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Introduction

1. Most integrated transport schemes of less than £5m are funded via the Local Transport Plan (LTP) capital allocation. These schemes are prioritised in accordance with their likely impacts upon the authority’s policies, objectives and targets as set out in our second Local Transport Plan (LTP2). Each scheme’s cost effectiveness is also considered. The resultant programmes of integrated transport schemes are closely monitored to ensure that LTP funds are spent effectively.

Main Body of Evidence

Aims and Objectives of the LTP
2. The national context for Suffolk’s second Local Transport Plan was provided by the Government’s 2004 White Paper entitled “The Future of Transport: a network for 2030”. A key theme of this paper was that the growing demand for transport could not be satisfied via the provision of new infrastructure and that the economic, social and environmental costs of providing such infrastructure would be prohibitive. Therefore, the paper concluded, the demand for transport must be managed.

3. At the core of LTP2 are the shared priority themes that were agreed between Central Government and the Local Government Association (LGA). The themes are:

a) Accessibility – Improving access to key services such as employment, healthcare, education and leisure;

b) Safety – Improving levels of safety for all road users;

c) Congestion – Reducing the rate of congestion and its impact upon businesses and local people;

d) Air Quality – Managing the impacts of transport on air quality.


4. LTP2 seeks to address these themes in the Suffolk context.

5. Some future reward funding may be dependent upon successful delivery of LTP objectives.

6. The County Council’s performance in terms of successfully delivering our LTP2 is measured against national (mandatory) and locally defined performance indicators. Suffolk’s LTP2 contains targets and trajectories for each of these indicators. Department for Transport (DfT) assesses our performance against these indicators and draws comparisons with other authorities.

7. From 2008, Government is introducing a new set of national indicators, as part of the Local Area Agreement (LAA) process. There are ten transport indicators within this national set and these will be important in the future assessment of the delivery of Suffolk’s transport policies. Please see Annex 1 for more details of LTP and the new National Indicators.

Availability and Allocation of Resources

8. The second Local Transport Plan included proposals for the distribution of capital funds to transport activities in 2006/2007 together with suggested indicative distributions in future years for forward planning purposes. The suggested allocations, and the works programmes that this investment would support, influenced the target levels set out in the Plan. The local transport plan was approved by Council on 21st February 2006.

9. Funding for the LTP is divided into two “blocks”; an Integrated Transport allocation for new and improved infrastructure and a Highway Maintenance allocation for maintaining existing transport assets. The integrated transport and highway maintenance allocations are both calculated by DfT using national funding formulae.

10. DfT has now given Suffolk firm allocations for the remainder of the LTP up to 2010/11.
	Suffolk LTP Allocation
	2006/07 £m
	2007/08 £m
	2008/09 £m
	2009/10 £m
	2010/11 £m

	Integrated Transport
	supported capital expenditure (resource) - SCE (R)
	7.578
	4.963
	4.561
	4.538
	4.501

	
	Single Capital Pot grant
	0
	1.853
	2.277
	2.266
	2.247

	
	TOTAL IT
	7.578
	6.816
	6.838
	6.804
	6.748

	

	Highway Capital Maintenance
	supported capital expenditure (resource) - SCE (R)
	16.032
	12.024
	14.707
	14.890
	16.119

	
	Single Capital Pot grant
	0
	2.905
	0
	0
	0

	
	De-trunked Maintenance (capital grant)
	2.000
	2.841
	1.4885
	?
	?

	
	TOTAL HM
	18.032
	17.770
	16.1955
	
	

	

	TOTAL LTP 
	25.610
	24.586
	23.0335
	
	


Integrated Transport Thematic Split

11. The DfT financial planning formula assumes a distribution amongst the shared priority themes of:

e) Public transport


 30%

f) Road Safety 


 20%

g) Congestion and Pollution 
 30%

h) Accessibility


 20%

12. This distribution reflects average levels of spending on these areas by local authorities across England between 2001 and 2005.  Spending in the Eastern Region has followed a similar pattern. The distribution of integrated transport funding approved by cabinet on 2nd February 2006 reflects the greater local priority placed on road safety.

i) Public transport


 25%

j) Road Safety 
 

 25%

k) Congestion and Pollution
 30%

l) Accessibility


 20%

Non-LTP Funding Sources
13. Transport projects may be funded in full or in part from a variety of non-LTP sources, e.g. developer funding, European grants, Sustrans, the SCC On Street Parking Account (OSPA).

