until the next milestone or review point. 

4.4.6  The monitoring of a scheme's progress as described in this section is distinct from the 
monitoring and evaluation of the scheme's impact as described in Chapter 6. 

4.5  Cost Increases, design changes and scheme delays 

4.5.1  When authorities present their Major Scheme Business Case, it is important that they show how 
they have arrived at the cost estimates for the scheme. As demands on LTP funding grow, the 
Department will carefully scrutinise all cost increases, and will be unlikely to support those arising 
from poor project planning and management by the local authority.  When the Department accepts a 
scheme at any stage of the approval process, the approval will define a capped approved sum, which 
will include an appropriate allowance for expected risk based on a Quantified Risk Assessment 
(QRA).  In addition, the Department will continue to require an allowance for optimism bias to be 
included as a cost in the appraisal process, and will keep the optimism bias levels set out in the 
WebTAG Major Scheme Appraisal guidance under review.  
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4.5.2  Promoters of schemes currently in the Programme (i.e. those with a designation of Provisionally 
Approved) are reminded that this status is subject to these schemes not suffering significant cost 
increases or design changes (see 5.2.8).  In all cases, the Department will first look to the local 
authority to fund any cost increases from its own funds, including integrated transport block funding, 
or other resources.  The Department will not fund cost increases where authorities have not made an 
adequate attempt to secure such funding.   Before bidding for a cost increase we will also expect 
authorities to have considered what could be delivered within the original cost envelope, for example 
by adjusting the scheme's scope or specifications.  

4.5.3  In cases where the above options have been exhausted or do not meet the total funding 
requirement the authority should make a formal bid for a cost increase to DfT. We will consider each 
cost increase bid on its merits. We are likely to be more sympathetic to bids for increases due to 
factors already identified in Quantified Risk Assessments or  contingencies associated with those 
risks, or if it can clearly be demonstrated that the increase could not have been anticipated and was 
entirely outside the control or influence of the Authority. Affordability will also need to be taken into 
account by the Department in deciding whether to accept an increase. The Department will not 
normally consider supporting more than 75% of any cost increase.    

4.5.4  If DfT does not accept a bid for a cost increase,  and it is clear that there is no realistic prospect 
of the balance being funded from other sources, nor of the scope of the scheme being adjusted to fit 
the approved cap, approval will be revoked and the scheme will be withdrawn from the Programme. 
Where the scheme would require a substantial redesign to be affordable within the available funds, the 
Department may withdraw it from the Programme and require the redesigned scheme to be submitted 
as a new bid requiring a full re-appraisal. 

4.5.5  The Department expects all authorities delivering major schemes to learn from best practice, 
and thereby ensure that schemes are delivered as efficiently as possible, in a way that maximises the 
value for money offered by those schemes.  The Department will in particular encourage Local 
Authorities promoting road schemes to seek help and advice from the Highways Agency. 
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5  Approval Process 

5.1  Proposed new approval system 

5.1.1  We are reviewing the formal approval stages which will apply to major scheme decisions and 
clarifying the status of each. We are considering what supporting information is required at each 
stage, under what conditions the approvals are given and what each approval signifies. 

5.1.2  The biggest proposed change to the current system is that Full Approval will now not be given 
until procurement has taken place and prices and risk allocation are known. The current system, in 
which the costs of a scheme could still increase (in some cases almost double) once funding approval 
has already been granted is unsatisfactory and compromises the Department's and authorities' ability 
to achieve value for money and to exercise responsible management of public funds. 

5.1.3  However we recognise that this change would add to the financial outlay required by authorities 
before there is a commitment to funding. We are therefore proposing a new intermediate approval 
stage at the point at which Full Approval would previously have taken place. This would be known as 
Conditional Approval and will effectively be a commitment to funding, subject to the cost estimates 
and risks remaining unchanged and the scheme being ready to commence within a certain period. See 
section 5.3.12 for more detail. 

5.1.4  We intend to change the name of Provisional Approval to Programme Entry, though the 
definition remains essentially the same; that the Department would expect to fund a scheme subject to 
certain conditions (see 5.2.8). 

5.1.5  We intend to decouple the submission of major scheme bids from the submission of Annual 
Progress Reports. In future years we will accept scheme bids at any time of year and would encourage 
authorities to submit bids as soon as they are ready for DfT's consideration. The intention will still be 
to make approval decisions on new bids in batches, although this will not necessarily remain linked to 
the APR or settlement timetable. The process for future years will be clarified in the final guidance, in 
the light of the Government's consideration of the responses to the consultation on regional priority 
setting. Under the proposals for involving regions in the decision-making process, we would expect in 
future years, to take account of advice from regions on the relative priority of the scheme alongside 
other transport proposals.   

5.1.6  In order to be considered for approval in the Local Transport settlement in 
November/December Major Scheme bids must be received by the end of July 2005. Bids can however 
be submitted at any time, prior to the end of July, independently of the APR.  Earlier submission will 
give the Department more time to consider the bid before decisions are taken.  We will not be asking 
regional bodies to identify priorities for the 2005 settlement. 

5.1.7  In the 2004 settlement, a number of schemes were 'remitted to the regions' for advice on their 
priority.  Local authorities would need a strong case for the Department to consider any of these 
schemes before the arrangements for consulting the regions are in place. 

5.1.8  Before Programme Entry is granted we will require a full Major Scheme Business Case as 
described in Chapter 2. In addition to the scheme appraisal, more information on the project 
management and delivery arrangements for the scheme will be required.  Both delivery and appraisal 
information will need to be updated and refreshed as necessary prior to each approval stage 

5.1.9  The level of information required at each stage, and the degree of scrutiny the Department 
applies, will be proportionate to the overall cost and risk of the scheme.  

5.1.10  Bids for schemes with a gross cost of over £40m must include a completed Project Assessment 
Spreadsheet (PAS) (see 4.3.4) and evidence that a Gateway Review has been carried out, if the risk 
score indicates that one is required. The Department reserves the right to challenge the entries made in 
the PAS if it feels the level of risk may have been scored too low, and to require a Gateway Review to 
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be carried out if appropriate. Additionally the Department may ask for a PAS (and a Gateway Review 
if necessary) in respect of bids below £40m if there is reason to believe that the scheme carries an 
unusually high level of risk. 

5.1.11  For schemes where the Gateway Process is mandatory (see 4.3.5) the Gateway Review 
required before each approval stage is as follows:- 

 

Gateway Review stage Approval stage 

Stage 1: Business Justification Programme Entry 

Stage 2: Procurement Strategy Conditional approval 

Stage 3: Investment Decision Full Approval 

Stage 4: Readiness for Service Before final scheme payment 

  

5.2  Programme Entry 

When can an authority apply for Programme Entry? 

5.2.1  An authority can submit a scheme for Programme Entry at any time once a Major Scheme 
Business Case has been prepared (see chapter 2) and a Gateway Review carried out, if appropriate 
(see section 4.3). 

5.2.2  We would, in most circumstances, expect major scheme bids submitted in the second LTP 
period to have been referenced in the LTP (see 1.2.3). We would not expect authorities to submit a 
fully worked up scheme bid without having first had some preliminary discussion with 
DfT/Government Office on the feasibility of the proposal,  including the submission of draft bids for 
discussion prior to formal submission. 

5.2.3  In the past some authorities have submitted major scheme bids knowing that the proposal is not 
fully developed, in order to get their 'foot in the door'. Submitting speculative bids of this kind does 
not gain any advantage over other schemes in development, and does not mean they attract any more 
attention from the Department. Scheme bids which do not include all the required information as set 
out in the guidance may be rejected. We will discontinue the previous designations of Work In 
Progress and Super Work In Progress. These are not particularly helpful, and do not confer any 
special status over schemes that may be in a similar stage of development, but for which bids have not 
yet been submitted. 

What information does an Authority have to submit at this stage? 

5.2.4  In order to obtain Programme Entry an authority will need to submit a Major Scheme Business 
Case to the Department which covers all the aspects described in Chapter 2.  In particular, it will 
include: 

 A value for money appraisal in line with the latest WebTAG guidance and structured as per para 
3.2.1. 

 project management information covering project milestones, risks, stakeholder management, 
governance arrangements. There is no prescribed format for this information but the Project 
Initiation Document (as defined in PRINCE2) or equivalent would meet these requirements. 
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When will Programme Entry be granted? 

5.2.5  Approval will be granted once the Department is reasonably satisfied that the scheme meets all 
the following criteria: 

 value for money  

 affordable within the available budget, with a likely start within the next three years. (In future 
years under the proposals for Regional Funding Allocations, this is likely to mean that the scheme 
is identified as a high priority within the regional funding allocation) 

 deliverable by the authority to time and budget  

5.2.6  The Department expects to make an annual announcement on which schemes it is accepting 
into the programme.  For 2005 this will be as part of the Local Transport settlement, in November or 
December. To be considered for Programme Entry bids must be received before the end of July . In 
some cases, however, where there are appraisal or other issues still to be resolved at the time of the 
settlement, a decision will be made as soon as possible afterwards. In the case of some higher value 
schemes the Department may take decisions outside the usual annual cycle. 

5.2.7  For schemes subject to Gateway Review (see section 4.3),  Programme Entry will only be 
granted once a Gateway 1 Review has been completed. Confirmation that a review has taken place 
must be provided by means of a statement from the authority's Section 151 Officer, who must also 
confirm that the necessary remedial action has been taken in respect of any 'Red' recommendations. 

What does Programme Entry signify? 

5.2.8  Programme Entry means that the Department would expect to fund the scheme subject to:- 

 affordability (including by contributors other than DfT) 

 any necessary statutory powers being obtained 

 there being no significant changes to costs, scheme design or expected benefits 

 any other conditions specific to the scheme 

5.2.9  Programme Entry will, like Provisional Approval, confer no guarantee of funding, or its timing, 
but it is designed to give authorities the confidence to proceed with the development of the scheme 
and in particular to apply for the necessary statutory powers. 

