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Re-Consultation 2019 and Preferred Route Announcement Failings

1. Lyminster bypass interdependent benefits miscounted
Background

In the 2017 Arundel Bypass public consultation, the Worthing/Lancing improvement proposal
and the A284 Lyminster bypass proposal were not part of the assumed existing network, the
“core scenario”, under the guidance from National Highways' Transport Planning Group.

In the 2019 re-consultation both of these schemes were included in the core network
scenario, because the TPG guidance had changed in January 2018. But in June 2020 Worthing
was once more excluded when guidance changed to its third version in three years. As a
result, the 2019 re-consultation included both schemes but before the preferred route, Grey,
was chosen Worthing had been excluded. Section 5 below tracks this problem in more detail.

The Lyminster scheme was and still is assumed to be in place as part of the Arundel scheme
core network scenario, the so-called Do Minimum position. By definition, the benefits
ascribed in Do Something to the six options at Arundel must be additional to the benefits
provided by the Do Minimum core network. Benefits and costs for the individual schemes that
are assumed to be present have had individual benefits taken and their costs are assumed as
already incurred; their benefits and costs are “sunk”. Leaving costs to one side therefore,
were Lyminster to be excluded from the Do Minimum and Do Something scenarios at Arundel,
the options’ benefits would remain unchanged, because Lyminster’s individual benefit had not
been included in the first place.

This ignores a significant aspect. Where the interaction of schemes produces a benefit over
and above individual scheme benefits, then these would show up in the calculation. It is
possible that when taken together a number - or a programme - of schemes in a single
corridor would interact positively and in combination. They could deliver additional benefit
beyond the sum of the schemes’ individual benefits (marriage value, added value, synergy
value). Future schemes that are forecast to enhance one another’s benefits above their
individual scheme benefits create a forecasted benefit interdependency.

The additional benefit arising from Arundel and Lyminster’s interdependency needs to be
included in the computation of benefits for both schemes. But, so as to avoid over-counting or
double-counting the interdependent benefit, it needs to be shared between the schemes; this
is only the case where the assumed schemes are futuristic and not yet - in fact - paid for, with
sunk costs. The whole benefit cannot correctly be ascribed to just one future scheme’s
benefit, and recorded in its BCR ratio, since the whole benefit will not to be secured by that

scheme’s cost alone.



National Highways disagrees. After much correspondence the issue was put to the National
Audit Office, who investigated. As they phrased it “Highways England does not allow for the
apportioning of synergy benefits between combinations of schemes. It appears there is the
potential to include synergy benefits more than once on different schemes which would, in
effect, double count these benefits.”

The NAO was already alive to the problem of interdependent schemes and how National
Highways treats such schemes in “whole corridors”. Shortly before the Arundel Bypass Further
Consultation the NAQ in its May 2019 report on the A303 had recommended that DfT and NH
should consider how to reflect the following, “which will be important to demonstrate future
value for money of investments along the A303/A358: e clear, measurable objectives for
delivering the whole road corridor; e clarity about the most appropriate sequencing of
upgrades; e methodologies to analyse and capture the benefits, including those related to
heritage benefits. Highways England has started work to develop programme-level benefits; o
demonstrate need for investment in subsequent projects along the corridor; and e be
transparent about the basis on which it approves projects that contribute to a wider strategic
approach. (They) could include these in a programme-level business case.” The NAO
recommendation has a wider significance and is applicable to the “whole corridor” of
Worthing-Lancing, Arundel, Fontwell and Chichester whose schemes are being presented
individually without a programme-level business case.

The Data

The forecast effect of the Lyminster bypass is superficially clear in that, as an standalone
scheme, by 2041, it is expected to boost annual average daily traffic (AADT) on the A284
between the A27 and Littlehampton by just under 10,000 AADT, to some 19,000 AADT; this is
the Do Minimum core scenario forecast, broadly supported by both West Sussex CC (as
Highway Authority) and National Highways. Traffic volumes completely dominate benefit
computations and for clarity will be taken here as total.

When the Grey preferred option is also assumed built, then the forecast for Lyminster rises
from its individual impact of 10,000 extra vehicles to an interdependent impact of 22,000 extra
vehicles. The two schemes in combination are forecast to add some 12,000 AADT to
Lyminster’s individual AADT forecast for 2041. This is a major increase and accounts for a
minimum 68% share of Grey’s traffic volume impact; the interdependent AADT increase of
12,300 AADT with Lyminster compares with a total Grey addition of 18,200 AADT.

Interdependent benefit with Lyminster is a major boost for Grey’s benefit to cost ratio.
Worthing was included in the 2019 re-consultation at Arundel and the preferred option, Grey,
was ascribed BCR 1.95, including “wider economic benefits”. When Worthing was excluded,
this fell to BCR 1.46. Separately, if Lyminster was excluded instead, the fall was to BCR 1.36.
The interdependent, additional 12,000 AADT benefit of Lyminster-with-Grey is thus forecast



to be worth (1.95 - 1.36) a BCR of 0.59. National Highways declined to give a figure for when
both Worthing and Lyminster were simultaneously removed and it disputed attempts to
calculate this but said that the presumption of a reduction to BCR 0.87 was wrong. This leads
to speculation that Worthing and Lyminster were themselves interdependent, and provided
further synergistic traffic volume increases which should have been deducted when Worthing
but not Lyminster was once again assumed not to be built after the 2019 re-consultation; that
is not divulged.

Whether 2019’s public re-consultation was run fairly, on the basis of Worthing’s additional
benefits being included, but then privately excluded after the second consultation but before
the 2020 choice of Grey is a separate issue. Another separate issue is whether the 2018
guidance used for the 2019 re-consultation at Arundel in 2019 was flawed from the outset
prior to its correction in 2020; this too is an undermining of the re-consultation’s fairness. But
since National Highways then ignored the re-consultation outcome anyway, these points may
be both correct and irrelevant (see Section 5 below).

Double Counting Suggested

Grey’s forecast costs will be unaffected by removing the future Lyminster scheme from the
network. But Grey'’s forecast benefits will be reduced by such a removal, along with traffic
volume. Removing Lyminster’s individual benefit leaves Grey’s benefits unchanged, as noted
above, and the reduction in Grey’s benefit reflects the removal of additional benefit only, the
interdependent or synergy benefits. The observed reduction in Grey’s benefits, BCR 0.59, is
the result of removing the extra traffic and its synergy benefit. A simple subtraction of the Do
Minimum forecast (representing the assumed future network) from the Do Something
forecast (representing the assumed future network with Grey) leaves not only the individual
benefit of adding Grey to the network but also all of the synergy benefit derived from the
presence of both of the two future schemes, Arundel and Lyminster.