14. Developer funding will often fund transport improvements in the immediate vicinity of a new development. Appropriate necessary improvements will be identified at the planning stage; these may include new and improved pavements and cycle tracks and additional pedestrian crossings. Larger developments may fund more substantial projects, for example the Felixstowe South port development is expected to fund improvements to the Copdock Mill Interchange and gauge enhancement of the railway line to Peterborough.

15. European grants are available to fund specific projects in line with European policies. These projects usually require locally sourced match funding. SCC will pursue European funds where these are available and there is an alignment between SCC policy and European policy. European money part funded the Handford Road shared space project, and the Waveney Sunrise project.

16. Sustrans part fund a variety of sustainable transport projects in Suffolk, often with match funding sourced from the LTP integrated transport budget. Examples include improvements to the strategic cycling network and the promotion of sustainable travel.

17. The On Street Parking Account (OSPA) budget is available to fund a limited number of local transport projects that may not meet the strict criteria for LTP funding, including improved parking provision and small scale traffic management projects.

Road Safety Grant

18. At present Suffolk receives a specific Road Safety Grant which is used to fund Suffolk Safecam.

19. In the future the revenue component of the road safety grant will be subsumed within the un-ringfenced Area Based Grant within the LAA process. Projects currently funded by the road safety grant, including safety cameras, will be prioritised against other LAA policies by the Accountable Bodies Group and managed by the Suffolk Roadsafe Partnership Board.

How Integrated Transport Schemes are Prioritised
20. The guiding principles for the prioritisation of integrated transport schemes are set out in Cabinet report C06/09:

“The most significant area of work here has been a thorough and robust process for developing integrated transport works programmes. The aim has been to develop programmes that are strongly targeted at our Local Transport Plan objectives and related national and local performance indicators.”  

21. Transport problems and issues are raised by Councillors, District Councils, Town and Parish Councils, other stakeholders, members of the public and SCC officers. These problems are collated and examined in the context of our LTP objectives and targets. Issues are then categorised by LTP theme, for instance congestion issues, safety problems, accessibility problems and public transport issues. 

22. Potential schemes are then identified to address these issues. 

23. All potential schemes are then assessed and prioritised based on their likely effects upon the authority’s LTP2 targets and trajectories. Those schemes that are likely to have the greatest, and most cost effective, impact upon our LTP2 targets form the basis of the works programmes, utilising the funding proportions that have been agreed by Cabinet for each of the LTP2 themes. 

24. The scheme prioritisation procedure is described in detail in Annex 2.

25. Road safety schemes are additionally prioritised to maximise the reduction in the number of killed and seriously injured road casualties. SCC has a Public Service Agreement (PSA2) commitment to reduce the number of people killed and seriously injured on Suffolk’s roads. Meeting our PSA2 commitments will result in up to £1.4m reward funding.

26. The Roads and Transport Scrutiny Committee Shared Space Working Party is about to produce a report on the use of the shared space concept in Suffolk. It is likely that a shared space demonstration project will be constructed, subject to a suitable location being identified that accords with the aims of the LTP and match funding secured from Europe.

27. Work is underway to identify the likely revenue commitments associated with different types of schemes. In the future it is likely that effective schemes with low ongoing revenue costs will be prioritised over schemes with higher revenue costs.

Prioritisation of Local Needs

28. There is no allowance within the national formula calculations for those schemes which address local needs and do not impact on performance indicators. To reflect the widespread public demand within Suffolk’s rural communities for schemes such as new pavements, lorry management and village speed control, 10% of the integrated transport allocation is set aside to fund schemes to improve rural quality of life and other essential activities.