5.2.10  A scheme will not remain in the Programme indefinitely. At the time of Programme Entry the 
Department will agree with the promoting authority on a case by case basis the steps that need to be 
taken for the next stage of approval, and what conditions may apply. A deadline will be agreed for the 
submission of the scheme for the next approval stage. A scheme will exit the Programme should this 
deadline not be met or after a maximum of four years, except in exceptional cases. 

5.2.11  The Department reserves the right to remove a scheme from the Programme before a scheme 
is submitted for Conditional or Full Approval in the event of an increase in estimated costs which the 
Department is unwilling to fund, for which there is no realistic prospect of alternative funding, and 
which cannot be resolved by adjusting the scope of the scheme; or where the scope or design of the 
scheme, or the scheme benefits, change substantially.  

5.2.12  Authorities are free to resubmit schemes which have lapsed from or been removed from or the 
Programme, and these will be treated as new bids. However the Department will need to be assured 
that the problems or delays which led to the scheme's exit from the programme have been addressed 
and resolved. 
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5.3  Conditional Approval 

5.3.1  This is an intermediate stage which would normally occur following the granting of statutory 
powers but before a procurement exercise has taken place - i.e. the point at which Full Approval 
would often be sought at present. 

5.3.2  For some schemes this interim stage may not be required, if its natural point would be very 
close to Provisional or Full approval. Examples may include schemes which require few or no 
statutory powers. For schemes requiring powers but no procurement, or where authorities are prepared 
to initiate the procurement process at their own risk while powers are still being sought, a scheme may 
proceed directly from Programme Entry to Full Approval. An example may be where there is Early 
Contractor Involvement. As at present there may even be some schemes that proceed straight to Full 
Approval if neither powers nor procurement are required.  

When can an authority apply for Conditional Approval? 

5.3.3  An application can be made when any necessary statutory powers have been obtained, and 
when the scheme appraisal and project information have been updated as necessary to reflect the latest 
position. 

What does an Authority have to submit at this stage? 

5.3.4  In order to obtain Conditional Approval authorities will need to provide an update on the five 
aspects of their original Major Scheme Business Case. 

5.3.5  This includes a revised appraisal. The extent of the revisions required will depend on the time 
elapsed since Programme Entry, and the extent to which the scheme's design or cost estimates have 
changed. The requirement for an updated appraisal will apply only to the preferred option except in 
cases where there has been a significant cost increase. The detailed requirements for updated appraisal 
information can be found in Annex B. 

5.3.6  As part of the delivery aspect, an updated risk register and project plan with milestones should 
be provided. 

5.3.7  The Department will at this stage require details of the commercial aspects and the procurement 
strategy, and may request specific related documents (e.g. draft specifications, OJEU notices, draft 
contract documents, tender evaluation criteria). 

5.3.8  For some schemes, usually the largest ones, the Department will require details of the 
authority's plans for monitoring and evaluation of the scheme.  

When will Conditional Approval be granted? 

5.3.9  Conditional Approval will be given when the Department is satisfied that  

 the necessary powers have been obtained 

 the scheme can be afforded on current cost estimates  

 the updated scheme appraisal remains sound, in line with the requirements set out in Annex B 

 the promoter has conducted adequate supplier assessment and market intelligence and has a robust 
procurement strategy in place 

 the scheme remains deliverable by the authority to time and budget 

 the arrangements for evaluation and monitoring are satisfactory (in cases where this is a 
requirement at this stage)  

5.3.10  Conditional Approval may be granted at any time in the year and is not linked to annual 
cycles. 
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5.3.11  For schemes subject to Gateway Review (see section 4.3), Conditional Approval will only be 
given upon confirmation by the authority's Section 151 officer that a Gateway 2 Review has been 
completed and the necessary remedial action has been taken in respect of any 'Red' recommendations.  

What does Conditional Approval signify? 

5.3.12  Conditional Approval is a firm undertaking by the Department that Full Approval will be 
granted subject to a small and limited number of conditions, typically that:- 

 the costs of the scheme (or the required DfT contribution) do not increase following the tender 
process 

 the allocation and scale of financial risks does not change 

 the tender prices and other scheme costs are firm and fixed for the life of the project or are as 
secured as is reasonably possible 

 the scheme will be submitted for Full Approval within a certain period agreed between the 
Department and the authority. 

5.3.13  In applying conditions to particular schemes the Department will consider and take into 
account on a case by case basis the most appropriate balance of financial risks between the parties 
involved. 

5.3.14  If the conditions are not met the Department will reserve the right to revoke Conditional 
Approval. Depending on the particular circumstances the scheme may either revert to Programme 
Entry status or be removed from the Programme altogether. 

5.4  Full Approval 

5.4.1  In a change from current practice we are proposing that Full Approval is only given once firm 
prices are available, normally when procurement has been completed. 

When can an authority apply for Full Approval? 

5.4.2  An authority may apply for Full Approval once:- 

 the necessary statutory powers have been obtained and; 

 tenders have been received with firm prices.  Normally this will mean a preferred bidder has been 
selected, and any post tender negotiations completed 

 the scheme appraisal has been updated to reflect the latest information on expected costs and 
benefits. 

What does an Authority have to submit at this stage? 

5.4.3  In order to obtain Full Approval authorities will need to provide a further update on the five 
aspects of their original bid. 

5.4.4  This includes a revised scheme appraisal. The extent of the revisions required will depend on 
the time elapsed since Conditional Approval and the extent to which the schemes' design or cost 
estimates have changed. If there have been no such changes and Conditional Approval was relatively 
recent, then the additional information required at this stage will be minimal. The detailed 
requirements for updated appraisal information can be found in Annex B.  

5.4.5  On the commercial aspects, authorities should provide full details of the selected bidder's offer 
together with any conditions that apply. This should be the firm and final offer if post tender 
negotiations have taken place. In certain cases the Department may additionally request a copy of the 
selected supplier's bid document, details of other bids received, or the authority's tender evaluation 
documentation. 
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5.4.6  As part of the delivery aspect, an updated risk register and project plan with milestones should 
be provided. 

5.4.7  The Department will require details of the evaluation and monitoring proposed by the authority 
at this stage if not before. 

When will Full Approval be given? 

5.4.8  Full Approval will be given when the Department is satisfied 

 that the costs of the scheme are reasonably secured and that the authority has taken adequate steps 
to protect itself from the risk of increased costs 

 that the balance of risks and liabilities is satisfactory, is clearly understood and offers adequate 
protection for the public sector against potential increases in costs 

 that adequate contract management arrangements are in place to ensure delivery to timetable and 
budget, including the necessary resource for contract management within the authority. 

5.4.9  The Department will make every effort to complete its consideration of bids for full approval 
before the expiry of tender prices. However the Department will not be responsible for any delays due 
to the promoting authority's failure to provide the necessary assurances set out at 5.4.8 above. 

5.4.10  Full Approval may be granted at any time in the year and is not linked to annual Local 
Transport settlements. 

5.4.11  For schemes subject to Gateway Review (see section 4.3), Full Approval will only be given 
upon confirmation by the authority's Section 151 officer that a Gateway 3 Review has been completed 
and that the necessary remedial action has been taken in respect of any 'Red' recommendations. 

What does Full Approval signify? 

5.4.12  Full Approval is the Departments confirmation that funds are available and that work can 
commence. 

5.4.13  The availability of funds is conditional upon the scheme proceeding without undue delay. If 
there is more than two years delay to the delivery of a Fully Approved scheme the Department 
reserves the right to revoke Full Approval. 

5.4.14  If following Full Approval it becomes clear that the scheme cannot be completed within the 
available funding the authority must notify the Department and stop incurring any further liabilities 
immediately. 

5.5  The Department's role in the approval process 

5.5.1  This guidance is aimed at helping local authorities promote schemes that are appropriate for 
DfT funding. It is the responsibility of the scheme promoter to ensure that sufficient resources and 
expertise are available to produce the appraisal and other information required, and to ensure that the 
bid documentation is complete. 

5.5.2  Government offices and the Department will be happy to discuss the development of schemes, 
especially at the early stages, to help guide authorities towards schemes that have the best chance of 
acceptance. 

5.5.3  In addition, the Department aims to provide up-to-date and clear guidance on the requirements 
and criteria for selection of schemes. The guidance is updated frequently, as new and better evidence 
come to light, so authorities should check WebTAG to ensure they are applying the most recent 
advice.  During the development of a bid, the Department aims to provide advice on any proposals for 
non-standard approaches to producing the required evidence and appraisal.  The Department will also 
advise on areas where the guidance may be open to interpretation. 
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5.5.4  Once a scheme bid has been formally submitted to the Department, Ministers require advice on 
the robustness of the bid and the value for money judgement. Priority is given to bids that are 
complete in terms of the appraisal and other information required. Officials will seek to clarify any 
outstanding issues with promoters in advance of deadlines for ministerial decision-making.  
Nevertheless bids with significant omissions may be rejected. 

5.5.5  At each approval stage, the Department will review the documents supplied and may ask for 
clarification or supporting information as required. For higher value projects (e.g. £25-30m and 
above) the Department may employ consultants to examine a particular aspect of the business case 
such as traffic modelling, costs and risk, or financing.  The Department or its consultants may also 
visit the authority to interview key project staff. In most cases this visit would normally be confined to 
a single day and would be conducted by one or two people. 

5.5.6  The level of scrutiny the Department applies at the Conditional and Full Approval stages will 
generally be reduced if only a relatively short time has elapsed since previous approval stages. 
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6  Evaluation 
6.1  Evaluation is about objectively monitoring and assessing the outcomes of a decision or 
investment. An evaluation, therefore, is an independent quantitative and qualitative assessment of the 
processes of implementing a scheme and its impacts. Evaluating major schemes will help the 
Department meet its commitment to assess the impacts of its policies, and provide the Department and 
authorities with valuable evidence to inform future scheme development and decision-making. 

6.2  The evaluation of any high value schemes should be agreed with the Department and joint 
evaluations may be considered, particularly for light rail schemes. It is critical that lessons are learned 
from such schemes which can inform future applications. Lessons learnt enable future schemes to be 
better designed, appraised and implemented on a sound bed of evidence from existing schemes.  