The Do Something forecast adds a further 12,000 vehicles, a synergy benefit for which Grey
and its costs are only partly responsible. In theory, Lyminster’s own scheme benefit forecasts
might similarly claim all the synergy benefit from exactly the same traffic volume increase in
its own BCR computation, when those are calculated, on the basis that Arundel exists in
Lyminster’s network. As noted previously, the whole benefit cannot sensibly be ascribed to
just one of the two future schemes, a logical view supported by the National Audit Office. For
future schemes, some apportionment is required. National Highways makes no such
apportionment, but instead credits the whole interdependent synergy benefit to Grey in
Grey’s BCR, without any cost adjustment. The impact is significant for a marginal scheme, as
will become clear later. For example, if one half of the synergy benefit only is ascribed to Grey,
its BCR falls to BCR 1.2 or less. In this, any changes to wider economic benefits and other
ramifications have been set aside for clarity, as have non AADT features in benefit



calculations, but they will plainly need reintroduction at some point, apportioned as

necessary.
Double Counting Denied

National Highways disagrees with this analysis although it did not fully engage on the issue.
The DfT meanwhile attempts to justify the National Highways approach; its justifications in its
own words are set out in Appendix 1, but can be summarised here to the effect that no
interdependent or synergy benefit was included in Grey’s appraisal or in its BCR and so there
can be no over-counting or double counting. There was no synergy benefit because that is “a
separate issue to the inclusion of schemes within core modelling for the purposes of accurately
representing the network at present and in future.” Synergy benefits “only occur when all
schemes are completed and are only assessed at a programme level”. DfT says there is no
synergy or interdependent benefit at Arundel because Lyminster is assumed already to be
built into the network, so that any and all benefit flowing from Grey is then entirely
attributable to Grey.

Explanation

The explanations here are detailed because the issue is contentious. The issue rests on the
hypothetical nature of schemes assumed in the core network, and the schemes’ chronologies
involved. If a series of several interdependent future schemes are being planned and each, in
turn, is treated as Grey has been treated then the entire, multiple, synergy benefit would be
re-used, each time and for each scheme, potentially to inflate each individual scheme’s BCR
and help illogically and falsely to justify each of the several schemes, in turn; it is a point
alluded to by the NAO in its A303 recommendation referred to above. If the National
Highways approach - that any future but assumed scheme in a network never gives rise to
synergy benefit because they are in every sense historic - then such corridor /programme
schemes’ benefits are always over-counted and their inflated BCRs could severely mislead not
only the public but also decision-makers. It can have been happening since the 2018 Transport
Planning Group guidance came into being and is a dangerous nonsense, although the
pragmatism in TASM’s letter of 18™ October 2021, Appendix 1, is interesting to note.

The dispute was sent to an independent complaints assessor and was not upheld because he
could not rule on the technical issues. The National Highways Board Chairman, Chief Executive
and DfT Representative received the assessor’s report, and they and the offices of the DfT’s
Director General, Roads, and DfT’s Chief Analyst are all aware of this problem. Indeed, the
National Audit Office has confirmed that the problem is of course one of which National
Highways was already aware, but it proposed that in practise it might be unlikely to influence
events. However, the Outline Business Case extracts discussed in section 4 do not support the
existence of any such practical safety net in this case. The scheme is below £500 million and
therefore it is comprehensively delegated to National Highways by DfT. Similarly, the



economic advisor to TASM’s letter proposes that the process pragmatically relies on
significant DfT / National Highways interaction, but presumably because of the delegated
function such interaction is not reported to have occurred in this particular case and that
failure is clearly relevant.

Grey’s BCR 1.95 given to the public for the re-consultation fell to BCR 1.46 when Worthing was
later removed and fell again to BCR 1.37 after cost changes in 2020. The public was not
informed about either reduction. If now halved, the suggested synergy benefit would give
Grey BCR 1.1. The margin that makes Grey a Low VfM scheme and not a Poor VfM scheme is
wafer-thin. The BCR is almost half of what the public was told, and this is before consequential
changes are made and before other issues are considered, in the sections below.

The NAO in its letter of 21 June 2021 refers to sensitivity analysis “to see the impact on the
BCR when related schemes are not included.” National Highways did this and, interpolating
the result into its September 2021 figures it shows the Arundel BCR falling to some 0.8;
essentially the sensitivity analysis excluding Lyminster shows an unfundable project.

2. Lyminster Bypass Capacity

Reference is made above to the National Highways 19,000 AADT forecast for the Lyminster
bypass in 2041 under the Do Minimum core scenario, something broadly agreed by West
Sussex CC as Highway Authority. It is suggested that Lyminster’s congestion reference flow is
of the order of 23,000 AADT, whereafter congestion will gradually increase to reflect rising
traffic volumes. (Congestion reference flow is the AADT at which the road is likely to be
‘congested’ in peak periods on an average day). The forecast of about 19,000 AADT by 2041
appears to allow for many years of traffic growth after 2041 before the Lyminster bypass
ceases to be free-flowing.

National Highways on the other hand has forecast that, with Grey in place, by 2041 the new
bypass will be serving 31,500 AADT and not 19,000 AADT. These very different forecasts

matter, twice over.

First, over-forecasting: As seen in section 1. above, the 12,000 AADT additional
interdependent traffic growth - forecast by National Highways but not by the Highway
Authority, West Sussex CC - makes a difference of about BCR 0.59 to the benefits of Grey;
National Highways and West Sussex CC used the same consultants, WSP, to obtain these
different forecasts for the same road, based on different assumptions (Do Something and Do
Minimum). If the over-counting suggestion in section 1 is correct then any over-forecasting by
National Highways could have consequences well beyond its quantum, given Arundel’s wafer-
thin BCR 1.1 which relies upon that over-forecasting.



Second, congestion: With Grey in place and at 31,500 AADT, the Lyminster bypass is forecast
by National Highways to be 8,500 AADT above its free-flowing capacity in 2041. It will then
have been severely congested for years beforehand, with consequential impact on the
functioning of the road itself and also on traffic flows at the Crossbush junction. This
congestion throws into doubt the benefits which National Highways attributes to the 12,000
AADT additional traffic volume it is forecasting or over-forecasting. Once again, this would
reflect back into the Arundel benefits and negatively impact Grey’s BCR 1.1.

Both these issues and their ramifications were ignored by National Highways when in
September 2020 it advised DfT that the Grey option had a BCR 1.37 and was Low VfM, not
Poor VfM. The most obvious ramification would be a reduction in the traffic-related benefits
from wider economic impacts, that currently add some 20% to Grey's benefits. It is concerning
that DfT was not fully informed of these aspects when it approved Grey as preferred route
rather than one of the more rewarding options.

A further question mark over the Grey BCR, beyond over-counting and over-forecasting traffic
volume benefit, is that BCR 1.1 was calculated before “the significant negative environmental
impacts have been included”. The VfM Statement discussed in section 4, is clear that these
had not, in Autumn 2020, been reliably monetised. One can only assume that the
environmental impacts on BCR 1.1 will also be a significant negative to add to those already
mentioned.

3. Corridor Amalgamation and Scheme Impact

National Highways’ brief is to improve the traffic flow on the A27, with a series of schemes at
Lewes, Chichester, Worthing and Arundel. The Arundel preferred option Grey is some 80%
over its 2017 budget at a likely “narrow range upper” cost. But even at that level above
budget, its potentially overstated benefits still leave it at the Poor / Low VfM margin.

Benefits will very largely result from increased traffic volumes derived from clearing current
congestion. Beyond the several matters already noted, three further points need to be made
in regard to forecast traffic volumes and the resultant benefits of Grey:

a. The Lyminster bypass is not in the A27 corridor and does not directly serve east-
west traffic. The bypass runs north-south between the A27 and Littlehampton.
Littlehampton itself is in the A259 east-west corridor between Worthing and
Bognor, a route serving the Sussex coastal plain. West Sussex CC, in its role as
Highway Authority, is upgrading the A259 with substantial public money to cater
for major residential development and jobs growth in the coastal plain. It forecasts
relatively high levels of traffic volume growth on the A259. National Highways, on



the contrary, forecasts a fall in A259 traffic volume. This is all of a piece with
National Highways’ much higher Lyminster bypass forecast than that of West
Sussex CC, as in section 2 above. The County Council sees the key local residential
and commercial route as the A259, whereas National Highways sees the A27
Arundel bypass as a through route but one that will also nonetheless
induce/capture significant local traffic from the A259. The public is asked to fund
both the schemes that rely on these competing forecasts.