29. Three areas of local concern were identified during LTP consultation; lorry route management, speeding on rural roads, and the provision of new pavements in rural locations. Each of these local priorities is assigned a budget and is monitored using a specific local LTP indicator. The procedure for prioritising lorry management schemes is set out in annex 3, the procedure for prioritising rural speed schemes is set out in annex 4 and the procedure for prioritising new rural pavements is set out in annex 5.

Community Involvement in Programme Development

30. A wide range of stakeholders was consulted during the development of LTP2. These consultations helped shape the guiding principles and objectives within the plan. Consultation included discussions with District and Parish Councils, businesses, stakeholders and local people, through area forums, questionnaires, seminars and a county transport conference.

31. Members of the public and representative bodies such as Parish and Town Councils play an important role in making County Council officers aware of transport issues and problems in the county. These problems and issues often form the basis of integrated transport schemes.

32. Integrated transport schemes are widely consulted upon with a range of stakeholders. Typically, consultation on integrated transport schemes will include:

m) Initial consultations with affected residents and businesses. Duration: typically 6 weeks.

n) Consultations as options are developed with County Councillor and Portfolio Holder (if contentious). Duration: typically 4 weeks.

o) Consultation with Town/Parish council, possibly involving attendance at Town/Parish council meeting. Duration: typically 8 weeks.

p) Wider consultation to inform the public on a single proposed scheme or a number of options. Duration: typically 8 weeks.

q) Having received feedback, a decision is made with the County Councillor and Portfolio Holder (as necessary). Duration: typically 4 weeks.

r) If a scheme requires Traffic Regulation Orders or the completion of other legal processes, formal consultation with councils, emergency services, goods operators etc. is required. Duration: typically 10 weeks with no objections or 20 weeks if objections received. 

s) Further consultation may be required with District Councils, conservation officers and statutory undertakers. This can add substantial time to the programme, depending on scheme type and location. 

33. Whilst such consultation has evolved in the light of experience and is aligned with the expectations of stakeholders, the above timescales indicate the extent to which such practices can prolong the overall duration of schemes, from conception to completion. This is further explored in paragraphs 36, 37 and 38.

Agent Authorities

34. Ipswich Borough Council and St. Edmundsbury Borough Council act as agents for SCC. Our agents propose transport schemes that are then examined for effectiveness alongside other proposals during the prioritisation process. Consultation with local councillors is carried out by our agents.

Constraints to Progressing Schemes 

35. A number if issues may retard the delivery of integrated transport schemes or, in some cases, mean that work on the scheme will have to cease.

Issues Arising from Consultation

36. Local consultation may mean that scheme details have to be altered. If a proposed scheme is seen as locally very unpopular, then the scheme may not progress any further. Formal consultation when seeking to make Traffic Regulation Orders has the capacity to significantly delay scheme construction.

37. The adoption of a target focussed approach to the prioritisation of integrated transport schemes will mean, in some cases, that we are not necessarily proposing to construct the most locally popular schemes. Therefore, schemes may encounter more issues during the consultation process than if we merely built schemes in accordance with local desires.

38. Officers are currently assessing the benefits of our approach to consultation and are liaising with other authorities, particularly those who have been very successful in delivering their LTP. This work may result in streamlining of our consultation practices.

Land Acquisition and Legal Issues

39. Schemes which necessitate the use of non-highway land require more time to allow for the processes required to acquire land, such as negotiation or compulsory purchase procedures. Such procedures can be very time consuming and delay construction. Given such difficulties, we seek to achieve our LTP objectives and targets whilst minimising the number of schemes that require land acquisition.

40. Legal processes such as the making of Traffic Regulation Orders can be time consuming. We attempt to liaise with relevant bodies as schemes are developed to ensure that these progress as smoothly as possible.

Programming and Construction Complexities

41. Many schemes require some initial detailed investigation to assess whether there is a feasible solution to a problem as identified. Once it is ascertained that a feasible solution is possible, work will commence on consultation and detailed design. The construction phase of some schemes may span more than one financial year.

42. To enable realistic scheduling and financial profiling, schemes are programmed over a number of years to reflect the timescales associated with each of the phases.