6.3  The Department therefore expects promoting authorities to set out their proposed evaluation 
arrangements. They should propose evaluations that will: 

 Be proportionate and cost-effective. Usually the extent of evaluation effort should reflect the costs 
and scale of the scheme. However, innovative or controversial schemes may require more 
significant evaluation;  

 Start before the implementation of the scheme, to ensure that baseline data have been collected;  

 Include some assessment of the processes of implementing and constructing the scheme, and how 
these have affected its impacts;  

 Go beyond checking the accuracy of appraisal predictions, by assessing whether a scheme 
achieved its objectives and whether it had any wider and unexpected results (positive and 
negative);  

 Include an assessment of what the scheme added, against what might otherwise have happened;  

 Identify any problems with the scheme and recommend potential improvements; and  

 Report regularly, with findings effectively disseminated so that other authorities can identify 
transferable lessons for their schemes.  

6.4  Promoting authorities should discuss these requirements on a case-by-case basis with the 
Department. 
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7  Funding and Finance 
Please note that the consultation on three year grants for Local Government may result in changes to 
much of this chapter. The consultation specifically proposes that "virtually all the funding for major 
transport capital schemes would need to be provided through grant". We will be consulting separately 
on the implications of this for major local transport schemes in the summer. The text below therefore 
describes the system as it stands currently. 

7.1  Basic Principles 

7.1.1  Any costs incurred by an authority before Full Approval are done so at the authority's own risk.  
Until a scheme is Fully Approved by the Department any costs incurred other than those specifically 
approved and related to the purchase of land or any other asset required for the build of the scheme or 
actual physical works cannot be claimed as main scheme costs and may only be eligible for 
preparatory costs (see section 7.6). The Department is currently reviewing the implications of the 
proposed changes to the approvals process. 

7.1.2  The Department does not meet any revenue costs incurred in making a bid. Scheme costs 
should not include VAT, as this is reclaimable on local authority expenditure. Nor should the 
Authority's fees as agent to the Department, or auditors' fees or administration and other general 
overhead costs be capitalised.   

7.1.3  The Department's desire to encourage a rigorous approach to the project management of 
schemes is already reflected in the processes for allocating grant. The need to manage budgets 
effectively continues to be important for central government. 

7.1.4  Government Departments are held accountable by Treasury for poor performance in forecasting 
and managing expenditure. This is reflected in the introduction of financial penalties for significant 
errors in cash forecasting. Any penalties incurrent by the Department could have an effect on the 
budgets available for authorities' schemes. 

7.1.5  For major schemes our information on scheme progress and expenditure comes solely from 
local authorities. We therefore require accurate forecasting and timely reporting and claiming of 
expenditure, in order to meet the requirements placed upon the Department.   

7.1.6  For budgetary reasons the Department cannot guarantee to make payments to local authorities if 
claims and returns are not provided by deadlines, or if they show a significant variance to the amounts 
previously agreed.  

7.2  How the finance works 

7.2.1  Once a scheme is Fully Approved, the central Government funding provision usually comprises 
a split between borrowing approvals and grant. Until the introduction of the Prudential Capital System 
(see 7.2.5) borrowing approval support has been provided in the form of a Supplementary Credit 
Approval (SCA).  Grants have been provided by way of Public Transport Facilities Grant  for major 
public transport schemes and Transport Supplementary Grant (TSG) for major road schemes. 

7.2.2  The aim has been to achieve roughly a 50% grant and 50% borrowing approval balance over 
the life of the scheme, though this has not always been possible. 

7.2.3  Public Transport Facilities Grant is allocated under Section 56 of the Transport Act 1968 (hence 
sometimes known as S56 Grant).  It is awarded under specific conditions and requirements detailed in 
a grant letter issued prior to the start of each financial year, and is claimed in arrears.  

7.2.4  Transport Supplementary Grant is issued under Section 87 of the Local Government Finance 
Act 1988.  To date it has been allocated in four quarterly payments in May, August, November and 

Page 29 of 77

http://www.odpm.gov.uk/stellent/groups/odpm_localgov/documents/page/odpm_locgov_033864.hcsp


Guidance to Local Authorities seeking DfT funding for transport Major Schemes 

25 

February. Levels of TSG awarded are dictated by the LTP Capital Settlement allocations in the 
previous December, and the grant has been paid out partly in advance and partly in arrears. 

7.2.5  The new Prudential capital finance system was introduced when the Local Government Act 
2003 came fully into in April 2004. The Act allows councils to fund local improvements by 
borrowing money without government consent, provided that they can afford to take on the debt.   
However, central government support for borrowing for local authority capital investment will 
continue.  

7.2.6  From 2004/05 Government support for capital investment has been described as either 
Supported Capital Expenditure (Revenue) known as SCE(R) or Supported Capital Expenditure 
(Capital Grant) known as SCE(C). 

7.3  Process for financial monitoring and payment. 

7.3.1  As SCE(R)'s are issued in advance the Department's control over scheme expenditure is limited 
to determining when to make payments of Transport Supplementary Grant or Public Transport 
Facilities Grant. 

7.3.2  Payments of grant are made against certification, by the Finance Officer, that expenditure has 
been correctly incurred under the terms and conditions for claiming an award.  Claims and payments 
will now be linked to the completion of project milestones rather than quarterly (see section 4.4.2). 
All claims must be accompanied by:  

 a report on actual work progress against forecasts (this should include the original forecast at the 
bidding stage, and any subsequent revisions);  

 details of progress anticipated, with reference to future milestones;  

 a detailed report of year to date, scheme to date, and previous claim period actual costs incurred; 
committed and anticipated expenditure to be claimed at the completion of each future milestone.  

7.3.3  This information must be provided on a quarterly basis whether or not a claim for grant is 
submitted.  Within six months of the end of each financial year which includes the award of s56 
grants, the Authority must submit its annual claim to an auditor appointed by the Audit Commission 
for certification. 

7.3.4  In the final year of the awarding of s56 grant for a Scheme, the final payment of an award under 
s56 grant will only be met on receipt of the final auditor certificate issued by the auditor appointed by 
the Audit Commission. 

7.3.5  More detailed requirements are set out in the grant award letter issued annually. 

7.4  Third Party Contributions 

7.4.1  Bids should outline all sources of funding (e.g. private funding or grants from other public 
sector bodies) and their contribution.  

7.4.2  Authorities will be expected to seek to minimise the amount of scheme costs that fall to the 
public sector. Promoting authorities should explore fully the scope for contributions from other 
sources such as developers and, where appropriate, transport operators.  

7.4.3  In periods where there is excess demand for LTP funds, the proportion of developer funding 
may influence the decision to provide funding for schemes. The Department may also require an 
authority to provide a further contribution towards costs met by the public sector.  

7.4.4  For light rail and other large public transport schemes, the local contribution will generally be 
expected to be at least a quarter of scheme costs in present value terms, after netting off the value of 
any concession being let for the construction and operation of the scheme.  
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7.4.5  The Department would not expect to underwrite third party contributions. It is for local 
authorities to ensure that estimates are robust and realistic. 

7.5  PFI 

7.5.1  Authorities are required to assess the potential suitability of each scheme for funding in whole 
or in part through the Private Finance Initiative (PFI). Where a scheme of any kind would require LTP 
funding of more than £40m, the Department would automatically request an assessment of whether it 
may be suitable for funding through a Private Finance Initiative. This assessment need not be 
extensive for road schemes between £40m and £80m. 

7.6  Preparatory costs 

7.6.1  The Department is currently reviewing its policy on preparatory costs to ensure that it is 
consistent with proposed changes to the approval process.  We intend to consult separately on changes 
to the rules for preparatory costs probably to the same 31 October deadline.  Authorities that intend to 
apply for preparatory costs in the interim should contact the Department for advice on the current 
position. 
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Annex A: Requirements for new Major Scheme Business Case bids  
 

All Schemes Appraisals to be comprehensive and to provide a clear 
identification of the elements required for the assessment. 
(see section 3.2) 

All Schemes Appraisal consistent with DfT Guidance summarised in 
WebTAG - units 1.4 and 3.9 in particular (see chapter 2) 

Exceptional Schemes (under 
£5m) 

As above - with simplified requirements in some aspects  

All Schemes Project Management documentation (see sections 4.2 and 
5.2.4) 

Schemes with a Gross Cost of 
over £40m 

A Project Assessment Spreadsheet and confirmation that 
a Gateway Review has taken place (see sections 4.3 and 
5.1.11) 

Pilot or demonstration projects Appraisal requirements to be confirmed with Government 
Office/DfT on a case by case basis. (see section 3.5) 
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Annex B: Appraisal requirements for LTP major schemes moving from 
Programme Entry to Conditional or Full Approval 
The information generated within the Department's major scheme appraisal framework allows, among 
other things, an assessment to be made of the value for money offered by proposed schemes.  This 
information is required for all schemes seeking to move from Programme Entry to Conditional or Full 
Approval - both those which are not seeking any increase in Departmental funding contribution as 
well as schemes seeking an increased Departmental contribution due to a cost increase or reduction in 
anticipated contributions from other sources. 

Many of the schemes submitted for Conditional or Full Approval will have been appraised originally 
under appraisal guidance which had some significant differences to the guidance now in place.  We 
cannot therefore rely on the appraisal carried out when the scheme was granted Provisional Approval 
or Programme Entry, even if the scheme is unchanged and there has been no increase in costs.  A re-
appraisal in line with current guidance ensures that all schemes are considered on a consistent basis. 

Appraisal work needs to be commensurate with the stage schemes have reached and the extent to 
which the design, route and costs have changed since Provisional approval or Programme Entry.  
Major changes in costs or scheme design may require a full re-appraisal.  We are happy to discuss 
with promoting authorities the level of re-appraisal that is appropriate on a case by case basis.  
However, as a minimum, for any scheme coming in for Conditional or Full Approval we would 
expect to be provided with the following information, both electronically and on paper: 

 A scheme diagram or map to scale. 

