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1 Introduction 

MTRU has been commissioned by the Norwich and Norfolk Transport Action Group (NNTAG), CPRE 

Norfolk, and Campaign for Better Transport, to review the Best and Final Bid (BAFB) for the Norwich 

Northern Distributor Road (NDR).   This has taken the form of analysing the evidence submitted to 

DfT, material going back to the Major Scheme Business Case and before, and undertaking site visits.  

This included the Postwick junction and the local road network. 

Before describing the key areas in DfT and Treasury guidance which the BAFB should have followed, 

and which will guide this report, it is worth making a few preliminary comments to address what 

may seem to be very complex issues surrounding this scheme. 

The original road proposal was for a semi-circle to the North, to complete a third ring road for 

Norwich, by connecting to the A47 at the Western and Eastern ends.  This scheme is not being 

pursued.  The County is committed to building a “three quarters” proposal, now referred to as the 

Northern Distributor Road (NDR).  However, the current proposal for Government funding is for a 

“half” NDR, linking the A47 to the East of Norwich to the A140. 

The road proposal has consistently been promoted as part of an integrated approach: the Norwich 

Area Transport Strategy (NATS).  This includes bus proposals with cross city Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

and improvements for walking and cycling in the city centre.  The road scheme was linked to the 

idea of reallocating road space in the centre to non-car modes, as well as serving new development 

to the North East of Norwich (sometimes called the growth triangle).   

The main problem with existing, as well as planned development, is the connection to the A47 at 

Postwick, which has a short exit slip road to a roundabout, and can already causes queues which 

may interrupt flow on the trunk road in the morning peak. 

The half NDR proposal includes a new junction at the A47 at Postwick.  This has been designed as 

part of the NDR scheme, and is larger than it would need to be if there were no NDR.  It is to be 

separately funded by the Department for Communities and Local Government. 

All this must be set in the context of a new Joint Core Strategy (JCS) for growth which has just been 

through an Examination in Public. 

The key issues are: 

1 Is NATS still being pursued as a package?  If not, will this inhibit growth? 

2 Who is paying for what and how much benefit does each element of expenditure create? 

3 If the A47 slip road current queue were to be dealt with, and future development catered 

for with a road layout which dealt more effectively with local and trunk road traffic, how far would 

the problems be reduced without an NDR?   

4 Could such an option at Postwick be funded without resort to DfT funding? 

5 Is it possible to re-scope NATS, for example including new ways of enabling growth and 

protecting the environment which have emerged since NATS was developed?    

6 Is it possible to de-scope NATS – for example by removing the NDR? 
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2 Addressing the issues 

Before undertaking a more detailed analysis, the key issues set out above are considered in turn. 

2.1 NATS package 

The current bid is for the half NDR plus a new Postwick junction.  A significant amount of work has 

been undertaken to prepare for public transport improvements, but the great majority of these are 

not funded.  The County is planning to make a major contribution to the half NDR, and then fund the 

extension to a three quarter NDR.  The plan is for prudential borrowing but this will stretch local 

resources and raises issues about how it will be justified – there is no specific proposal submitted.  

Nor is there central Government funding either applied for or available for the rest of NATS or the 

extra section of the NDR in the near future. 

This is clearly not compatible with the approach that the NDR is part of, and essential to, NATS.  This 

is confirmed in the modelling, which does not include any major improvements to public transport, 

and does not include walking or cycling.  It does include some of the limitations to highway access in 

the city centre which would enable improvements to these modes. 

This is entirely reflected in the results of the modelling which show that, for those who have the 

choice of using a car, between 96% and 98% choose to use themi.   It is hardly surprising that this 

does not change between Do Minimum and Do Something.  The best estimate of the 24 hour figures 

shows that 93% of journeys are by car, rising to 95% in 2031.  This is clearly too high, and the public 

transport model has more bus use, but it is what is used for the economic assessmentii and thus for 

the whole appraisal.   

Such a mode share would be against the stated policies of NATS, and draws into question the 

viability of the growth recently approvediii in the Joint Core Strategy (JCS).  The Inspectors say in para 

46 of their report 

“Some of our initial soundness concerns involved a lack of clarity about the degree of certainty which 

could be attached to the proposed BRT and CBRiv networks and whether and when they would be 

capable of being developed to offer an attractive alternative to travel by car….. At the time the JCS 

was published (November 2009) public consultation on NATS had only recently been carried out and 

the implementation plan was still ‘in the process of being developed’ (TP9). Since then the 

implementation plan has been further developed and we have been provided with further evidence 

….. concerning public transport to the various growth locations. These provide us with more 

confidence that there can be a realistic prospect of developing the BRTs and CBRs over time and in 

step with their various related developments in order to provide attractive turn-up-and-go public 

transport options.  

