
Appendix A 

Assurance Summary 

Scheme Details 

Project Name T0017/2 – Doncaster College to Doncaster Station Type of funding Grant 

Grant Recipient DMBC Total Scheme Cost  £408,878 

MCA Executive Board TEB MCA Funding £408,878 

Programme name TCF % MCA Allocation 100% 

 

Appraisal Summary 

Project Description 
Is it clear what the MCA is being asked to fund? 
Yes. Outputs shown below. 

  
Strategic Case 

Scheme Rationale Does the scheme have a clearly stated rationale and provide a strong justification for public funding? 
 
The scheme fits well with the SEP, the Transport Strategy, the TCF programme and national policies to encourage urban living and 
active travel. 
 
Specifically,  
“ the College have complained about the safety of the working route to the station. Some students have even said that they hire taxis for 
what is a 5-10 minute walk. A letter of support from the College notes that a consultation with students was undertaken into the issues 
surrounding the route in 2019 and their comments have fed into the design of the works. Investment has been also prioritised in this area 
to extend the reach of the high-quality walking and cycling infrastructure in the Town centre.” (source: Doncaster TCF College to Station 
OBC v2.0 200421). 
 
The scheme will see improvements made for pedestrians from Doncaster College to Doncaster Interchange along Grey Friars Road and 
will help provide students and staff with a more attractive active travel route along with greater security. The underpass lighting will be 
upgraded to detect when in use, saving energy as well as providing greater reassurance to users.  
 

Strategic policy fit How well does the scheme align with the strategic objectives of the SEP and RAP? 
The scheme is promoted as a key part of plans to achieve these aims.  

Contribution to Carbon Net 
Zero 

Does this scheme align with the strategic objective to achieve Carbon Net Zero? 

 
Yes. The scheme is slight positive in this respect. 
 

SMART scheme objectives State the SMART scheme objective as presented in the business case. 
Is there a ‘golden thread’ between the strategic objectives (see 3.2) and the scheme objectives (see 3.6)? 
 



The Applicant has set out two broad SMART objectives: 
 

 To create a cultural shift towards making cycling and walking the natural choice for shorter journeys 

 To achieve the above in ways that address current health issues and improve air quality across the SCR. 
 
Outputs are: 

 1600 sq m of improved walking infrastructure 

 300 sq m of new walking infrastructure 

 2 junction improvements to benefit pedestrians. 
 

Outcomes (measurable) 
 

 More walking and cycling journeys  

 Improved air quality. 
 
Distributional Impact screening proforma completed - further analysis to be undertaken for FBC. 

Options assessment Is there a genuine Options assessment and is there a clear rationale for the selection of short-listed options and the choice of the 
Preferred Way Forward? 

 
Yes. Applicant has completed an options assessment, which includes the following: 
 

 A high level sift, primarily around geographical fit and deliverability within the TCF timeframe 

 A more detailed sift, using the Department for Transport’s Early Assessment Sifting Tool. 

 further refinement of the assessment based on more detailed delivery factors and benefits analysis  

 factoring in changes to SCR Active Travel standards to further prioritise specific scheme element 

 

Statutory requirements and 
adverse consequences 

Does the scheme have any Statutory Requirements?  
 
No Statutory processes required. 
(Cabinet approval pending July) 
 
Are there any adverse consequences that are unresolved by the scheme promoter? 
 
No. Applicant states “short term disruption to local businesses and the transport network during construction will be managed by using a 
phased approach to the areas of construction, ensuring businesses can operate during normal working / operating hours, and any social 
distancing measures required by the guidance at the time can be managed and adhered to by the public and contractors.” 
In operation it is likely that the scheme will have minimal impact on other road users. 