Funding

43. The overall size of the programme of integrated transport schemes is constrained by the LTP capital allocation for such works.
44. We seek to optimise the use of this funding via the prioritisation processes set out in this report.

 Monitoring of IT schemes.

45. LTP2 contains a suite of national (mandatory) and local performance indicators. Target values are set out for each of these indicators, together with trajectories towards these targets.

46. Values for these indicators are monitored quarterly (where data is available) or annually, as appropriate. The authority is required to report progress with the mandatory indicators to DfT annually.

47. In line with the target driven approach to the implementation of LTP2, steps are being taken to asses the impacts that generic types of schemes have upon our targets. Specific schemes have been identified for close monitoring, on a “before and after” basis. This monitoring should enable the relative potency of types of measures to be assessed in terms of impacts upon our targets and hence may help refine the scheme prioritisation process. Schemes have been selected for this monitoring and are currently within the design/construction phase.

48. Further to the introduction of Suffolk’s second Local Area Agreement (LAA) in July 2008, we will monitor performance against each of the 198 indicators in the national set.

LTP programme management

49. The development of the programme of integrated transport schemes is overseen by the Performance Management Group, chaired by the Assistant Director (Highway Safety and Improvement). Programmes of schemes are derived via the funding allocation and prioritisation processes set out in this report.

50. The programmes of schemes as developed are subject to consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Roads and Transport prior to implementation.

51. Once finalised, the full programme is published on COLIN and all councillors are contacted to ensure that they have sight of the programme. The information on COLIN includes the name of the officer dealing with each scheme in case councillors wish to comment or have any queries relating to schemes in their respective divisions.

52. Inevitably changes to the programme are required during the year. Such changes may be necessitated by, for example, the outcomes of feasibility studies, consultation or changes to anticipated costs of schemes further to detailed design. All significant changes are considered by the Performance Management Group and the relevant local councillors are informed of any changes to the programme.
Prioritisation of minor works when a major scheme does not go ahead

53. Proposed major schemes (i.e. those in excess of £5m) will seek to address problems in accordance with the authority’s stated policies in the LTP and other transport policies and strategies.

54. In locations where major schemes have not achieved prioritisation (and hence funding) for construction, it is likely that more minor integrated transport schemes will be able to at least partially address some of the transport issues. Given that integrated transport schemes are prioritised based upon their effective impact upon our LTP targets and policies, it is very likely that minor schemes proposed in these areas will be prioritised for construction. The proposed Sudbury western by-pass was not accepted by DfT for funding. Consequently a package of more minor interventions was developed, has been prioritised and is currently being implemented. 

55. The effectiveness of integrated transport measures in these areas will be monitored in accordance with the procedures outlined in paragraphs 45 - 48. If there are clearly significant residual problems following the implementation of more minor measures, this will help strengthen the authority’s case for the funding of a major scheme. It is current DfT thinking that the development of options for the resolution of transport issues should include adequate and demonstrable consideration of all alternative measures, particularly modal shift and demand management measures in order to reduce journeys made by private motor cars, before consideration will be given to larger scale capacity enhancement measures such as by-passes. 

  Recommendations

56. The Committee is invited to review the processes and suggest improvements.

Glossary

DfT – Department for Transport

LAA – Local Area Agreement

LGA – Local Government Association

LTP – Local Transport Plan

LTP2 – Suffolk County Council Local Transport Plan 2006 – 2011

OSPA – On Street Parking Account

PSA – Public service Agreement

SCC – Suffolk County Council

Sustrans – A sustainable transport charity

Supporting Information

Suffolk County Council Local Transport Plan 2006 -2011

http://www.suffolk.gov.uk/TransportAndStreets/Policies/SuffolkLocalTransportPlan2006-2011.htm
Council report on the Suffolk Local Transport Plan 2006 - 2011, CC06/11, 20/03/2006

http://intranet.suffolkcc.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee.cgi?p=doc&id=1_8076&format=doc
Cabinet Report on the Suffolk Local Transport Plan 2006 – 2011, C06/09, 02/02/2006

http://intranet.suffolkcc.gov.uk/cgi-bin/committee.cgi?p=doc&id=1_7864&format=doc
Contact details 