 An updated appraisal of the scheme economics using the latest guidance on Webtag, in particular 
incorporating the move from a 30 to 60 year appraisal period where applicable, and revised 
economic parameters.  In order to review the economic benefits we will require the following 
supporting information: 

 the input assumptions used in the COBA/TUBA analysis including the assumptions about 
traffic growth used in projecting the transport benefits between years 30 and 60 of the 
appraisal period where applicable; 

 the assumptions used for projecting costs between years 30 and 60 where applicable; 

 for road schemes traffic flow diagrams in the do minimum and do something scenarios; 

 the COBA/TUBA output; 

 a full set of TEE and AMCB tables; 

 a central case showing the scheme BCR assuming provision  for optimism bias on top of the 
estimated scheme cost (Authorities should seek guidance from the Department on what level 
of optimism bias to apply for a particular scheme). 

 An updated AST which should incorporate the revised economics and any other changes in 
scheme impacts which have been identified since the scheme was originally submitted.  If there 
are significant beneficial or adverse impacts, it would be helpful to have further details of these, 
particularly environmental impacts.  Relevant information from Environmental Impact 
Assessments could be provided.  It is also useful to have an environmental constraints map if, in 
the case of a road scheme, the route passes through sensitive sites or areas. And it would be 
helpful to have details of any environmental mitigation measures agreed with the Statutory 
Environmental Bodies. 
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 A full explanation of the reasons for any cost increase including the extent to which this is due to 
factors within, and not within, the LA's control.  Promoting authorities should also explain what 
scope there is for saving costs by changing the scheme design and/or securing additional 
contributions from other sources.   In the case of substantial cost increases we may also ask 
promoting authorities to re-examine possible lower cost alternatives. 

 We expect LAs to make some contribution to major scheme cost increases from their own 
resources.  Ministers would want to consider the size of the contribution in the light of the 
potential impacts on the LA's other programmes.  In order to offer ministers a clear choice, 
promoting authorities should provide a note setting out not only their preferred contribution but 
also their 'bottom line' - the greatest possible contribution consistent with their continuing 
commitment to the delivery of the scheme.  In both cases, we will also need to know the likely 
impact on the promoter's wider capital programme, including their transport programme. 
Government Offices will be in the lead in discussing both sets of numbers with promoting 
authorities.  

 Where an important element of the original justification for a scheme was provided by 
regeneration we may ask promoting authorities to produce an Economic Impact Report in line 
with current guidance to substantiate the claimed regeneration benefits.  Promoters of schemes 
with significant regeneration benefits should discuss the need for an EIR with the Department 
well in advance of their request for Full Approval. 

 Promoting authorities should be aware that if a scheme is presented for Full Approval with a 
significant cost increase or a substantial design change, Full Approval may be denied or delayed - 
especially where the scheme no longer appears to represent sufficient value for money. 
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The information or guidance in this document (including third party information, 
products and services), is provided by DfT on an 'as is' basis, without any 
representation or endorsement made and without warranty of any kind whether 
express or implied. 

The Department for Transport has actively considered the needs of blind and 
partially sighted people in accessing this document. The text will be made 
available in full on the Department’s website in accordance with the W3C’s Web 
Content Accessibility Guidelines. The text may be freely downloaded and 
translated by individuals or organisations for conversion into other accessible 
formats. If you have other needs in this regard please contact the Department.  

Department for Transport 
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London SW1P 4DR 
Telephone 0300 330 3000 
Website www.dft.gov.uk 

© Crown copyright 2012 

Copyright in the typographical arrangement rests with the Crown. 
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of charge in any format or medium, under the terms of the Open Government 
Licence. To view this licence, visit www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-
government-licence/ or write to the Information Policy Team, The National 
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Where we have identified any third-party copyright information you will need to 
obtain permission from the copyright holders concerned. 
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Foreword 


Transport is vitally important to local economies, and new infrastructure can 
provide the missing links that are often so crucial in getting economies moving 
and creating opportunities for new investment and employment. 

Improvements such as new link roads and high quality public transport 
infrastructure can have a significant impact.  That’s why we need to ensure that 
decisions on this kind of infrastructure are made more efficiently, and at a more 
local level than previously. Local Enterprise Partnerships are well placed to 
understand how transport investment can be used to boost economic recovery 
and growth and that is why we want them, working with Local Authorities, to 
have a key role. 

I fully support the key objective of removing Whitehall from the process of 
making decisions on which schemes should or should not go ahead. However 
we have a responsibility to ensure that the new local decision makers have 
arrangements in place to achieve the value for money that we know the right 
schemes can deliver, as well as taking proper account of other factors such as 
the environmental consequences of any scheme.  

I look forward to working with local transport bodies over the coming months as 
we embark on this transition to a truly decentralised system and they begin 
developing their infrastructure plans for post 2015. 

4 

Page 39 of 77



 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

Introduction 


Local major transport schemes have traditionally been approved and funded 
individually by central Government under a centralised bidding process. The 
previous Government’s Regional Funding Allocations (RFA) process took the 
initial scheme prioritisation away from Whitehall, but business cases for 
individual schemes were still required to be submitted, as before, for DfT 
approval. We now want to go much further. 

For the current spending review period the major schemes programme is the 
result of a competitive process, which was put in place in October 2010 to 
create an affordable programme of schemes selected from those that formed 
part of the previous Government’s Regional Funding Allocation (RFA). But this 
is only a transitional step. For the next spending review period we want to 
create a genuinely devolved system. 

In January 2012 the Government announced a consultation exercise that invited 
views on proposals on the structure, sizing, configuration, governance and 
accountability arrangements for a new devolved system from April 2015. It 
detailed the principles, proposed processes and issues in designing a system 
which meets the Government’s objectives.  In particular, the three key 
objectives to: 

	 ensure the best outcomes are achieved for the economy, whilst 
balancing the need for developing sustainably and reducing carbon 
emissions; 

	 hand real power to local communities, making decisions more 
responsive to local economic conditions and more locally 
accountable; and 

	 be fit for purpose in practical delivery terms. 

The consultation paper set out what the Government was broadly minded to do, 
and welcomed views from stakeholders including local authorities, Local 
Enterprise Partnerships and representative groups. The consultation period ran 
for 8 weeks, closing on 2 April 2012. 

In July we published an analysis and summary of the views expressed in 
responses to the consultation. This document now sets out the Government’s 
detailed proposals taking those views into account. 
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Executive summary 


Key features of the new system for funding local major transport schemes:- 

	 The primary decision making bodies on the use of the devolved 
funding will be Local Transport Bodies (LTBs), voluntary partnerships 
of local transport authorities, local enterprise partnerships (LEPs) and 
possibly others. 

	 LTBs will have non-overlapping boundaries, to be broadly based on 
the geography of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) and ideally 
determined by local agreement. 

	 LTB membership must be open, as a minimum, to all the constituent 
local transport authorities (LTAs) that are within the LTB area, and to 
the primary LEP or LEPs upon whose geography the LTB is based.  

	 Representation of other bodies such as District Councils, other public 
bodies and NGOs should be for local decision. 

	 There will be no funding retained at the centre as a top-slice for larger 
schemes, which, if required, will need to be funded by a combination 
of pooling LTB resources and securing contributions from other 
sources. 

	 There will be no centrally imposed minimum cost threshold for 
schemes but the Department encourages the setting of local 
thresholds appropriate for the LTB. 

	 The available funding will be distributed on a simple per-capita basis. 
Indicative figures for planning assumptions will be provided for each 
LTB in October 2012. Confirmation of the actual level of funding 
available will be made following the next Spending Review. 

	 LTBs will need to operate within assurance frameworks that meet 
minimum standards of governance, financial management, 
accountability, meeting value for money and environmental 
considerations. The frameworks will need to be approved by the 
Department and we will set out the minimum requirements in more 
detailed guidance shortly. 

	 LTBs must have a high degree of transparency, including routine and 
timely publication of all key documents, as well as arrangements for 
involving local stakeholders that are not represented on the LTB. 
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 	 the Department's Transport Business Case guidance and WebTAG, 
the DfT appraisal framework must be used for all schemes 
considered by LTBs for funding. The Department will provide support 
and advice on how WebTAG may be used in a proportionate way. 
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Government response to views of 
consultees 

Formation of local transport bodies 

Question 1 in the consultation document asked: 
Do you have any comments on the proposed role and membership, preferred 
scale and geographical scope in forming local transport bodies and consortia, 
in particular the options to facilitate strategic investment decisions and the 
types of schemes to be funded? 

1.2 	 In the consultation we proposed the establishment of local transport 
bodies to make decisions on the devolved funding and ensure there are 
effective delivery and accountability arrangements. It was proposed that 
these bodies should be based broadly on existing LEP geography and 
that they should meet a minimum criteria of governance and financial 
management. These principles were broadly welcomed by the majority of 
respondents. In addition, there was broad consensus in favour of LEP 
geography being the logical starting point for the establishment of LTBs. 

1.3 	 The Department will therefore proceed on the above basis. 

1.4 	 It was however recognised that further clarification would be needed for 
some geographical areas where this was not straightforward, for 
example because of overlapping LEP boundaries. 

1.5 	 We therefore wrote on 2 August to Local Transport Authorities and Local 
Enterprise Partnerships setting out a set of principles that we expected to 
govern local decisions on Local Transport Body (LTB) boundaries and 
asked them to confirm their LTB geographies by 28 September. A set of 
suggested principles were included in the letter. 

Local Transport Body geography:  suggested principles 
Based on the majority view of respondents that the existing geography of 
LEPs is the correct starting point for the definition of LTB areas, this set of 
suggested principles is intended to guide local partners towards establishing 
definitive LTB boundaries in cases where the geography is complicated, 
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particularly overlapping LEPs. 

LTBs should have defined and non-overlapping boundaries, so that each LTB 
has its own unique geographical area over which it has responsibility for 
major schemes, to avoid ambiguity. 