Value for Money 



Core monetised Benefits Following engagement with the promoter, the uplift 
factor has now been reduced from 30% to 9.6% and 
the BCR is now 1.44. Benefits comprise: 

 

  £m % 

Congestion benefit 0.01 3 

Infrastructure maintenance 0.00 0 

Accident 0.00 0 

Local air quality 0.00 0 

Noise 0.00 0 

Greenhouse gases 0.00 0 
Reduced risk of premature 
death 0.25 59 

Absenteeism 0.05 13 

Journey ambience 0.11 25 

Indirect taxation 0.00 0 

Total PVB 0.42 100 
Source: 129 Doncaster Station to College - Preferred Option 
(Core Scenario) 9.58% uplift.xlsx 

Non-monetised and 
wider economic benefits 

[Values/description – supplementary form] 

 
Per AST (to be updated): 

 
Neutral – Landscape, Townscape, Heritage, Water enviro. 
Mod. positive – Noise, LAQ, GHG 
 

In your view do the key assumptions and uncertainties present any significant risks to achieving the value for money? 
 
The revised BCR has been tested, by the Assessors, for a range of uncertainties. As shown below: 

Test BCR 

(Demand uplift 30% per OBC 3.89) 

Revised uplift (9.5%) 1.44 

Covid (25% reduction in uplift) 1.03 

No Uplift in demand 0.30 

Cost increase +15% 0.54 
 

Value for Money Statement 

Taking into consideration the monetised and non-monetised benefits and costs, does the scheme represent good value for money?   
Yes, provided the uplift in walking demand from baseline exceeds 10%. The uplift used in the original submission was based on a case study that was later considered 
over-optimistic and an alternative estimate (9.6%)  has been agreed by the promoter, although the OBC and AMAT calculations have not been revised by the promoter. 
Risk 
What are the most significant risks and is there evidence that these risks are being mitigated? 
The key risks from a delivery perspective relate to public consultation, working practices during COVID and skills shortages. The promoter has put forward adequate 
management and mitigation measures.  
 
Do the significant risks require any contract conditions? (e.g. clawback on outcomes) 



No 

 
Are there any significant risks associated with securing the full funding of the scheme? 
No – 100% TCF funded 
 
Are there any key risks that need to be highlighted in relation to the procurement strategy? 
Competition for resources across the TCF programme could add to delay and cost. Any cost increases to be funded by promoter 

 

Delivery 
Is the timetable for delivery reasonable and has the promoter identified opportunities for acceleration? 
More detail regarding timetable is required. 
 
Is the procurement strategy clear with defined milestones? 
Yes – DLO to be used 
 
What is the level of cost certainty and is this sufficient at this stage of the assurance process? Has the promoter confirmed they will cover any cost overruns without 
reducing the benefits of the scheme? 
60%. This is as expected for an OBC. Financial case says if unforeseen risk eventuate these will be covered by the Council.. 
 
Has the promoter demonstrated clear project governance and identified the SRO?   
Yes.  
 
Has the SRO or other appropriate Officer signed of this business case? 
No 
 
Has public consultation taken place and if so, is there public support for the scheme? 
Yes. Elected members advised of proposal, College has provided letter of support, adjacent businesses, cyclists and disability groups will be engaged  
 
Are monitoring and evaluation procedures in place? 

Yes, a clear and comprehensive approach, with a detailed BRP, to be managed at Programme level has been outlined. 

 

Legal 
Has the scheme considered Subsidy Control compliance or does the promotor still need to seek legal advice? 
Legal opinion to be included within the OBC document as requested. 

 

Recommendation and Conditions 

Recommendation Approved for FBC 

 
 
 
 

Payment Basis Defrayal 



Conditions of Award (including clawback clauses) 

 
The following are required as part of the FBC: 

 
1. results of the user survey; 

 
2. a revised Economic Case, updated AMAT forms and Economic Appraisal report including sensitivity tests using latest version of AMAT toolkit;  

 
3. final scheme costs;  

 
4. further discussion of how the scheme designs out crime, improves safety and connects public transport to skills/education; 

 
5. SCRMCA Appendices 

 
6. a legal view on Subsidy control 

 
7. more detail/update of procurement strategy  

 
8. further clarity and update on FBC timescales and key milestones for delivery. 
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