It is a moot point whether Lyminster traffic induced from the A259 should, in any
event, be included as a benefit to Grey, whether or not this is contrary to Highway
Authority forecasts. National Highways proposes in its forecast that most of the
induced traffic from the A259 uses only the Crossbush junction element of the
Arundel scheme; it will not use or benefit from the Arundel bypass itself. The
Crossbush junction is planned for all options including the least expensive.
Nonetheless, the induced local traffic's rather tangential involvement with the
Grey option, at the Crossbush junction only, is enough to establish the increased
benefits for the dual-carriageway Arundel bypass itself, although little of the
Lyminster traffic will in fact use it.

The Grey option for the A27 creates two problems where currently only one exists,
if National Highways’ 2041 forecast of traffic volume increases is correct. At
Fontwell, the modestly under-capacity roundabout junctions with the A29 will
suffer a major 18,200 AADT increase, 57%, and congestion delays are certain. At
Worthing, the 14,600 AADT increase, 37%, will exacerbate the existing severe
congestion. No acceptable solution has yet been proposed at Worthing to solve
even the serious current congestion and Grey could lead to peak hour gridlock.
These traffic volume increases forecast in the wake of Grey are on top of the
expected growth if nothing was done at Arundel; at Fontwell that is growth of 12%
by 2041 and towards Worthing it is 46% growth by 2041. National Highways’
forecasts for asymmetric growth before and after Grey, at the east and west ends
of the Arundel scheme, have been questioned but are left unexplained. The huge
increases in A27 traffic volumes being forecast under Grey necessarily underpin the
still wafer-thin Grey benefit calculations, yet they are not capable of being
accommodated by the current network east and west of Arundel.

The consequences of Grey are road schemes at the two immediately adjacent
locations that are not costed into the Arundel bypass, may not be value for money,
and may, in the case of Worthing, not be soluble at any sane cost. Both adjacent
locations will also suffer uncosted noise and air quality issues. Colloquially, Grey
clones the Arundel congestion can and kicks one of them down the road eastwards
and the other westwards.



National Highways’ Arundel bypass benefits rely on forecasts that see traffic drawn to its Grey
option from other roads that in some cases, such as the A259, are already being upgraded to
cater for increased traffic based on the Highways Authority forecast. Grey creates major
delays just outside its scheme boundaries, and justifies its construction by taking the benefits
but then simply ignoring the resultant significant costs thereby incurred. A large question
mark hangs over the basis on which National Highway prepared its BCR calculations for the
DfT, intensified if one adds these three problems to those mentioned in sections 1 and 2
above.

4. Value for Money Judgement

The DfT’s Value for Money Framework and Value for Money Supplementary Guidance on
Categories set out the position. They define the Value for Money category (“VfM”) of a
proposal in terms of its indicative BCR levels but then consider scheme impacts which, either
because they cannot be monetised or because their monetary value is considered highly
uncertain, do not form part of the BCR. In this way all risks, uncertainties and impacts are
taken into account; VfM is not a calculation like BCR but a judgement made under the
headings of economic, social, and environmental elements. The influence of such risks,
uncertainties and impacts are considered to ascertain whether they are likely to be sufficiently
large to warrant placing the scheme in a different one of the VfM categories i.e. whether the
VfM category should be shifted up or down from its indicative BCR category. The indicative
BCR and VfM categories are shown in Appendix 2.

National Highways ascribed a BCR 1.95 to the Grey option and judged it as Medium VM at the
2019 public re-consultation. It did not tell the public but it changed this to BCR 1.37 and Low
VM before the DfT approved Grey as the preferred route. At that level, it is among the least
financially effective 5% of approved road schemes; as the DfT table in Appendix 2 makes clear,
95% of schemes that achieve Secretary of State approval are of Medium VfM or better. A host
of reasons already given in sections 1. and 2. and 3. above suggest that Grey’s BCR 1.37 and
Low VfM remain a significant exaggeration. Nonetheless, in its request for DfT’s approval to
Grey as the preferred route in September 2020, National Highways set out two VM
Statements. One was for 2019’s re-consultation and another for the July 2020 request for
Grey's approval (see Appendix 3).

In 2019, all six options are shown categorised as Medium VfM, despite Grey being the only
option having a Medium VfM indicative BCR. The other five options are each less expensive
and two are on-line routes (less damaging and intrusive to landscape), but all five have been
“switched” down from High VfM to Medium VfM, from the higher category to the lower one,
conveniently allowing them not to out-perform the preferred route. Then, in July 2020, all six



options were re-categorised as Low VfM. This time the four cheapest options, a mix of off- and
on-line, had Medium VfM indicative BCRs but were “switched” to the Low VfM category. Thus,
in 2019 just Grey but in 2020 just Grey and Amber managed to retain their indicative BCR
categorisation when the VfM judgements were made, while the remainder were penalised
and moved down one VfM category.

It is wholly unclear why the cheaper options, including the online options, should have risks,
uncertainties and impacts sufficiently large to warrant placing these schemes in a lower VfM
category, while the most expensive and an intrusive option, Grey, retains its indicative BCR
ranking throughout. It does so with Large Adverse environmental impacts, a negative which
has still yet to be quantified and included in its BCR; it is therefore probable that its Low VM
categorisation actually represents an upgrade, from a Poor VfM indicative BCR.

When asked about the factors that led to these weird and illogical features in its judgements,
National Highways said (19" March 2021) “taking into account all impacts, risk and
uncertainty, no option significantly outperforms the other options. All six options are
considered to have medium VfM for the core scenario ... When undertaking the VfM
assessment all options are considered in the same way, there aren’t any risks or uncertainties
which are included or removed for specific options.” This restatement of its process outcomes
failed to explain how it reached its key but skewed judgements.

National Highways refers to Medium VfM here because, although by March 2021 Grey had
been reclassified as Low VfM, it was not publicly acknowledged that Grey had become the
preferred option after the updating and use of different information to that given the public.
To maintain this fiction in responding to the question, National Highways had deliberately to
reference the outdated public information.

When the unanswered query was resubmitted, National Highways responded (6™ December
2021) that the analyses for the VfM assessments were in the Scheme Assessment Report of
October 2020, Appendix F, and in a landscape monetisation note. Appendix F lists the key
impacts of the six options with quantitive, distributional and qualitive or monetary
assessments but with no analyses or any ranking.

The summary table in the landscape monetisation note, dated July 2019 and used in both the
2019 and 2020 VfM judgements, identifies the negative landscape monetised values for each
option. The value range is from minus £147.41m for Cyan, through minus £183.41 for Grey, to
minus £292.99m for Crimson. As is clear, these values do not explain, in any way, why for
example the least expensive option, Cyan, was downgraded at the same time as Grey, the
most expensive, was not downgraded, given that the value benefit to Cyan relative to Grey is
a positive £36 million; the asymmetric, skewed, judgements remain unexplained. Further,
National Highways says in its Outline Business Case that this landscape monetisation is a
method with known limitations and is not robust or reliable and that, for this reason, its
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outcomes are excluded from BCR calculation and were, and still are, only built into the VM
judgement itself.