It is cleaner if the LTB boundary is coterminous with Local Transport 
Authority (LTA) and LEP boundaries (consistent with non-overlapping LTB 
boundaries), though we accept this may not be possible in a minority of 
cases. 

Where this reflects a meaningful transport geography, we would encourage 
LEPs and LTAs to resolve overlapping boundaries by forming a single larger 
LTB by agreement that covers the area of more than one LEP. However, 
where this cannot be agreed: 

	 in a case of overlapping LEP areas where the whole LTA is a 
member of more than one LEP, the LTA should be able to choose 
which LTB boundaries it will sit within.   

	 in a case where a district council within an LTA area is in more 
than one LEP, the district council and the LTA should come to a 
mutual agreement as to where the LTB boundary should be drawn. 

1.6 	 If there is still no local agreement by 28 September then DfT will reserve 
the right to determine the LTB boundary itself or to reduce the funding 
allocation available to any area that takes longer than this to establish its 
geography. 

1.7 	 The Department does not support the approach suggested by a minority 
of respondents, and some representative organisations such as ADEPT 
and the LGA, that that the Department should devolve funds directly to 
all LTAs and that any pooling of resources to fund larger schemes, and 
creation of local transport bodies, should be voluntary.   

1.8 	 In devolving major scheme funding the Department wishes to maintain 
the distinction between majors and integrated transport block funding. 
Middle to large scale major infrastructure schemes of the type the 
Department has traditionally funded have a proven track record in 
delivering benefits, which is why the Government has continued to invest 
significant sums in this area. The Department wishes to ensure that 
those schemes and benefits will continue to be delivered. Integrated 
Transport Block funding is intended to fund much smaller scale 
interventions that generally serve a different purpose to majors and 
whose justification rests on a different evidence base. 
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1.9 	 Devolving funds to every LTA would risk spreading the funds too thinly to 
have the desired impact. Although authorities may choose to jointly fund 
some projects of mutual benefit, it would be less likely that two or three 
authorities would hand back all their devolved funding for a single project 
located in a neighbouring authority, even if that is the best investment. By 
allocating funds to geographies that, in most cases, are larger than single 
LTAs, there is a greater chance that investment will be focused where it 
is most needed or where it will return the greatest benefit, and not 
necessarily to every LTA. For these reasons the Department will devolve 
funds only to areas where a Local Transport Body is set up to administer 
the funds. 

1.10 	 It should be possible to ensure that these bodies minimise administrative 
costs. Local Transport Bodies are essentially voluntary partnerships of 
local transport authorities, LEPs and possibly others, determining 
priorities over a specific geographic area. 

1.11 	 The consultation responses suggest that in most cases LTBs would not 
be permanent, staffed organisations, but rather boards that meet when 
required, supported by local authority or by technical expertise that could 
be commissioned for specific tasks. Some LTBs would evolve from 
existing arrangements, where there is already joint working in place. For 
example, in Greater Manchester, it is proposed locally that the Combined 
Authority would act as the LTB. 

1.12 	 In this and some other cases, the aim is for the LTB to control a larger 
fund, to which local authority majors funding is but one contributor. In 
these cases we would of course expect the governance and financial 
management arrangements to meet the same standards as ‘majors only’ 
funds. 

1.13 	 There is no reason why, particularly in a single-county LEP area, the LTB 
could not be hosted and serviced by the local transport authority and the 
devolved funding held by that authority as the accountable body. But the 
existence of an LTB would enable the representation of other 
stakeholders including the LEP. The important point of principle, 
therefore, however streamlined the administrative arrangements, is that 
the funding would only be accessible with sign off by the LTB within the 
terms of an assurance framework that meets the same minimum 
standards as other LTBs (see part 5 on central assurance frameworks). 
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Membership of Local Transport Bodies (LTBs) and 
the role of Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) 
Question 2 in the consultation document asked: 

Do you have any views on the membership of Local Enterprise Partnerships 
in local transport bodies, in particular whether they should have the final say 
in decision-making?  Or on any other issues raised in relation to Local 
Enterprise Partnerships, and potential resourcing impacts? 

Three possible options were outlined 

Option 1 proposed that the LEP provides advice to the LTB but has no 
formal decision-making role. 

Option 2 would see the LEP as an active full member of the LTB on an equal 
footing with other members and joint accountability for decisions. 

Option 3 would see the LEP taking the lead role in the decision-making or 
acts as the transport body itself. It would have the final say in decisions and 
it would take final responsibility for decisions. 

2.1 	 The consultation exercise has clearly shown that local partners have 
developed, or are developing, LTBs taking many different forms. We 
believe this variation is healthy and that local partners should develop the 
arrangements that work best in their area. The vast majority of 
respondents said that they intended to form an LTB broadly under Option 
1 or Option 2. 

2.2 	 The Department said in the consultation document that the make up of 
Local Transport Bodies should be a matter for local decision, but that 
LEPs should have a central and influential role. We maintain that view, 
which means that all three options are acceptable, subject to some 
specific requirements. 

2.3 	 The Department believes that as a minimum, full membership of a LTB, 
with voting rights, must be open to all LTAs within the geographical area 
of the LTB and to the primary LEP or LEPs upon whose geography the 
LTB is based. The offer of membership should also be extended to other 
LEPs with a significant area of overlap in the LTB. However we 
recognise that some LEPs have said that they are happy to remain in an 
advisory role and adopt an arrangement akin to Option 1 above. This is 
acceptable, but the Department would encourage those LEPs to consider 
whether they wish to assume a more active and leading role in future as 
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they become more established, and LTBs should ensure that this option 
is open. 

2.4 	 A minority expressed the view that LEP members should be purely 
advisory with no decision making role at all, as that would be 
incompatible with democratic accountability. The Department shares the 
view that LTBs should be democratically accountable, but it does not 
believe, as some respondents have claimed, that this is only achievable 
where voting rights are restricted to elected members. Ultimately it is for 
the elected representatives in each area to best determine how they 
remain accountable to their electors and how democratic accountability 
should be ensured. However we believe that as a minimum, elected 
members should always form the majority of voting members on the LTB, 
or, alternatively, other measures should be put in place to ensure that 
elected representatives cannot be outvoted by non-elected parties. 
Therefore, in cases where the LEP acts as the LTB it may need to adapt 
its voting rules when making decisions on this devolved funding. 

2.5 	 There may be a small number of areas where the LTAs and the LEP 
have divergent views on the make up of the LTB. There are a small 
number of cases where the LTAs would like to go for Option 1 and the 
LEP favours option 3. Ultimately, a LTB can only be created with the 
agreement of the constituent LTAs and the LEP, and the Department will 
not devolve funding to any area where a functioning LTB does not exist. 

2.6 	 Beyond the above requirements, the Department will not mandate that 
any other particular groups should be represented. 

2.7 	 Several respondents, particularly NGOs, have pressed the case for a 
wider range of LTB membership, including community representatives 
and environmental groups. The Department would like to encourage 
transparency and engagement with stakeholders (as set out in the 
section on accountability arrangements), but does not intend to centrally 
prescribe the involvement of these groups – it will be down to the LTAs 
and the LEPs in each area to determine how best to achieve wider input. 
That may be by full membership of the LTB if practical, or through some 
other avenue of involvement. 

2.8 	 Several respondents have suggested that the Highways Agency (HA) 
and Network Rail (NR) could be members of LTBs. If representatives 
from these organisations are invited as observers or non-voting 
members, that may be a valuable way for those bodies to provide input 
and opinion into the LTB priorities and to ensure consistency with 
proposals for the strategic road or rail networks. 

2.9 	 This may be more relevant for some areas than others and should be a 
matter for local discretion. However the Department does not believe it 
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 would be appropriate for NR and HA representatives to have voting 
rights on LTBs, particularly in the latter case given HA officers' status as 
employees of the Department for Transport. 

2.10 	 LTBs should also be mindful of the potential time pressures on HA and 
NR representatives if they are asked to attend to too many LTB meetings 
and should not expect these representatives to act as conduits for the 
transmission of LTB views on national investment decisions on the 
strategic rail and road networks. 

2.11 	 There were different views on the involvement of District Councils. Again, 
while they may provide a valuable voice, particularly given the link to 
housing and planning, in some areas it may be impracticable for all 
district councils to have LTB membership. On this issue again the 
Department will leave the matter to local discretion. In all cases, 
however, we would expect the LTB to consider appropriate mechanisms 
to provide district councils with a meaningful input. In areas of LEP 
overlap there may be a stronger case for a District Council to have LTB 
membership if it is in a different LTB area to that of its County. 
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Types of Scheme to be funded 

Funding for 'larger' schemes 

The consultation included a section on how to promote strategic 
investment through larger schemes. Three options were put forward: 

Option 1 - Local transport bodies decide themselves to allocate funding for 
big schemes either by central encouragement or requirement; 

Option 2 – a central competition run by the Department for big schemes, and 
for which the Department retains a top-slice of the total budget and;    

Option 3 (preferred) – no separate distinction for big schemes, and no 
central encouragement or requirement to help promote their delivery.  
Individual Local Enterprise Partnership areas would get a budget to prioritise 
whatever schemes were agreed locally. 

3.1 	 In line with the very strong consensus on this issue, with 85% against 
any top slice for large schemes, the Department will not retain a top-slice 
of funding for large schemes, nor will we insist that there is any local top-
slicing. This means there will be no additional Government funding for 
the larger local authority schemes. It is therefore incumbent upon LTBs 
to think imaginatively about pooling funding as well as attracting 
additional sources of funding to enable such schemes to be built.  

3.2 	 In line with the principle that it is for the LTB to decide on their priorities, 
we also proposed that there would no longer be a £5m threshold defining 
a major scheme, meaning that a scheme of any size or on any network 
could potentially be prioritised and funded, where this was seen as a 
local priority. 