Peter Grimm (Strategic Policy Manager – Transport) Tel. 264811

Mike Atkins (Transport Policy Manager) Tel. 265032

Annex 1

Performance indicators

	Indicator
	Coverage
	Indicator status

	LTP
	LAA
	
	LAA 198
	National LTP
	Local LTP

	BV102
	NI 177
	Public transport patronage including other public transport modes like community services
	(
	(
	

	BV104
	
	Bus satisfaction
	
	(
	

	BV187
	
	Pavement condition
	
	(
	

	BV223
	NI 168
	Principal road condition
	(
	(
	

	BV224a
	NI 169
	Non-principal Classified road condition
	(
	(
	

	BV224b
	
	Unclassified Road Condition
	
	(
	

	BV99(x)
	NI 47
	Total killed and seriously injured (KSI) casualties
	(
	(
	

	BV99(y)
	NI 48
	Child killed and seriously injured Casualties
	(
	(
	

	BV99(z)
	
	Total Slight casualties
	
	(
	

	LTP1
	
	Patronage on demand responsive buses
	
	(
	

	
	NI 175
	Access to services and facilities by public transport, walking and cycling
	(
	
	

	
	NI 176
	Working age people with access to employment by public transport (and other specified modes)
	(
	
	

	LTP2 
	
	Change in area wide road traffic mileage
	
	(
	

	LTP3
	
	Cycling trips (annualised index)
	
	(
	

	LTP4 
	NI 198
	Mode share of journeys to school
	(
	(
	

	LTP5
	NI 178
	Bus punctuality
	(
	(
	

	LTP6
	
	Changes in peak period traffic flows to urban centres (Ipswich)
	
	(
	

	LTP7
	NI 167
	Congestion – average journey time per mile during the morning peak (LTP target does not apply to Suffolk)
	(
	
	

	LTP8
	
	An air quality target (if AQMA declared)
	
	(
	

	L1
	
	Usage of high priority RoW routes in Suffolk.
	
	
	(

	L2
	
	% travelling to work by sustainable means.
	
	
	(

	L3
	
	Measure the effectiveness of local lorry intervention schemes
	
	
	(

	L4
	
	Measure the effectiveness of local speed intervention schemes
	
	
	(

	L5
	
	Length of rural pavements
	
	
	(


Annex 2

Procedure for Prioritisation of Schemes Funded From the LTP IT block 

Each scheme is assessed for its effectiveness against a single primary indicator, effectiveness against a basket of secondary indicators, and value for money.

Effectiveness against primary indicator

Each scheme is assessed for its effectiveness against the most appropriate primary indicator and marked out of 5. Schemes assessed against a DfT mandatory indicator will receive a weighting of 1.25 and schemes assessed against a local Suffolk indicator will receive a weighting of 1. An additional multiplier is applied where a scheme has a demonstrable direct impact on monitored performance sites. Cycling schemes (LTP3) adjacent to monitoring sites, school travel schemes (LTP4) at schools with an active travel plan, and travel to work schemes (L2) adjacent to employers who complete our travel survey have a multiplier of 1.25 applied to their primary indicator score. 

All schemes are assessed on their local merits; a good rural cycling scheme will do well but a good scheme close to a count site will receive a slightly higher score.

Effectiveness against secondary indicators

Each scheme is assessed for its effectiveness against a basket of secondary indicators that the scheme can reasonably be expected to influence. This is marked out of 3. 

Value for money

Each scheme is assessed for its value for money and assigned a score out of 5. A multiplier of 0.75 is applied to the value for money score of all schemes with a significant ongoing revenue commitment. 

Value for money forms at least 31% of the total score and schemes with significant ongoing costs will have a formalised reduction applied to their value for money scores.

Scheme score

Each scheme is assigned a score using the above criteria and the score recalculated to give a mark out of 10, as illustrated below.