The problem is that this confidence is misplaced, the bid contains no BRT or CBR proposals which 

would be “in step” with new development. 

In this sense it is important to distinguish between an alternative package to the NDR, and the 

failure to implement the NATS package, including both sustainable measures and the NDR.  Without 

making it explicit, NATS has been de-scoped to become a road scheme.  

This is proven by the fact that neither the Do Minimum nor the Do Something contain any major 

public transport service improvements. 
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The Inspectors’ report also considers alternatives separately from NATS, saying in para 51 

“However, we are not convinced that such an option would be realistic and place weight on the DfT’s 

favourable ‘in principle’ assessments and the judgements which led to the NDR’s acceptance into 

‘Programme Entry’ and the ‘Development Pool’, as discussed above.” 

This is an interesting conclusion which passes responsibility to DfT and needs to be considered.   

There is a reference to the Inspectors report in the BAFB form is incomplete. 

Acceptance into a pool is not approval, nor rejection of alternatives.  If it were, there would no point 

in undertaking a full appraisal in line with MSBC and Pool guidance.  In fact, the Inspectors were 

anxious to allow for non-delivery of the NDR.  They insisted on clarifying how much development 

would be possible with a Postwick junction scheme alone, and what the procedure should be if NDR 

were not built, in para 59 they say, 

“The AAPv is the proper mechanism for carrying out the site-specific investigations, considering the 

alternatives, and undertaking the public consultations necessary to establish the point at which non-

delivery of the NDR may, or may not, become a ‘showstopper’ for further development in the growth 

triangle. The JCS should not go beyond its strategic role and fetter the necessary thorough 

investigation through the AAP by making premature commitments based on untested scenarios.” 

It is clear that they are open to the idea of not having an NDR, in those circumstances the JCS and 

NATS would have to be reviewed.  That would be some considerable time in the future, given that 

they had identified a large amount of development which would be possible in the medium term. 

2.2 Who is paying for what and how much benefit does each element of expenditure create? 

It is clear that CLG is paying for the Postwick junction (the money is held by DfT), that DfT is being 

asked for £67.5million, that the County is offering £22million, that CLG would pay £19million, and 

there is growth point funding of £4million (all at current prices).  The County is committed to a total 

of £39.7million (2010 prices) for the three quarter NDR, through prudential borrowing with collateral 

not yet confirmed, and the £22million is part of that total. 

A Community Infrastructure Levy is being planned for 2012, but is not yet confirmed.  This could 

contribute to NATS and the NDR, but the County say, in the BAFB form, para 4.7: 

“Income and expenditure models of CIL are being run and the work has shown that there is a 

significant funding gap for infrastructure necessary to deliver growth. The NDR and the other major 

NATS interventions such as BRT are included in this modelling”. 

This confirms the lack of funding for non-NDR elements of NATS, since the County have only 

committed to borrow for NDR. 

From the modelling undertaken so far, it is impossible to identify which benefits accrue to Postwick 

or to NDR.  They are modelled together and this was confirmed in response to questionsvi.  This 

means that is not possible either to make an assessment of a standard “low cost” option with no 

NDR, or assess the NDR’s added value after Postwick is built.  In fact, it would have been more logical 

to include Postwick in the Do Minimum.   

However, some clues are available from the modelling and are considered later in this report. 
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2.3 If the A47 slip road current queue were to be dealt with, and future development catered 

for with a road layout which dealt more effectively with local and trunk road traffic, how far would 

the problems be reduced without an NDR?   

For the same reasons as in 2.2, this question cannot be answered directly. 

2.4 Could such an option at Postwick be funded without resort to DfT funding? 

A developer has offered a contribution for a smaller junction, and DfT would presumably release the 

CLG money which it is holding for an effective design, since the EiP Inspectors have identified that a 

significant amount of development would be enabled by “completion of appropriate improvements 

at Postwick junction”.  This was a key point in their report and they proposed amendments to the 

JCS to confirm this. 

2.5 Is it possible to re-scope NATS, for example including new ways of enabling growth and 

protecting the environment which have emerged since NATS was developed?    