3.3 	 Given the strong consensus on this issue (90% against a mandatory 
minimum £5m threshold) we confirm that there will be no automatic £5m 
lower threshold for schemes. Like many respondents, we are not against 
there being a threshold in principle, and would like to encourage LTBs to 
consider as an effective way to preserve the distinction between the 
major schemes programme and Integrated Transport Block. However, 
we think that such thresholds are best considered locally and set at a 
level appropriate to the area and the size of the overall funding pot.  
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Formula for funding allocations 

The Department proposed three possible options for allocating funding 

between local areas.  


Option 1 (preferred) - Population (i.e. per capita) allocation (preferred) 


Option 2 - Economic contribution.  


Option 3 - A measure of transport need. 


4.1 	 The consultation stressed that that the basic premise for any formula 
should be to keep it as simple and equitable as possible. On that basis 
the Department expressed its preference for a population based 
allocation. 

4.2 	 Given that around half of respondents expressing an opinion agreed with 
a per-capita approach broadly for the above reasons, with no decisive 
arguments or consensus behind any alternative mechanism, the 
Department will therefore proceed on the basis of a simple per-capita 
allocation. 

4.3 	 As the period of the funding is expected to be 2015 to 2019 we intend to 
use the latest projection of mid-year population in 2017 as the basis for 
allocation. Those mid-point projections will be generated in due course 
from Census 2011 population statistics,  the first data from which was 
published on 16 July 2012. 

4.4 	 There is, of course, no guarantee as to the level of funding that will be 
available for major schemes from April 2015. Decisions on funding will be 
taken in the round at the next Spending Review. However, by way of 
example for planning purposes. If the level of funding for the four years 
from April 2015 was again £1.5bn, i.e. the same as SR10, then, after 
taking account of a tail of £400m for already approved schemes, the 
available funding nationally for new schemes would be around £1.1bn.  

4.5 	 Once we have confirmation of LTB geography we will provide all areas 
with a local indicative planning assumption figure for budgeting purposes. 
These figures are for planning purposes only. Decisions regarding the 
actual level of funding allocations will be made at the next Spending 
Review. 

4.6 	 Our aim is to publish indicative planning assumption figures for each LTB 
area in October. 
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4.7 	 The Department believes that in developing a prioritised pipeline of 
schemes, it would be prudent for LTBs to make contingency plans for 
one third above or below their local planning assumption figure, given the 
uncertainty around levels of funding at this stage. 
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Central assurance mechanism for LTBs 
5.1 	 We outlined in the consultation document that, in return for greater 

devolution, central government will require assurances on effective 
governance, financial management, accountability and the achievement 
of value for money. In the consultation document we proposed a 
framework for accountability based on the principles of being ‘fit for 
purpose, evidence based and light touch’. 

Question 3 in the consultation document asked: 
Do you have any thoughts or comments on assurance, in particular on 
whether there are any alternative ways of providing assurance other than 
putting in place some central criteria for local transport bodies to meet? 

5.2 	 Over three-quarters of respondents supported the principle of a central 
assurance framework with a minority of respondents putting forward the 
view that existing Local Authority financial controls and assurance 
mechanisms would be adequate with no need for DfT to seek any 
additional assurance. 

5.3 	 The Department believes the devolved system can build on existing 
Local Authority assurance processes including legal duties on propriety 
and financial management. However, the Department does not believe it 
is sufficient, as some respondents have argued, to solely rely on these 
general duties for majors devolution. Firstly, because we are concerned 
with assurance that applies to the LTB, as distinct from the individual 
local authorities, and specifically its role in making effective decisions 
about the distribution of funding between authorities and for specific 
schemes. Secondly, because the assurance framework that we have in 
mind will need to include elements that are specific to the approval and 
funding of major transport schemes, which are unlikely to be covered in 
full by general local authority accountability statements. 

5.4 	 We therefore remain committed to the principle, supported by a majority 
of respondents to this particular question, that an assurance framework 
is necessary and that it should cover the areas outlined in the 
consultation document. 

5.5 	 We do not expect every LTB to operate to exactly the same assurance 
framework but they will all need to meet certain minimum standards of 
governance, financial management, accountability and meeting and 
testing value for money. The Department will shortly publish detailed 
guidance setting out these minimum requirements. 
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5.6 	 We will then expect LTBs to submit their own assurance frameworks, 
specifying how they will meet the minimum requirements, by December 
2012, as outlined in the consultation document. 

5.7 	 The Department will need to assure itself that the local frameworks 
submitted meet the prescribed minimum standards before any devolution 
of funds can take place. However we would expect to be able to 
complete that sign off process quickly. In order to achieve that, it is 
incumbent upon authorities to ensure that their proposals clearly follow 
the guidance and meet the minimum requirements set out. In turn we will 
invite LTBs to share early drafts with the Department and will, through 
our engagement teams, provide assistance, so that any potential 
complications or difficulties can be resolved at as early a stage as 
possible. 

5.8 	 Provided there are no fundamental issues that impact upon the 
prioritisation and selection of schemes, the sign-off process need not 
delay LTBs from developing their programme of priorities. 
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Accountability 

Question 4 in the consultation document asked: 

Do you have any comments in relation to how local transport bodies should 
demonstrate that they are accountable to central Government for tax-payers’ 
money and to local communities and citizens? 

6.1 	 As set out in the consultation document, and in line with the general 
flavour of responses, the Department will expect LTB decision making to 
be transparent and for all LTBs to adopt the Transparency Code that 
applies to Local Authorities. There should be routine and timely 
publication of objectives, criteria, prioritisation methodology and results, 
individual scheme business cases, processes for engagement with 
stakeholders, LTB meeting notes, information on progress on scheme 
delivery and evaluation of outcomes. As several respondents pointed out 
this echoes the existing working practices of many local authorities. 

6.2 	 The more information that is made publicly available on a routine basis, 
the less need there will be for central reporting to the Department, which 
we would like to keep to a minimum. 

6.3 	 Ultimately, however, the Department needs to have some way to verify 
that LTBs are acting in accordance with the assurance frameworks they 
have established, for example through an audit regime. We will therefore 
consider what arrangements will be required to achieve this, and will 
publish further guidance in due course. 

6.4 	 We also expect that LTBs should have adequate arrangements for 
involving, rather than simply just informing, local stakeholders that are 
not represented on the LTB. 

6.5 	 While we expect that most LTBs will be non-statutory bodies and would 
not themselves be subject to the Freedom of Information Act, the LA that 
acts as accountable body will be responsible for holding all the formal 
records of the LTB and should be the focal point for FOI requests relating 
to LTB business. 
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Assessment, appraisal and evaluation 

Question 5 in the consultation document asked: 

Do you have any comments on the options for appraising and evaluating 
schemes, in particular in order to meet and test value for money? 

We asked for views on how we could ensure that there would be a 
transparent and consistent framework for prioritising schemes. Two 
options were suggested: 

Option 1 (preferred) that local frameworks were based on the DfT’s 
established Transport Business Case guidance and 

Option 2 that LTBs develop their own local frameworks which best fit their 
local circumstances. 

In addition we asked for views on how LTBs could provide assurances 
on the appraisal of individual schemes.  We set out three options and 
welcomed views.  These were:   

Option 1 – a requirement to appraise schemes in line with Green Book 

Option 2 (preferred) - a requirement to appraise schemes using WebTAG, 
the standard DfT appraisal framework and; 

Option 3 – a requirement to appraise only some schemes in line with 
WebTAG. For example, those which are considered important and 
contentious, or are over a certain threshold such as £20m. 

7.1 	 The majority of respondents favoured the use of the Transport Business 
Case guidance and WebTAG. We will therefore proceed on the basis 
that the DfT Transport Business Case and WebTAG are used as 
standard for all schemes considered for funding by LTBs.  

7.2 	 Having common assessment and appraisal frameworks in place will 
ensure that consistent standards are applied and will allow for proper 
comparison of schemes across the programme so that its overall 
effectiveness can be properly assessed. This is a critical element in 
building the evidence for future funding allocations. 

7.3 	 A number of respondents raised concerns about the cost of applying 
WebTAG and suggested that it should be applied in a proportionate way 
to schemes over a certain cost threshold. There was, however, no clear 
consensus on how the principle of proportionality should be applied. 
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7.4 	 Our view on these issues is as follows: 

	 A key principle of WebTAG is that it should be applied in a 
proportionate way with the analysis underpinning a decision being be 
“fit-for-purpose”, reflecting the issues and sensitivities of individual 
schemes. 

	 We do not believe that proportionality should be determined by cost 
alone as other factors may be important in determining the level of 
analysis required e.g. potential impact on environment or vulnerable 
groups. Therefore, we don’t think that the use of funding thresholds 
would be appropriate. 

7.5 	 There was a certain level of misunderstanding of WebTAG among many 
respondents, some of whom incorrectly assumed that WebTAG dictates 
decision making, or that WebTAG sets out a set of rules that must be 
complied with. 

7.6 	 Whilst WebTAG is already sufficiently flexible to be applied in a 
proportionate way, we understand that many local authorities feel they 
are incurring excessive costs by undertaking unnecessary work. We will 
seek to address concerns about the burden of WebTAG by working with 
local authorities and LTBs on how to ensure that appraisal and modelling 
is fit-for-purpose. This may take the form of additional guidance, 
workshops, sharing best practice etc. This will be consistent with the 
principles outlined in existing consultation guidance . We will not be 
revisiting existing WebTAG guidance on the robustness of different 
modelling and appraisal techniques as part of this process. 

7.7 	 The framework for assuring Value for Money will be completed by an 
enhanced focus on evaluation to ensure that schemes deliver what they 
intended to do. As we said in the consultation document, the results of 
the evaluations may influence future allocations of funding. 

7.8 	 Many respondents felt that they would like to take into account additional 
evidence, not required by WebTAG, as part of their decision making, for 
example the impact of schemes on local Gross Value Added (GVA).  

7.9 	 We would also like to reaffirm the point made in the consultation 
document - that the use of WebTAG does not preclude LTBs augmenting 
the WebTAG appraisal with other methods or data sources that are not 
part of WebTAG to inform decision making. As the Transport Business 
Case framework sets out a structure for recording and assessing all 
relevant considerations (including scheme objectives), there will be no 
barrier to LTBs doing this. 
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Timetable 

Question 6 in the consultation document asked: 

Do you have any comments on the proposed implementation timetable, and 
any practical issues raised? 