The issue of inconsistent VfM judgements and classifications therefore remains unexplained
and unresolved. At different times, options are treated differently and randomly move
categories for reasons that National Highways appears unwilling to divulge under repeated
guestioning. And meanwhile the BCR 1.1 for Grey continues to exclude the monetised
negative Landscape Impact feature, provisionally worth some £183 million.

5. Public Re-Consultation and Preferred Route

In the first public consultation in 2017, the preferred option called 5A had a £250m cost and
the public was told its benefits were BCR 2.6, a benefit total of £650 million, in nominal terms.
Less than a year later National Highways said those benefits had fallen to BCR 1.51; benefits
had dropped to £375 million. Under a Judicial Review challenge, the Courts were unconvinced
that the 2017 consultation had been fair so HE decided to run another consultation in 2019.

In the 2019 re-run of the consultation, National Highways changed its Transport Planning
Group guidance and assumed the inclusion of the Worthing scheme in its core scenario as if it
had happened, even though National Highways had clearly said the assumed scheme would
not be happening. It also included the future Lyminster bypass scheme. The Grey preferred
route cost was now up at £455 million (narrow range upper figure), with benefits back up at
BCR 1.95, or £887 million, from £375 million. Then, after the second consultation, in summer
2020 the Transport Planning Group changed its guidance again, and Worthing was removed.
The benefit of the preferred Grey scheme fell to about BCR 1.37, or about £623 million
(National Highways is unwilling to divulge current Most Likely cost; figures were redacted).
Once again, the benefits on which the public were consulted turned out to be illusory. The
£264 million apparent decrease in nominal benefits, has, over a year later still not been
declared to the pubilic. It does not inspire confidence in National Highways computations or its
transparency. Instead, the Grey route went forward at the undeclared reduced benefit,
subject to the deduction of Landscape Impact once it has been re-calculated. The application
by National Highways was approved, in that form, by the DfT.

The Grey option was not - and still has not been - supported by any public consultee body or
authority when offered a choice. The 93% of the public who did not support Grey included our
Member of Parliament. The public has never had its say on the preferred route on the basis of
reasonably correct information and against a budget and set of objectives. Not only were both
consultations run on the basis of critical information that needed major correction after the
event, but the public’s opinion, when offered, was ignored. Public consultation outcomes are
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shown to be treated as an irrelevance by National Highways. Grey was quickly approved by
DfT, notwithstanding these failings.

One aspect needs clarification. In the 2017 consultation no option was offered that ran
outside the South Downs National Park. In the 2019 re-consultation only one was offered -
Grey. In its application to the DfT for Grey as preferred route, National Highways said
“Detailed examination of various options over a number of years has identified that there is no
single solution that is clearly better or can easily be differentiated from all others; the factors
are complex and inter-related; policy constraints are considerable; the stakeholders are
polarised and there is no single option which generates a majority of the support for the
scheme.”

This turns out to be not entirely true. As the application to DfT makes clear, both 2017 and
2019 consultations were run on dubious National Highways assumptions. The options offered
to the public that ran inside the Park - a total of eight - were options National Highways was
advised were legally impossible to deliver and would not be compliant with the National
Policy Statement for National Networks. As National Highways reports to the DfT “The
selection of a preferred route has been subject to ongoing legal and Queen’s Counsel (QC)
advice which ... was that GREY is the only deliverable option since:

1. it is wholly outside the South Downs National Park; QC advice is that GREY must be the
preferred route as there are no foreseeable exceptional circumstances to permit a
route inside the SDNP.

It does not impact on any ancient woodlands.

3. ltis the furthest away from any bat roosting sites, thus it is the only option that is
compliant with NNNPS and has a strong case for gaining the necessary consents.

4. |t delivers the most safety and journey time reduction benefits since it is the option that
provides the longest length of new road.

5. It will provide enhanced connectivity within West Sussex and is the first step in creating
a much-needed strategic East-West corridor south of the M25.

Reason 4 is unsubstantiated and is dealt with below, while Reason 5 is true of all options. In
respect of Reasons 2 and 3 the statutory environmental bodies including Natural England and
very notably, the South Downs National Park all consider that the online options would be
least environmentally damaging, as National Highways reports to DfT; these bodies must be
acknowledged to speak with authority. Thus, only Reason 1 - that Grey alone runs outside the
Park - is unchallengeable, except possibly by the Park itself. The legal position has not changed
and was known in 2017.

If the legal advice above is correct, the consultation and re-consultation were run on a flawed
basis; out of nine options, only Grey had a realistic chance of planning success, and as the only
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option outside the Park it was very easily differentiated from the others. The public would
then have been misled twice, at significant cost to the public purse, and with much expertise
and professional input from many people being wasted.

The statutory consultee Natural England wrote to National Highways within weeks of the
preferred route announcement as follows (NE’s stress retained): “the preferred route for the
Arundel Bypass presents a highly damaging scheme into this exceptionally important
environment ... In addition, it may not be possible for Natural England to issue a bat mitigation
licence for certain scenarios which could effectively prohibit the scheme proceeding ... It is
therefore uncertain at present whether Natural England would be able to issue a licence in
respect of the proposed route. This issue therefore potentially affects the legal viability of the
proposed route and requires urgent resolution ... we advise that it is difficult to see how such
a damaging scheme can fulfil Policy requirement and HE’s objectives to deliver a net gain in
biodiversity ... In view of the above, we reiterate our concern regarding the viability of
pursuing option 5BV 1. The scale of the required mitigation for impacts to a National Park and
the floodplain of the river Arun, combined with the lack of evidence required to substantiate
efficacy with regards to bats is of major significance.”

Natural England makes plain that this advice had previously been given. National Highways, in
its DT application, was then specifically ignoring that advice in favour of the legal view quoted
above. In referencing the Natural England non-compliance risk, National Highways wrote
simply that “there was a risk of failure to obtain Natural England licences and that it proposed
“Continual engagement with Natural England to develop an acceptable mitigation package”.
It does not draw attention to the conflict of opinion between its legal advice and the position
of its statutory consultees. Having discounted Reasons 2 to 5 as above, the conflict is
important because either the legal advice is incorrect and other options are possible, even
preferable, or else the advice that Grey “is the only deliverable option” is correct, in which
case the repeated consultations were an expensive and time-wasting irrelevance. National
Highways decided that Grey should be the preferred route, “primarily but not exclusively
because, it is wholly outside the South Downs National Park and therefore the most compliant
option with regard to the National Networks National Planning Statement”.

6. Journey Time Improvement and Rat Running

In the National Highway's A27 Arundel Bypass Preferred Route Announcement, October 2020,
the scheme objectives are listed and the reasons for choosing Grey are given.

The announcement text makes clear that improved journey times and ending rat-running are

important. It states, for Grey, that “As well as removing high traffic flows from Arundel town
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centre, the route will cater for forecast traffic volumes while also offering the greatest time
savings compared to today’s travel times”. And “congestion around Arundel also leads to
problems elsewhere as drivers try to avoid tailbacks by using local roads that aren’t designed
for large numbers of vehicles by reducing congestion in the area ... the scheme will improve
journeys between Brighton and Portsmouth which is great news for local people and the
regional economy.”