NATS has its roots in an approach which sought a top down solution to transport problems, in which 

major public transport infrastructure was designed and built on the basis of large scale macro- 

modelling.  The use of new techniques, often referred to as “Smarter Choices” use a different 

approach, in which demand is identified directly through engaging with those people who may be 

willing to change their transport patterns.  This is a very wide spectrum of choice, which now is both 

well-known and expanding, including walking, cycling, car sharing, home working, teleconferencing, 

e-shopping, web streaming, and improvements to bus and rail services. 

An updated version of NATS has not been prepared to reflect this new thinking, and even the 

original package has not been included in the modelling.  However, the private sector is well aware 

of the potential for such an approach to meet both environmental and growth objectives.  This is at 

least partly because it is very cost effective.  If people use their cars less, it can provide the space for 

new development, albeit at a more sustainable level of travel.  Travel planning needs a continuous 

lower level of support compared to hard infrastructure, but soft infrastructure can be much cheaper.  

In the so-called “growth triangle” work is being undertaken on exactly these lines in the private 

sector, and this is described further in the following section under alternatives. 

The basic message from their work is that Smarter Choices delivers environmental and health 

objectives plus room for growthvii without an NDR. 

2.6 Is it possible to de-scope NATS – for example by removing the NDR? 

This question, as referred to in 2.1, is not the same as simply offering an alternative to a specific road 

scheme.  Since NDR has become so divorced from NATS in the current appraisal, the idea of offering 

an alternative is completely logical and is considered in the following section of this report.  

However, this question is not the same as proposing an alternative, it is equivalent to the question 

asked by the DfT in its guidance, that capital costs may be reduced as promoters “descopeviii”.   

If NATS is the proposal, the current bid has descoped the sustainable elements.  There is no test for 

pursuing NATS, but descoping the NDR.  This would almost certainly reduce the capital cost more 

effectively than the BAFB tries to do.  It is likely that the County would have to find less borrowing 

from local resources, and a second taxpayer contribution may not be required.  Such a package is 

not assessed, cannot be compared to the NDR as proposed, and thus value for money cannot be 

established. 
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3 The BAFB Frame work and relevance to the NDR 

The BAFB document is a competitive bid into a Pool of schemes not all of which will be funded.  

Guidance specific to the Pool process has been issued during the course of this year which is used for 

this report.  

NATA and the 5 Case Model  

Secondly, the previous appraisal framework (NATA) has been replacedix, although much of the 

detailed advice contained on the Government’s website for transport appraisal (Webtagx) is 

unchanged.  One key feature of NATA was the “Assessment Summary Table” (AST).   The key change 

is a greater emphasis on the “Five Case Model” and using these as the basis for appraisal.  NATA, 

Webtag, and the 5 Cases all comply with Treasury Green Book Guidancexi.  In their engagement 

process with transport practitioners xii, DfT have usefully set out the 5 Case model structure as 

follows. 

 
They also supplied an indication of how to translate the content of an AST into the 5 case model, as 

part of the latest Guidancexiii.   This is reproduced in Annex 1.  This report is based on the guidance, 

and uses the Red-Amber-Green system for high level appraisal in line with DfT practicexiv. 

 

Consistency of approach – the need for alternatives to be considered 

However, the underlying principles for scheme development and appraisal have not changed.  In 

particular, the need for an intervention is defined as occurring where Government objectives are not 

being met.  Where intervention is planned, a range of alternative solutions must be assessed if value 

for money is to be achieved.  This is set out in the Green Book. 

Webtag is equally clear that the process should begin with underlying problems, not just symptoms, 

and that these are mode neutral and not scheme specific.  This summarised in Unit 1.1 as follows. 
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“1.4.3 In all cases, however, the process of identifying solutions should be broadly similar and: 

 be easily comprehensible, to those commissioning, steering and undertaking the work; and 

where possible to a wider public;  

 avoid leading to a particular outcome simply by virtue of the method or process adopted;  

 enable a wide range of solutions and the synergy between combinations of components to 

be investigated in a cost-effective manner;  

 enable a preferred solution to be developed which addresses the objectives and problems at 

which it is aimed; and  

 provide a means by which the acceptability of the solution to the public can be tested and 

taken into account.  

This section is unchanged in the new draft guidance, apart from a new paragraph number (1.4.6).  

The need for a range of solutions to be considered was repeated in the specific Development Pool 

guidancexv, as follows 

“23. As part of the BAFFB promoters will be required to show that a full range of options were 

considered and provide evidence to show why alternative options were rejected.  In preparing this 

evidence promoters may want to consider the advice on the preparation of Option Assessment 

Reports (see WebTAG 2.1.2C).” 

In the BAFB workshop DfT showed the following slide emphasising Ministerial commitment. 