8.1 	 The consultation set out a timetable for implementation. This included a 
deadline of December 2012 for Local Transport Bodies to set out their 
proposals for governance, financial management and assurance 
frameworks, and April 2013 for them to publish an initial list of prioritised 
schemes for funding from 2015. 

8.2 	 In view of comments from stakeholders on the need for greater clarity for 
areas with overlapping LEPs, we have added an interim step for LTBs to 
confirm their geography by September 2012. 

8.3 	 There were a mixed range of views expressed on whether the timetable 
was realistic and achievable. 

8.4 	 We accept that this timetable is challenging, but it is also necessary in 
order to ensure that there is a sufficient number of schemes that are able 
to start construction when new money becomes available from 2015/16. 
We also know that many places have already started provisional work on 
this. 

8.5 	 We believe that it would be counterproductive to relax the timetable, 
which a significant number of respondents believe they can meet. To do 
so would increase the risk of a lull in construction of major schemes in 
the period immediately after 2015. 

8.6 	 If there are any LTBs that fail to meet the timetable or choose to adopt a 
slower one, then it follows that they are unlikely to have schemes ready 
for construction in the early years of the next spending period. That being 
the case, we cannot guarantee to provide those LTBs with the funding 
allocation for the whole of a future spending period, to which they would 
otherwise be entitled. 

8.7 	 To assist authorities in meeting the timetable we will 

	 provide detailed guidance about the minimum standards for 
assurance frameworks 

 provide local planning assumption figures by October (subject to 
confirmation of LTB geography) 
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	 work with LTBs as they develop their assurance frameworks with a 
view to minimising the time required for formal approval 

	 allow LTBs to submit and gain approval for their assurance 
frameworks earlier if they are ready 
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General comments and residual role for the 
Department 

Question 7 in the consultation document asked: 

Do you have any general comments on proposals to devolve decisions and 
funding, and on any residual role for the Department?. 

Strategic road and rail networks 

9.1 	 Many respondents have expressed the desire that LTBs should have an 
opportunity to influence decisions on the Strategic Road and Rail 
networks. 

9.2 	 The Department is committed to working with regional and local 
stakeholders to ensure it considers their views on the transport problems 
they face, and is keen to enhance the opportunities for local input into 
strategic road and rail matters.  The LTB may provide a useful focal point 
for those views to be developed.   

9.3 	 It is also worth reiterating points made in the consultation document that 
LTBs should be free, subject to the agreement of the Highways Agency, 
to fund improvements on the strategic road network, that might not 
otherwise be centrally funded. The same is true of rail schemes, provided 
there is early engagement with Network Rail, DfT and the relevant train 
operator(s). 

9.4 	 The Department will be publishing its response to the consultation on rail 
decentralisation after the summer. 

9.5 	 The Department would like to reassure local partners that it is not 
intended to use devolved majors funding to replace the primary national 
sources of funding for strategic road and rail schemes. 

Financial Support 

9.6 	 Nearly a quarter of respondents expressed concern that the Department 
was minded not to provide funding support for LTB administration, 
particularly for the initial prioritisation of schemes and noted the 
difficulties of resourcing this locally. Some explicitly asked the 
Department to reconsider this position. 

9.7 	 The Department recognises that there are costs involved in the set up 
and administration of Local Transport Bodies, but we reaffirm the position 
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set out in the consultation document that we are not minded to provide 
central funding for this. Ultimately it is for the LTB partners, the 
constituent LTAs and LEPs to contribute to the operation of the LTB, as 
is already proposed in many areas. Transport prioritisation is not a new 
task, even if the context is being recast.  Substantial capacity and 
capability on transport matters already exists in member local transport 
authorities on which LTBs will be able to draw. 

9.8 	 Although some respondents have asked whether the devolved money 
can be top-sliced locally for administration costs, this is not possible as 
the major scheme budget is capital only. 

9.9 	 In addition, some smaller authorities have asked for financial support for 
their own scheme development. The Department has never routinely 
provided authorities with funding for the development of scheme 
business cases bidding for initial approval and does not intend to start 
doing so now. 

9.10 	 However we will provide indirect support during the transition period in 
the form of sharing DfT knowledge, data and tools on scheme 
prioritisation and appraisal including coming to VfM judgements. This 
could take many different forms (e.g. workshops, sharing best practice) 
and we would encourage the sector bodies (e.g. LGA, PTEG) to take the 
lead so that this support is available in the longer term without DfT 
involvement. This indirect support would reduce costs to Local 
Authorities/LTBs and help manage some of the risks to the timetable 
outlined below. We will provide further information on how this  support 
will be made available and maintain close engagement with local  
partners as they develop their arrangements. 

9.11 	 In addition, the Government has recently announced that significant 
additional levels of funding will be made available to Local Enterprise 
Partnerships to enhance their ability to play a leading role in activities to 
promote jobs and growth. 

Residual Role for DfT 

9.12 	 The Department broadly agrees with the main areas identified by 
consultation respondents on the residual role for the Department. 

	 Assurance/audit - Although not accountable for individual scheme 
decisions, the Department will need to remain responsible for 
ensuring that the devolved architecture is robust and fit for purpose. 
An important aspect of that is the assurance framework proposals in 
paragraphs 5.1 to 5.8 
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	 Advisory – As set out in paragraph 9.10 above the Department will 
provide indirect support, expertise and advice, particularly in the early 
stages of LTB set up and scheme prioritisation. 

	 Technical – The Department will continue to develop and maintaining 
fit-for-purpose assessment and appraisal frameworks and provide 
guidance on their use. 

	 Champion – The Department will remain responsible for the provision 
of funding for major schemes and making the case in future Spending 
Reviews. An important aspect of this is the development of the 
evidence base for investment and actively ensuring that robust 
evaluation is carried out. 

9.13 	 We will provide further guidance more detail on how the Department 
intends to take forward these roles. 
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Next Steps 


September/October 2012 
Publication of detailed guidance on LTB assurance frameworks 

October 2012 

We will confirm indicative planning assumption figures for LTB areas once their 
geography is confirmed. 

We will host Seminars for LAs and LEPs to explain the devolution process in 
detail and, in particular, the requirements for assurance frameworks. 

December 2012 

By the end of December 2012 LTBs must submit to the Department their 
assurance frameworks to the Department, following the guidance that we will 
issue shortly. The Department will then consider these and make decisions on 
which of these may be signed off. The Department will hope to complete the 
sign off of most assurance frameworks within two months. 

The Department will be happy to consider any frameworks submitted earlier 
than the deadline and will make a decision on these as soon as possible. 

Unless DfT highlights any serious issues with the way that areas are proposing 
to prioritise investments, LTBs should not wait for the assurance framework sign 
off before embarking on their scheme prioritisation exercise. 

April 2013 

LTBs should submit a provisional list of prioritised schemes.  

The Department will expect economic impact, deliverability and environmental 
impact to be key criteria employed by LTBs in scheme prioritisation, but 
otherwise will not be prescriptive about the methodologies or criteria employed,  
provided the process is robust and evidence based.  

Schemes identified will not be required to have been through Transport and 
Business Case and WebTAG assessment at this stage, but they will need to do 
so before an irreversible funding decision is made by the LTB. 
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We will expect the list to include a basic description of the scheme, its 
objectives, its cost and any third party contributions (agreed or expected). 

The individual schemes will not require DfT approval, but the prioritised lists will 
provide the Department with important information on the overall deliverability of 
the programme and will form part of the evidence base for future spending 
rounds. 

2013 to 2015 

Promoters of identified schemes will need to develop the business case to a 
point at which funding can be signed off by the LTB. Promoters of schemes that 
believe they stand a good chance of being prioritised may wish to consider 
whether to begin developing their business cases now, While this would be at 
the authorities’ own risk it may place the scheme in a stronger position when 
prioritisation decisions are made. 

2015 onwards 

The Department will provide funding directly to the accountable bodies of each 
LTB. 
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Glossary 

LEP - Local Enterprise Partnership 

LTA - Local Transport Authority (including County Councils, Unitary 
Authorities, Integrated Transport Authorities and Combined Authorities) 

LTB - Local Transport Body 
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Appendix 3: email correspondence with DfT 
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Appendix 4: DfT note on Government Financial Approval Process for Leeds 
NGT (13 June 2014); 
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Leeds New Generation Transport Scheme 
 
Note on Government Financial Approval Process 
 
Following consideration of the initial business case, the Leeds New 
Generation Transport scheme was given initial (programme entry) financial 
approval by the Government on 19 July 2012. This allowed Metro (West 
Yorkshire Combined Authority) to continue with the scheme's design and start 
the statutory procedures to obtain the necessary legal powers to construct the 
scheme. Given the size and complexity of this scheme the Department 
required that should the statutory procedures result in statutory approval 
being granted to the scheme (and nothing in this Note should be taken to 
prejudge what the Secretary of State’s decisions on the statutory applications 
might be), Metro will need to seek Conditional (financial) Approval before it 
can continue to the next stage. This will involve the submission of a revised 
business case updating the main points of the original business case. This will 
be assessed following which Ministerial financial approval to allow the scheme 
to continue will be sought. If that is granted then Metro will then be able to 
undertake the necessary procurement for the scheme. On the assumption 
that procurement is successful, Metro will then need to submit a Final 
business case to seek Full (final, financial) Approval for the scheme which, if 
granted will allow construction to begin. 
 
There is no extant guidance on the process needed to seek Ministerial 
financial approval for Leeds NGT or other LA majors at this time. Promoters of 
schemes in the current LA majors programme are aware what they have to do 
to seek Final (financial) Approval. This involves providing the relevant 
information as set out in the attached draft Full Approval form.  
 