The statement that the Brighton to Portsmouth journey will be “improved”, with Grey offering
"the greatest time savings", means there will be shorter journey times on this trip in the wake
of the scheme. References to rat-running also indicate that journeys will be faster between
Brighton and Portsmouth once Grey is delivered; the journey must be faster via the A27 than
via the rat runs.

National Highway's own example trip, Brighton to Portsmouth includes existing delay hotspots
at Chichester, Worthing and to a much lesser degree at Fontwell too. The public rejected the
Worthing scheme as inadequate in 2017. National Highways confirmed that the proposed
scheme was not to proceed but it also announced that a more comprehensive scheme was
unaffordable. For four years the Worthing situation has been in stasis. The Grey option
increases the A27’s AADT at the western edge of Worthing by 37%, and thus, while Grey takes
the benefit from the additional traffic, it will lead to even worse problems in Worthing,
perhaps insoluble ones.

In similar fashion, to the west of Arundel National Highways forecasts Grey will increase traffic
volumes by 57% AADT at Fontwell, which indicates congestion will worsen significantly at this
A29 / A27 double roundabout, doglegged, intersection with traffic lights. Just beyond the Grey
scheme’s boundaries, therefore, major delays are created or made far worse by Grey, to both
east and west. Further afield, Chichester, like Worthing, may prove an insoluble problem at a
viable cost, one exacerbated by the additional A27 traffic volumes that Grey is forecast to
create. As identified in section 3c above, this leaves an Arundel Bypass scheme attracting
sufficient traffic to perhaps pay for itself, but the cost of that extra traffic is the creation or
intensification of problems elsewhere in the A27 traffic corridor.

The piecemeal approach to this traffic corridor that separates its individual scheme elements
enables National Highways to obscure the individual BCRs for each element’s solution (section
1), to conceal the real corridor journey time benefits for each element’s solution (section 6),
and to ignore the full consequential costs imposed by each element’s solution.

National Highways was asked during both the 2017 and 2019 consultations what the wider
corridor journey time savings would be. It could not or would not provide answers and cannot
or will not, even now, justify its statements about the Brighton to Portsmouth journey time
improvement that it has claimed publicly. The assertions remain unsupported.



14

The same is true about rat running. For example, in the case of the A29/B2139/A283 through
the South Downs National Park, with the resulting noise and air quality benefits National
Highways claims, its assertions about faster journey times ending rat running are presently
merely unsupported contentions. The public has been given no data. A yet further request for
the requisite data, this time under Fol terms, is currently outstanding.

7. Summary

The assumed presence of the Lyminster bypass proposal, under the short-lived National
Highways 2018 guidance, is essential to the Arundel Bypass scheme’s BCR and its VfM;
exclusion of Lyminster, or even of the Littlehampton traffic, destroys Grey’s viability.

It is arguable that in 2018 and in 2020 National Highways’ Transport Planning Group issued
incompetent guidance for its teams to follow, and misled itself about DfT and Treasury Green
Book intentions. It is arguable that it deliberately over-counted benefits under its helpful and
freshly-minted guidance, which was subsequently investigated and ruled on by the NAO.

The National Highways forecasting places traffic on the Lyminster bypass with which that road
will not be able to cope, but claims the benefits as if it will cope. In the main, that traffic in any
event uses just the Crossbush junction to reach Littlehampton, north-south; it will not use the
planned eight kilometres of new Arundel Bypass dual carriageway that will run east-west.

Grey has been judged much more benignly than all the other options, relatively, when it
comes to VfM; it is the only option not to be penalised by a classification reduction from its
indicative BCR ranking. Compared with the least expensive, on-line, option Grey brings 20%
more benefit (largely more traffic) but costs more than 50% extra, even before its greater off-
line negative landscape costs are incorporated. National Highways has repeatedly failed to
justify its VfM process in any way.

Journey time improvements and rat running advantages are claimed, but no data is given to
substantiate these wider corridor claims. It seems likely that the delays that Grey will cause by
attracting more traffic to the A27 will even prove counter-productive, with new or extra
congestion caused elsewhere. Yet if this traffic was not attracted by the Arundel scheme, then
potentially the scheme would not be viable.

The public has been treated with distain. It was first given poor-quality data on which to
comment and so had to be reconsulted. When re-consulted, not a single statutory consultee
supported Grey. Among the public, 93% did not support Grey. But National Highways chose
Grey. This was despite the fact that Grey’s published BCR 1.95 was inflated by 42% by allowing
Worthing to be counted in, but after the re-consultation - without telling consultees or the
public - National Highways removed Worthing and then preferred Grey at its much lower - but
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still exaggerated - BCR 1.37. And then, finally, we learn belatedly that National Highways
believed that no option but Grey would be legally secure. It might be thought that the entire
consultation process was a charade.

The sustainability and environmental damage caused by the Arundel Grey option is probably
as ill-considered by National Highways as have been the traffic forecasting and benefit issues
outlined in sections 1 to 6 above. Advice and requests from Natural England, the Environment
Agency, Forestry Commission and South Downs National Park Authority have been openly
ignored. Once calculated, negative landscape impact will be deducted from Grey’s BCR of 1.1
or less, and then accounted for properly in its VfM. Meanwhile the legal advice that National
Highways relied on and quoted in support of its application to the DfT - that Grey is “the only
deliverable option” - was shown in section 5 to be suspect advice.

The Grey option is way over the scheme budget and at very best is only marginally viable,
despite all six options having been publicly billed in 2019 by National Highways as “viable and
affordable”. Given the tight financial situation of Grey, references to expected or requested
mitigation may need to be disregarded. However, no up-to-date present-day costs have been
published since 2019. It seems from National Highways’ redactions that commercial
confidentiality will now prevent any reworked costings being given. Therefore, as a result,
there cannot be any transparent analysis of BCR and VfM. Along with public consultation,
transparency and openness are relegated to become irrelevancies.

The application for Grey’s preferred route choice should not have been accepted and
approved by DfT for many reasons, some key ones being set out in the sections above; DfT
was perhaps severely misled by National Highways, and its approval was improperly obtained.
Even at National Highways’ exaggerated BCR, of all six options Grey has the lowest return on
cost (subject still to reduction to account for a large adverse landscape impact) and arguably it
has the lowest value for money.

From the correspondence, it is evident that some DfT departments have trouble in
understanding their own guidance, and they experienced problems in giving effect to that
guidance when approving Grey as preferred route. In consequence the DfT approval is highly
guestionable. It is rooted in misunderstanding and misinformation revealed above. The
selection of Grey as preferred route has not passed correctly through the required process,
and by extension the Statutory Consultation on the Grey route is without proper foundation.
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Appendix 1

Double Counting Description by NAO and Rebuttal by DfT

Per Lee-Anne Murray, Director, Transport Value for Money
National Audit Office 14" June 2021

"Based on our understanding of the modelling process it appears that DfT’s current approach,
which is applied by Highways England, does not allow for the apportioning of synergy benefits
between combinations of schemes. It appears there is the potential to include synergy benefits
more than once on different schemes which would, in effect, double count these benefits.
However, Highways England and DfT are aware of these issues with the modelling approach,
which is one of the reasons that they usually perform sensitivity analysis to see the impact on
the BCR when related schemes are not included *.”