Mark = (PI score x PI weighting x scheme weighting) + SI score + (VFM score x VFM weighting) x (10/15.81)

	Scheme
	PI score (out of 5)
	PI weighting
	Scheme weighting
	Secondary indicator score 

(out of 3)
	Value for money (out of 5)
	VFM weighting
	Score (out of 15.81)
	Mark out of 10

	Pedestrian route to school with travel plan involving new toucan
	3
	1.25 (LTP4)
	1.25 (travel plan in place)
	1
	3
	1
	8.690
	5.5

	Pedestrian route to school with travel plan involving new street lights
	3
	1.25 (LTP4)
	1.25 (travel plan in place)
	1
	3
	0.75
	7.938
	5.0

	Bus priority scheme
	4
	1.25
	1
	2
	2
	1
	9
	5.7

	PRoW scheme
	4
	1
	1
	1
	2
	1
	7
	4.4


Prioritisation

Once each scheme has been assessed they are prioritised against other schemes funded from the same LTP theme and the works programme developed using the predetermined budget split between the four themes of accessibility, congestion, public transport and road safety.

Annex 3

Prioritisation of LTP Lorry Management Schemes

Each year the LTP lorry management budget is allocated in the following way.

· Routine monitoring –a rolling programme of traffic surveys across Suffolk to collect traffic data on HGV movements to determine the proportion of HGV movements on our roads and to identify routes where there is a proportionally significant increase where further investigation may be necessary.

· Reactive monitoring –survey work of roads, usually minor roads, where there is local concern that the road is being used as a “cut through” and where there is no historical traffic data. This may generate further investigation.

· The promotion of the HGV Incident Reporting Procedure. This enables residents to forward details of HGVs travelling through weight restricted or minor roads, or parking in residential roads overnight.

· The Suffolk HGV Parking Action Plan involving joint working with Freight Transport Association, Road Haulage Association, Highways Agency, Suffolk Association of Local Councils, Suffolk Police and SCC to promote the development and use of new lorry parks alongside the trunk road network

Funding will be targeted where a scheme is thought to be necessary and effective. This may involve the implementation of traffic management measures such as lorry route signing, environmental weight restrictions, or localised road widening on designated lorry routes to encourage their use and/or reduce their impact on the community.

Annex 4

Prioritisation of LTP Rural Speed Management Schemes

An LTP capital allocation is dedicated to speed management in rural areas. This is linked to an SCC local target, L4, which seeks an average of 10% reduction in speed at targeted speed reduction sites.

This budget is managed by the Safety Engineering Team, within the Road Safety Group.

The budget is divided; half is used to fund new or extended speed limits, with the reminder used to fund anxiety relief schemes. 

Suffolk's radical approach to signing all villages at 30mph is now embedded in national policy and other counties are expected to follow our lead. There is a heightened awareness of speeding issues leading to an ongoing demand for more, or extended speed limits. Suffolk has adopted a prioritisation system for dealing with new requests. 

· Each location is assessed in terms of its accident history, traffic volumes, measured speed and physical layout. 

· These aspects are assessed in relation to the new Government guidance. For example the guidance requires there to be 20 or more houses over a minimum length of 600m to qualify for a 30mph speed limit. 

· A report is prepared for each request for consideration by an officer speed limit panel. The panel comprises SCC safety engineers and the police traffic liaison officer. They assess the request and decide if the evidence supports the need for a new or extended speed limit. 

· Many requests do not meet the criteria and these are rejected. The local County Councillor is informed of the panel's view and is given the opportunity to add any additional evidence. A site visit with the local Parish Council or applicant may take place. 

· Approved requests join a list of schemes for implementation. 

· Where appropriate the Suffolk Constabulary will contact the Parish Council to see if they wish to consider the introduction of their recently launched “community speed watch” initiative.

Anxiety relief schemes are small safety schemes that collectively offer good value for money in terms of accident savings. They could include bend warning signs, chevron signs, anti-skid surfaces, enhanced road signs or lines. Most schemes are related to the effects of speed. They are often requested by Parish Councils, County, Town or District councillors or members of the public. Some schemes arise from SCC officer knowledge of accident sites that involve only slight injuries or non-injury accidents. Requests are assessed for effectiveness by the safety engineering team before agreeing to proceed. 

Annex 5

Prioritisation of the Rural Pavement Construction Programme

Rural pavements are built strictly in priority order to ensure they are provided where they are most needed.