Leeds NGT is in a unique situation as it is the only LA Major which is still 
required to complete Conditional (financial) Approval. This is because of the 
size and scale of Leeds NGT relative to other LA Major schemes. As no other 
scheme is required to seek Conditional (financial) Approval (which had 
previously been a step in the approval process for all major schemes, but one 
which the current Government decided was no longer required), no separate 
form has been produced for seeking Conditional (financial) Approval. The 
Department will, however, wish to see a similar level of information as would 
need to be provided at Full (final, financial) Approval stage so a completed 
version of the attached template is likely to be what is required. Although now 
no longer extant, the principles of the Conditional Approval, Programme Entry 
and Full Approval were set out in the “Guidance to local authorities seeking 
DfT funding for transport major schemes” (2 Sept 2009). It is anticipated, at 
this time, that Leeds NGT will be required to follow these principles. 
 
 
Department for Transport  
13 June 2014 
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LOCAL AUTHORITY MAJOR SCHEMES 
APPLICATION FOR FULL APPROVAL 

 
 
Scheme Name 

 
 

 
Local Authority 
 

 
 

 

 

 
STRATEGIC CASE 

 
1.1 Has the Strategic Case for the scheme altered in any way 
since the submission of your Best and Final Funding Bid? 
In particular any external developments, changes in local plan, changes in 
developers plans or any new issues arising impacting upon public or business 
support for the scheme. If yes please provide details. 
 
 
 
 

YES or NO 

1.2. Has the scope of the scheme changed from that described in 
the Best and Final Funding Bid?  
If so please provide details, including any changes resulting from conditions 
attached to statutory powers granted. 
 
 
 
 

YES or NO 

 
ECONOMIC CASE 

 
2.1 What is the latest BCR of the scheme? 
Please provide updated AMCB, TEE and Public Accounts Tables in Excel form. 
Unless specifically requested by DfT no new analysis is required, merely the 
updating of information known to have changed e.g. costs; and reflecting reduced 
optimism bias where applicable. 
 
 

 

2.2 Please attach an assessment of the Social and Distribution 
Impacts of the scheme (conducted in line with DfT guidance) 
including, where appropriate, include details of appropriate 
mitigations? 
If you have already agreed with DfT that no update is required beyond that included 
in your BAFB please state here. 
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FINANCIAL CASE 

 
3.1 What is your estimate of the total outturn cost of the scheme? Please provide a 
breakdown of costs using the template below. Please use cost headings consistent with those used in 
your BAFB, although you may identify the contracted construction price in its own line. 
 
In the column showing the BAFB costs please incorporate any adjustments made by DfT as advised in 
your Programme Entry letter. 
 
Please ensure that in the risk/QRA cost 

• You have removed risks now transferred to the contractor as part of the final tendered price 
• You have not included any risks associated with ongoing operational costs 
• You have used the P50 value. 

 
Please quote all amounts in £m to three decimal points (i.e. to the nearest £1000) 
 
Please provide detailed cost estimate and QRA as Annexes. 
Cost Heading As per BAFB 

(including any 
adjustments advised 
by DfT) 

Currently Estimated 
Cost 

   
   
   
   
   
Total   
3.2 Please state what inflation assumptions you are using. 
Inflation rates for different categories (e.g. general inflation, construction cost, operating cost) should 
be separately identified.  
 
 
 
3.3 Please describe any significant remaining risks to the current cost 
estimates? 

 
 
3.4 Please provide a breakdown of the proposed funding sources for the 

scheme 
(a) Local Authority contribution 
Please include the LA costs incurred or expected to be incurred 
since Programme Entry (that is the original Programme Entry 
approval if prior to 2011) excluding ineligible preparatory costs 
as defined by previous guidance and excluding the cost of any 
Part 1 Claims. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

(b) Agreed third party contributions 
This should include only committed third party contributions, 
Please name each contributor on a separate line and provide 
evidence of agreement (e.g. a letter from the funder confirming 
their degree of commitment, timing for release of funds and any 
other conditions etc). 
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(c) DfT funding requested 
The funding requested from DfT must not exceed that 
requested in your Best and Final Funding Bid (BAFB). 
 
If the total estimated cost of the scheme is less than that 
quoted in the Department’s Programme Entry letter, the 
requested contribution from DfT should be reduced by the 
same proportion. 

 
 
 
 

3.5  What is the estimated funding profile?  
• Although the maximum level of DfT funding will be fixed, profiles across years may be subject 

to further discussion and agreement. 
• Please specify the third party contributor(s) and list each one (if more than one) on a separate 

line.  
• The DfT contribution to costs that have already been incurred should not exceed what was 

assumed in the BAFB and should include no more than 50% of eligible preparatory costs (as 
defined by previous guidance). Please note that the DfT contribution to costs already incurred 
should, if the scheme is approved, be included in the first quarterly claim submitted to the 
Department. 

 
£m Costs 

already 
incurred 

2012/ 
13 

2013/ 
14 

2014/ 
15 

2015/ 
16 

2016/ 
17 

2017/ 
18 

Total % of 
total 

LA contribution          
Third Party 
contribution 

         

DfT funding 
requested 

         

TOTAL          
3.6 Please indicate the level of flexibility with regard to the phasing of the local 
contribution of the bid (including the third party contribution), should the DfT 
have a need to vary the phasing of its own contribution for budgetary reasons. 
Please detail the level of change in DfT support per funding year you could accommodate within the 
project and from which sources any change would be made up. 

 
 
 
3.7 Please explain how the Local Authority contribution will be funded. 
Please reference any council decisions allocating the required budget or approving any necessary 
borrowing etc 

. 
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COMMERCIAL CASE 
 

4.1 Please provide details of the firm and final offer for the main contract, 
including the price and period of validity. 
If there are multiple contracts and none can be regarded as the primary contract please explain this on a 
separate sheet, also addressing the questions below. 
 
 
 
4.2 Is this a fixed price or target price contract? 
 If target price, please provide details of the pain/gain arrangements  
 
 
 
4.3 Please provide details of any incentive or other clauses that may affect the 
total cost or the timing of payments? 
 
 
 
4.4 Please list the significant risks that are transferred to the contractor, and 
those that remain with the authority. 
 
 
 
4.5 Please describe how you will ensure effective contract management 
Include details of reporting and liaison requirements, meeting frequency, interface of contractor with 
internal governance arrangements. 
 
 
 
4.6 Please provide brief details of procurement arrangements for works outside  
the main contract, and what stage these have reached?  
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DELIVERY CASE 
 

5.1 Please provide details of the statutory powers you have acquired 
Please list separately each power obtained, details of date acquired, challenge period (if applicable) and 
date of expiry of powers, and any conditions attached to them. 
 
 
 
5.2 Please provide details of further engagement since the BAFB with the 
Statutory Bodies (Environment Agency, Natural England, English Heritage) 
Please include evidence of how you have taken account of their views and any requirements for 
mitigation etc. 
 
 
 
 
5.3 Please provide brief details of your evaluation plans for the scheme and 
attach your full evaluation plan as an Annex. 
 
 
 
5.4 Please provide details of your construction milestones below 
Please include interim milestones (at least one but no more than 5 or 6) between start and completion of 
works. If the completion date has slipped from the date estimated in your BAFB please provide an 
explanation. Please provide a copy of the latest project plan (programme) as an Annex. 
 
 
 
 Date estimated in  

BAFB 
Current estimated date 

Start of works   
   
   
   
Opening date   
Completion of works (if different from above)   
5.5 Please briefly describe the most significant risk remaining to the above 
timetable and attach the latest version of your project risk register (if different 
from the QRA risk register). 
 
 
 
 
5.6 Have your governance arrangements changed since submission of your 
BAFB? 
If so please provide details, including changes to SRO, Project Manager, Project Board composition, 
approval processes and, in particular, details of how your contractor will fit into your governance 
structure. 
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5.7 Please provide details of the assurance process you have undertaken 
including results of any project assurance reports since your BAFB, with any 
resulting action taken or planned.  
Please attach a copy of the summary recommendations of the most recent project assurance report. 
 
 
 
5.8 If not provided in previous submissions, please provide a copy of your 
benefits realisation plan. 
 
 
 
5.9 Please provide brief details of major stakeholder and public engagement 
carried out since the BAFB and further engagement planned during 
construction.   
Please provide a copy of your Stakeholder Analysis and Communications Plans. 
Please also highlight whether any significant shifts of stakeholder opinion have taken place or new 
issues have arisen and describe and how you are responding to them. 
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SENIOR RESPONSIBLE OWNER DECLARATION 
As Senior Responsible Owner for [scheme name] I hereby submit this request for 
Full Approval to DfT on behalf of [name of authority] and confirm that I have the 
necessary authority to do so. 
 
I confirm that [name of authority] has acquired all the statutory powers (Traffic 
Regulation Orders excepted) necessary to construct the scheme. 
Name: 
 

Signed: 
 

Position: 
 
 
 
 
SECTION 151 OFFICER DECLARATION 
As Section 151 Officer for [name of authority] I declare that the scheme cost 
estimates quoted in this bid are accurate to the best of my knowledge and that 
[name of authority]  

- has allocated sufficient budget to deliver this scheme on the basis of its 
proposed funding contribution at section 3.4(a) above 

- 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 

Name: 
 

Signed: 
 
 

 
 
 

 

CONTACT DETAILS FOR FURTHER ENQUIRIES 
  
Lead Contact:  
Position:  
Tel:  
E-mail: 
 

 

  
Alternative Contact:  
Position:  
Tel:  
E-mail:  
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SUMMARY OF ANNEXES REQUIRED 
 
 
Annex 
No 

Description Form Ref 
 

1 Revised TEE, AMCB and Public Accounts Tables (in Excel 
form) 

2.1 

2 Social and Distributional Impacts analysis 2.2 
3 Detailed cost estimate 3.1 
4 Quantified Risk Assessment 3.1 
5 Evaluation Plan 5.3 
6 Project Plan (Programme) 5.4 
7 Project Risk Register (if separate from QRA above) 5.5 
8 Project Assurance recommendations 5.7 
9 Benefits Realisation Plan 5.8 
10 Stakeholder Analysis Plan 5.9 
11 Communications Plan 5.9 
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