Per Matthew Clark, Economic Advisor
DfT Road Investment Strategy Delivery, 22" July 2021

“... the National Audit Office ... response refers to ‘synergy benefits and states that “there is
the potential to include synergy benefits more than once on different schemes which would, in
effect, double count these benefits.” Synergy benefits are the benefits coming from two or
more schemes being completed and interacting with each other, over and above the addition
of the benefits of the individual schemes. ... this is a separate issue to the inclusion of schemes
within core modelling for the purposes of accurately representing the network at present and
in future % ... if a scheme is expected to be ‘more than likely’ in place as of the scheme in
question’s opening year, it is recommended that the scheme is included in the core scenario, in
both the do-minimum and do-something. This ensures that the modelled network best reflects
the future composition of the network, subject to uncertainty. This does not imply a double-
counting of scheme benefits, as the benefits of the scheme in question are derived from the
difference between the do-minimum and the do-something modelling scenarios °. ... In
conclusion it is not correct that DfT appraisal guidance allows double-counting of scheme
benefits, nor do we accept that there has been double-counting in the appraisal of the A27
Arundel scheme. There were also no synergy benefits applied to the appraisal for A27 Arundel

scheme *.”

Per Matthew Clark, Economic Advisor
DfT Road Investment Strategy Delivery, 10" August 2021

“The NAO letter said there could be double counting if “synergy benefits” were included in a
scheme’s BCR. As stated in our response dated 22™ July, ‘this is a separate issue to the
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inclusion of schemes within core modelling for the purposes of accurately representing the
network at present and in future’ 2. The Arundel scheme assessment included no synergy

benefits and therefore no double counting *.”

Per Stuart Allen, Economic Advisor: Cost Benefit Analysis Lead
DfT Transport Appraisal and Strategic Modelling, 18" October 2021

“Whether and how to apportion benefits from nearby schemes depend on a range of factors,
from timescales and size to dependency and a more general understanding of planning in the
locality in question. The cases where programmatic appraisal have to be applied are, by their
very nature, usually large and complex schemes. For this reason, TAG is not explicit on the
treatment of ‘synergy’ benefits, or which schemes should and should not be defined as sitting
within each modelled scenario (do-minimum/do-something) in cases of programmatic
appraisal. Instead, these cases are usually agreed between the DfT and the scheme promoter
on an individual basis, as the appraisal of each programme of schemes should reflect the
factors mentioned above (timescales, size etc.). These decisions follow the principles set out
for defining the core scenario, as recommended in 3.1.1 of TAG Unit M4.”

Per Catherine Mottram, Deputy Head
DfT Roads, Economics and Modelling and Evaluation Team, 11" October 2021

“TAG guidance in unit M4 ... is how the Department and National Highways avoid double
counting benefits when appraising individual schemes which interact °. So, while this approach
does not explain how double counting synergy benefits is avoided, the information was
provided as you had asked about appraising interacting schemes. ... synergy benefits stem
from interdependencies between schemes ®. They only occur when all schemes are completed?®
and are only assessed at a programme level®. Therefore, they cannot be attributed to any
individual scheme” and thus they are not included in a standalone scheme’s BCR & and
therefore there is no double counting. It follows for the A27, as per the above, that no synergy
benefits are considered in the scheme's BCR.”
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Appendix 2

Value for Money and Benefit Cost Ratio

The Value for Money Framework’s para 5.6 links BCR and VfM. Here the DfT’s six Value for
Money standard categories are listed and the DfT notes carefully that “relevant indicative
monetised and/or non-monetised impacts must also be considered and may result in a final
value for money category different to that which is implied solely by the BCR".

VfM Category Implied by

Very High BCR greater than or equal to 4
High BCR between 2 and 4

Medium BCR between 1.5 and 2

Low BCR between 1 and 1.5

Poor BCR between O and 1

Very Poor BCR less than or equal to O

Total PVC and proportion of spending per VfM category for projects approved

As the DfT table below, published December 2020 and covering 2015 - 19, makes clear,
almost no Poor VfM schemes are approved by DfT and very few Low VfM schemes are

approved.
ViM 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
category proportion proportion proportion proportion proportion PVvC PVvC PvC PvC PVC
of of of of of (Em) (Em) (Em) (Em) (Em)
approved approved approved approved approved
spending spending spending spending spending
Poor 0% 0% 1% 0% 1% 0 1 5 0 6
Low 17% 0% 2% 0% 6% 196 0 15 5 38
Medium 3% 5% 19% 43% 13% 36 65 129 661 83
High 20% 86% 28% 57% 70% 233 1038 191 871 445
Very 59% 9% 49% 0% 10% 681 103 332 0 66
high
High 80% 95% 78% 57% 80% 914 1,141 523 871 511
and very
high
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 1,146 | 1,20 672 1,53 638
7 3
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highways
Engla*d Cutline Business Case
A2Y Anmndel Bypass PCF Stage 2 version 2.1

Annex G- Value for Money Statement

— July 2019

Value for Money Statement

Option 1v5 Medium

Option 1v3 Medium

Value for Money Option vl Medium
Categony Option 4758w Medium
Option 4/5Av2 Medium

Option 5By Medium

RIS 1: 107 A2T Arundel Bypass

FCF Stage: 2 {repeat)
Summanry
Analytical Assurance for the modelling is currently rated RED.

The A2T Anmndel Bypass s one of three Road Investment Strategy (RIS schemes along the
AZT. One of the other schemes - the A2T Worthing and Lancing Improvements — is under
review. The core transport modelling for this scheme includes Worthing to Laneing in the
baseline.

Highways England has decided to underiake 3 further consultation to give the public and
stakeholders amother opportunity to comment on the opbons proposed for the scheme. Al
S options ane considersd af this stage and wil be part of the Public Consultation.

Al opbions return a net benefit in terms of economic performance (joumey time and operating
cost benefits, accident benefits, construction delay costs, greenhouse gases, air guality, nose
and wider economic benefits).

Howewer, the BCRs exdudes the significant negative emvironmental impacts which have not
b=en refably monetised but are included in the WM assessment. These emircnmental impacts
are parbculary significant because the scheme is located within the South Downs Mational
Park. They include landscape impacts, bicdiversity and the historic environment. Atthough an
mdicative money value has been placed on landscape it is not robust encugh to be incornporated
mio the BCR, but stands to demonstrate that the scheme s expected to deliver medium Wik
Option 1w is lkely to present best VM because it avoids the most signficant negative impacts
on the national park (i retains the cument route, keeping costs down and giving maximum
joumey fime savings, and minimises additonal land reguirements reducing impact on the
environmment).

Opticns 454y and v2 and Option 5Byl are hawve a lower impact on the South Downs Matonal
Park and onby cption 5Bv1 is enfirely outside the national park, bt they are significantly mare
expensive and do not defiver a significant increase in bensfits although they do have the highest
economiz FVE (compared to oplion 1v5, opbon 58w has 46% higher costs but only defivers
20% increased benefis). In addition, the land take required from new routes implies a greater
mpact on the landscape.