The priority rating is determined from three criteria:

· Need

· Buildability

· Accident record:

Need assesses:

What the pavement will link 

· Number of houses

· School (primary/pre-school, middle or secondary)

· Other facilities or services (sports ground / pub / village centre)

· links to other networks (bus routes / footways / public rights of way)

The existing conditions

· road width

· speed limit

· visibility

· street lighting

The volume of HGV’s

A numerical score is applied in each category and summed to give a total score for Need. The maximum possible score is 100.

Buildability considers the deliverability of a scheme by assessing

· Whether land is needed, and whether it can be obtained

· Scheme length

· Scheme cost

A numerical score is applied to each category and summed to give a Buildability Factor ranging from 0 to 1 in 0.1 increments.

If land is needed, but could only be obtained through compulsory purchase powers this is given a zero score. This effectively nullifies the scheme.

A Pedestrian Accident Factor is also applied. This looks at the most recent 5-year record of personal injury pedestrian accidents weighted for severity.

The Need total multiplied by the Buildability and Accident Factors gives the pavement’s priority score. This falls between 0 and 100 in 0.1 increments and positions the scheme within the construction programme.

A copy of the score sheet is reproduced on the next page.

.
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NEED TOTAL

HOUSING

OTHER NETWORK   

(BUS ROUTE / FOOTWAY / FOOTPATH)

STREET LIGHTING

SPEED LIMIT

ROAD WIDTH

VISIBILITY

Lorry Management Route - YES

B  U  I  L  D  A  B  I  L  I  T  Y         F  A  C  T  O  R
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HGV Generator
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5
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				VILLAGE						LOCATION						Road No.

				N    E    E    D

				LINKS TO														SCORE

				HOUSING		< 25		25 - 50		50 - 75		75 - 100		>100

						2		4		6		8		10

				SCHOOL		NO		SECONDARY		MIDDLE		PRIMARY or PRE-SCHOOL

						0		10		15		20

				SPORTS GROUND / PUB / VILLAGE CENTRE								NO		YES

												0		10

				OTHER NETWORK   (BUS ROUTE / FOOTWAY / FOOTPATH)								NO		YES

												0		10

				ROAD DETAILS

				SPEED LIMIT		20 MPH		30 MPH		40 MPH		50 MPH		DER.

						2		4		6		8		10

				ROAD WIDTH						> 7.0 m.		5.5 - 7.0 m.		< 5.5 m.

										2		6		10

				VISIBILITY		Very Good		Good		Adequate		Poor		Very Poor

						2		4		6		8		10

				STREET LIGHTING				YES		YES (but not to SCC standard)				NO

								0		5				10

				HGV'S								YES

				Lorry Management Route - YES				NO		Low Use		Medium use		High Use

								0		4		7		10

				Not Lorry Management Route but Local HGV Generator								YES

								NO		Low Use		Medium use		High Use

								0		4		7		10

												NEED TOTAL

				B  U  I  L  D  A  B  I  L  I  T  Y         F  A  C  T  O  R

				LAND REQUIRED		NO						YES

										WILLING TO PROVIDE		PREPARED TO DISCUSS		REFUSE / CPO NEEDED

						1				1		0.5		0

				SCHEME LENGTH		<200 m.		200 - 400 m.		400 - 600 m.		600 - 800 m.		> 800 m.

						0.5		0.4		0.3		0.2		0.1

				COST		< £25 k.		£25 - 50 k.		£50 - 75 k.		£75 - 100 k.		> £100 k.

						0.5		0.4		0.3		0.2		0.1

														BUILDABILITY FACTOR  (COST  +  SCHEME LENGTH)  x  LAND

		P E D E S T R I A N   P E R S O N A L   I N J U R Y   A C C I D E N T   F A C T O R

						None		Slight		Serious		Fatal

						1		1.1		1.4		2

				S  C  H  E  M  E          P  R  I  O  R  I  T  Y        S  C  O  R  E

												NEED TOTAL  x  BUILDABILITY FACTOR  x  ACCIDENT FACTOR
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