Previous Wi Status: Mot directly comparable due to additional opbions considered and
ch in do-minimarm. Boéh costs and benefits have for all opt
Last ViM: Low | Date: 2171118 Benefits: & H.'a
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england Cutline Business Case
AT Anmnds| Bypass PCF Stage 2 version 2.1

Change | | |
Hey Impacts
Positive Contributions _ Hepative Contributions
E Travel time savings gﬁﬁﬁ?ﬁiﬁmﬁ
£ | Accident sawings :
& . ' Increased noise
§ Ar;gcvemlp;tn Ar ity Delays during construcbon

Large adverse impact on landscape (not in BCR)

rﬂiﬁgmm to joumey  time Wery large adverse impact on bicdiversity due to

3 the location of wikdife sites and habitat loss.
-'g él:ueumeyrﬂge.a'ry' Large adverse impact on the histonc environment

Accessibility and physical activity

=l

Option | Option | Option | Option Option | Option 538w

Tw3 1va I 45An1 ISR 2
Landscap | Modera | Modera | Very Large Large Large Adwerse
e lmpact |t= i Large Aueerse HAoverse

Advers | Adwers | Adverse

g g
PVWC [Em) | 1328R | 12265 18161 174 B2 1B83.08 18387
PVE (Em) | 28676 | 266.8 35024 35266 IrT.A9 ira.4r
BCR 216G 2,06 217 2.02 2.0d 1.B56
[adjusted)
VM Mediu | Medis medium | Mediem Medium | medum

m m

Key Assumptions/Sensitivities

There is a high degree of uncertainty on the landscape impacts of all options so the BCR is not
reflectively of the value for money. A more robust approach to assessing the impacts on
natural heritage is required in order to refine the Vi assessment.

Analytical Assurance for the modelling is cumently rated RED.

It is assumed that the significant limiations to the analyiical approsch wsed for option 1
recorded i previcus Analytical Asswrance Statements have been comecied. A sensitiity test
remizves Worthing to Lancing from the basdline modalling has been underiaken which ndicates
should that scherne be paused the Wi ratings for this schemie would fall to Low for all options.

| Author [N [ Oate: | 25072012
I I I
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highways
} englamd Clutline Business Cass
A7 Anmnde] Bypass PCF Stage 2 version 2.1

Value for Money Statement -

September 2020
Value for Money Statement
Option 1w5 |Cyan) Lonwr
Option 1v3 [Beige] Lo
Option 3wl |Crimson) Lizwr

Value for Maney Cat
MEYEEEESTY I Dption 4/5Av1 (Magenta) | Low

Option 45242 (Amber] | Low

Dption 5Bvl {Grey) Low

RIS 1: 107 AZ7 Arundel Bypass

PLF Stage: 2 [repeat)

Summary

Thee 827 Arundel Bypass is one of three Road Investment Strategy (RI5) schemes shong the 827, One of
the other schemes - the 437 'Woarthing and Landng lmprovements — was confirmed as 2 RIS 2 scheme
in harch 2020. The scheme is currenthy under review with key stakeholders to take foreard in RS2
This Wi statement is based on & sensitivity test which does not indude Worthing and Landng in the
baszeline.

Highways England decided to undertake 3 further consultation to giee the public and stakeholders
amother opportunity to comment on the options proposed for the scheme. Al

Sin options which were considered in this stage were presented as 3 part of the 2019 Public
Consultation. Option 38v1 |Grey) has been identified as the preferred rowte, with the PRA planned for
October.

&l ogtions return & net benefit in terms of economic performance: (journey time and operating cost
benefits, soddent benefits, construction delay costs, greenhouse gases, air quality, noise and wider
econamic benefits).

However, the BCRs exdudes the sipnificant negative environmental impacts which have not been
relizbly monetised but are incuded in the VM assessment.  These emvironmental impacts are
particularly significant becguse the options sre located within or in close proximity to the Sowth Downs
Nationzl Park. They include landscape impacts, biodiversity and the historic ervironment. Although an
indicative money value has been placed on landscape it is not robust enough to be incorporated into
the BCR, but S=inds to demonstrate that the scheme is expected to delfver low WA,

Option 1v5 is likely to present best Vil becawse it avoids the most significant negative impacts on the
national park (it retains the current route, keeping costs down and Ziving masimum jowrney time
sawvings, and minimises additional lsnd requirements reducing impact on the environment). Options
45851 ard v2 aind Option 5Bv] have a lower impact on the South Downs Mational Park and only option
5Bv1 is entirely outside the national park, but they are significantly more expensive and do not deliver
a significant increase in benefits although they do have the highest economic PVE (compared to option
1+5, option 5B+1 has 46% hizher costs but only delivers 20% increased benefits). In sddition, the [snd
take reguired from new routes implies 3 grester impact on the landsspe.
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Cutline Business Case

A2T Anmnds| Bypass PCF Stage 2 version 2.1

Presvous Wi Status:

Last Wi Low Dhatie: Costs: T | Benefits: E Nfa
Change Mo | 23707/202 | RBevised cost
change o estimate for
SBu1.
Key Impscts
Pasitive Contributions Megntive Contributions
i i Vehicke operating oosts
E Travel time savings Gresnhouse Fsses
T | Accident savings guzes
= . . Increased noise
3 | Improvements to air quality ) )
2 . Delays during construction
1 | Amzlomierstion ' . .
Larze adwerse impact on landscape (not in BCE]
Imiprovemients to journey time refiability | Very lange sdverse impact on biodiversity dee to the
+ 1 Journey guality iocation of wildlife sites and habitat boss.
= | Severance Larze adwerse impact on the historic environment
focessibility and physical activity
Option Oiption Option 3wl | Option Option 4/54wZ | Option 5Bvl
1v5 p [Crimizan) 475861 {Armber] [Grey)
{Cyanl] [Beime i {Mazental
Lamdscape | Moderste | Moderate | YVery Larpe | Large larze Adwerse | large Adverse
Impact Adverse Adverse Adverse Ldwerse
PALC [Em) 132.29 129.65 161.61 17482 183.06 206.46
PVE [Em] 236.40 207.70 ZB6.56 2BE BT 266.69 282.91
BLCR 1.78 1.60 1.77 154 145 137
[adjusted]
Wi Low Lo Livaw Loear Liovew Lo
Key Assumpticns/ Sensitpeities

There is a high degres of uncertainty on the landscape impacts of 2l options so the BLR is not
reflectively of the value for money. A meore robust approach to assessing the impads on natura
heritage is reguired in order to refine the Vi assessment.

The prewvided BCRs and VM category is based on 3 s=nsitivity test that remowves Worthing to Lancing
from the baseline modelling. |f the A27 'Worthing to Lancing proceed in its original form the Vi
would raise to medium.

Only option 58v1 ot 5 revised cost estimate in September 2020, the other options cost estimates ane
from Aupgust 2019,

The Gowermment has increased its ambition sround carbon reduction in the WK and this may in futune
increase the values of carbon used in scheme appraisal. The znalysis abowe is based on the “central™
walues of carbon, using the “high” values the options would all remain Low valee for money.

Author | Dage: | 08/09;/2020
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highways
erglamnd Outline Business Case
A2T Anends| Bypass PCF Stage 2 version 2.1

Annex D - Analytical Assurance

Statement
AZ7 Anundel — PCF Stage 2 % Seplombr
Analytical Assurance Statement: 3rd Line of Defence
ateness Raince Uncertalnty Fit for Purpose
W e

Project Lead
Analytic Lead
Subject Matter

ASEUrET(E)

- -

Trafic - The |:|||:|I:i|:rr'|':- corederad in the POF goosmentation sne: Elpl:imj.'.‘.l By I:I|:-1:i|:-|1 Ivi; I:Iptim 498wl
B w2 ard Oipbion 38 w1 The traific and economic unﬁ'llr';is undertaken on thess |:||:ti|:|ns has wiilised stardsrd
mndtlir'ﬁ proceduras, fo upcakes have besn mace to the p-r:'l.inu: POF Stape 2 base model. Most of dats used
i e moca] is now 3 years ald and I:|1|:j|:u.mer'ti'11: de:uF-nrum:r'i'EE-lll:ﬂ okd. While this ha-:n:ptul:-i: ik
i= 8 poink to rote.  Forecast years higve been amended to align with the current programme |202€ opering year |
mnd s 2091 rura:ust-,wi: mvailable for scoromic am.l'r':is. Th Mowembar 18 @ats book ard RTFLE have bEEn
ubilizad as kas TEMPro w72

The 2012 Data Dook srd TUEA 19,12 are R0 longer Current from & core persoeckive, [mtu ook L1321 is the
most FE'l:EITt]. ared there's mo Dats book 1.14 5=|1=|1:|-.r|t'r' test ajthar. [Tru:u.lE;h HTEK! 7.2 mnd RTFL1Z remain
-:|.|rr|:n|:|.

In Mmnch, [.us-.“.'j acu:r-:i'nﬁ to TFG E;u'mru:z st that time, A27 '|'|'|:|rl:l1inE Lu.|1|:'l15 was included im the cors
scamario. Howewers, st thst time, thet scheme was pausad, o & :H'sﬂ:i'l.-l"tlll tect ke besn urdsriaken without
thee sz incisded. & taole has been produsced, [s:: Miarch TPE M&."."inu.rt]. that shosws the impack of this
on e scheme n|:-1:i|:-|15. Thee walue for morey of schemes is impacted at a Smikr scale soness the oobons amd
wlhi e i't-:hur'ﬁs tha runi:l'nE of the schmas to some desnse, the two bast p-err-:r"ninE u-|:||:i|:|r'd: reTEin 50,

Az of the dabe of this AATwE, stahus-wise: w-:-tr-i-.E.-'undnE; ks beEen “wn-pgused” — K i back in RE2 as &
commitisd RPZ scheme [i.e.nutjustaﬂ:l?.i Pioediree], bt it s stll pre-PRA and is i:zrh'tl:-rtu.rtu staEe Duﬁu’n.
Howeaver, TPIE'S updstad Tn-l':ﬂsu'r'ﬁ Euil:lu.m:-:,. {June EI:IED]_. niow refiacts that HE schemes should be induded in
the future yesr core forscasts once they mre im & RIS mnd post Preferred Route Anncuncement. [Frri.ril:u.lﬂr'j.lrt
u:irﬁinu RIS wins suﬂil:iertj. S, e mnulu:lml:-eu:-ch.ld'rﬁ mirﬁ.ﬂ.mdrﬁhmtm core. Buk, we dio ke
= pmntmt'r'tut repertad which exciudes this — a5 sbowe,

Economic sppraisal has been undertaken without AZY Wearthing Lencirg, butthis is Emited o TUBA anatysis. Al
other benefiis are azzumed to be the same Pmﬁunuﬂtmr:s:un‘in. Asfmilu'pmsiﬁ;itftuthust-bm
undartaken L'-:clulir'E; L'rnin:ter brypass. respect bo the eponomics, TUBSA 1517 amd the Mov 2018 data
ook haye basn used inthe q:-nr-:E:H. Low & apbimistic scEnarios wers underiaken. The sssursnos for the trarfic
mnd-:lir'ﬁ sna uF-l:r-:E:uI is ratma Apnber.
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highways
e land Cutline Business Case
A2T Aruondel Bypass PCF Stage 2 wersion 2.1

KB The time span bebween SA56T in harch 2020 and this AA5yE, caked Saptemiber 2020 is B maaths. Shiould
TPS be asked fior & further Lasd S85 soross this Siage 2, bazed upon this osTeEnt up:rainl. [l'.i:.'-ﬂ:hni.rt tﬂI‘.i1£
mcrount of the abowe '11i.':=ir'E; updates ul:r|:|l.I=|, than the it for purpose r-!:inE woulkd be sat b Amber/Red &5
nelow for this Stame 2. It would De very EifTicult to maintsin the traffic assumance rul:inﬁ at Aminer, a5 Bhis current
Armoer is well within the lower smber bard’ than nreriul.ul'rd.:t:-ul:-mt - exiremely dose ko AmberRed.
Bu.':il:ulr!,'_. sirsce Fmrch, whilst the 'unul'!-.is hesn't changed the assurance has changed, and any further d:h'r"m'l
meEsn &n Amber/Red m‘l:ir'ﬁ.

Emvironmient — Cheerall, the stendard assessment processes e Deen followed, as required for Stage 2, with
=rpirorrmental impm:ls, on the whole, :||:inE u:||:|r|:|p|'1'ul:|:|'|r considered and reflecied in the documientation. The
[ rL:;.u.rtl'rE thi rushed pragramme and inconSstemcies typas I1i5I1I'E;h1:-E|:| :re'.riuusrlr sheoiuld hawe Deen
mddressed thicugh the intest reviews and revisions of the EAR, akhough these have not been reviewed oy SES
Enviromment Group.  The EAR highlights a number of significant environmental sensitivites that are applicable
mcross all roarks -:p'ti:lns. and which corfict with the NEINPS. These inchsde, but sre mot imited to, the presance
of Ancient Woodand, Scerth Downs Matioral Fark .:EDHF]m:I Scheduled Moruments. On the whole, thess sne
moosrsiely adoressed in the EAR. In terms of the SONF Specal Qualities appendix (To the EAR] there is 8 concem
that thiz does not sufficently nk to the spedal qualities and take on board SONP's commients. Dt ASTS were
commented on :re'.ril:u.urlr. |'n-:||.|-|:|in5 hiE;hEEh'l:inE aress where thay did not compdy with WebTAG Uit A3. The
izouEs reE.a.n:l'nE; m:-n-.:-:!mpiuncz Fevee Deen sddraszad by WESP. Orverall tha ASTE are consicerad mreguate T this
stage. Overald, the !'-u!.r.inE for the :rr-.'l'r_'l:mmi:ntul elements of the AAS are considensd to b= Green, oudject to the
quulrl'lr 155 bt eesd :|r=-.-|-:-u:r:.' :-un;a.:lprnp'luterf' sddressad.
Commercial - Central estimabes wene prodsced and relessed on £th Septembser 2020, For ssch schems option,
= rentral estimate has been produced, using the most liksly point estimate of the assured option range
estimate. Ovemall, it is considered that the assuranoe rating for these estimates is Amber.
Crwerall fitness for parpose is AMEER: Decision makers should be aware that there is risk inferent in using the
i i i T 1gh bo l'rrulcn-nethc decision.

l'|'-=|' tl'emd:l:l'ltr:lmrrlll:h:n:-n'l:ttu:l.
I the s A Quaity of the armaiysis ooes not chamge during e resd sihge, e oulroee of e I'IB-Itﬂl.m'EIHDIIII!:
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Author: I cErs. M4ICE. Senior Transport Planner, Transport Planning Growp, TPS, Chisf &nabyst's
Diwision, Strategy and Planning Directorate, Highways Englard. 9% September 2030,