 
In the same workshop, this was reiterated in the third bullet in the following slide: 

 
 

Have the promoters provided sufficient information for Ministers or to create “confidence”? 

From the above it is clear there is one way to provide information on alternatives and that is to put 

them through a proper assessment process.  The preparation and testing of a package in tune with 

NATS, but without NDR, has been requested consistently by NNTAG and others.  One example is the 

meeting at DfT in December 2008, when an analysis of the modelling was presented by MTRU, and 
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an analysis of major planning issues, and the design and role of Postwick hub, by NNTAG and CPRE 

Norfolk. 

The presentation to DfT set out issues such as: 

 Benefits of Postwick as a stand alone scheme 

 No assessment of a package of alternatives 

 Assumption of 90%+ car use 

 Confusion over carbon calculations but clear that emissions targets not met 

 NDR justified as part of NATS but taking absolute priority 

 Development not well related to NDR 

None of these have been answered in the BAFB and this is essential if Ministers are to “understand 

why schemes might be seen as controversial by local residents” 

The second slide above also asks whether objectives are clear, and whether they are in “alignment 

with Government policy”.  This is another major area of concern with the NDR proposal. 

 

Carbon and strategic fit 

Before discussing the carbon objective in detail, it is worth noting that there is still uncertainty as to 

why there has been a major change in the carbon emissions for this scheme.  The original material 

prepared by the County for the MSBC had some confusion over whether it was C or CO2, but it was a 

significant increase, valued at £22million when entered into the Webtag spreadsheet.  Given the rise 

in the value of carbon this would now be approaching £30million.  However, the TUBA figures were 

much lower, and these are being used for the BAFB.   This question was raised at the December 2008 

DfT meeting, and at a subsequent meeting with the DfT, and the County and their consultants.  This  

has never been resolved. 

What is clear is that the prediction is for both the Do Minimum and the Do Something to fail to meet 

the carbon targets.  It would be useful to have had a base year figure for carbon, it was requested, 

but it has not been calculated.xvi 

The strategic objectives provide the material for the first of the 5 cases.  It is here that the “fit” 

against national objectives, particularly for economic growth and carbon reduction, need to be 

reflected.  Reducing greenhouse gas emissions was the subject of much discussion during the NATA 

Refresh process in 2009/10, in particular the problems of valuing small changes in carbon emissions 

between Do Minimum (DM) and Do Something (DS), in the specific situation where the Do Minimum 

shows a failure to meet the transport sector national targets. 

If this happens, there are two key issues.  First is that there can be no real test of strategic fit unless 

it is reported somewhere that the DS fail to meet the target.  This is true whether or not the DM 

meets the target.  

This means that the strategic assessment of the carbon (as opposed to the value for money test) 

should set out the details of the transport sector emissions, with and without the scheme in place, 

and compare them to the overall sector specific target.   

It would be extraordinary not to do so, given that this is a key Government objective, and that in 

transport terms, the indicator required is clear.  For example, in the Transport Carbon Reduction 
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Delivery Plan of March 2010, total transport emissions are a Tier 1 Indicator and emissions from the 

separate modes are Tier 2 Indicatorsxvii. 

While not every transport intervention in an area must comply, for every one that does not, 

compensating reductions over and above target must be found somewhere.  The fact that a package 

or major intervention involving public money does not, should cause an alert at the DfT, and they 

would have to ensure that there are sufficient savings in other schemes to restore the balance.  Until 

this is done, it is clear that schemes which do not meet the target should not proceed, or at least 

have a very low priority.   

Lack of strategic fit means alternatives should be considered 

This strategic failure is in addition to the detailed monetisation of the difference between DM and 

DS.  In this case, the logical approach would be, having understood that the intervention did not 

achieve a key national objective, to see if an alternative intervention would do so.  In a sense this 

would produce a more realistic Do Minimum.  After all, is it right to assume that the sum total of 

local and national Government transport interventions in the Norwich area up to and including 2020 

will be to fail by a very significant margin to meet the specific transport sector carbon reduction 

targets? 

This links back to the lack of a credible package or test of sustainable NATS measures without NDR. 

The failure to address the carbon issue either in the strategic analysis, or by creating a sensible Do 

Minimum (equivalent to proper testing of alternatives) mean that the scheme has not passed the 

first test in the 5 Case Model, and cannot prove it achieves the best value for money. 

Carbon is also strongly related to overall levels of motorised travel, and thus to other key 

Government objectives.  These include: 

 Energy security and balance of payments:  the UK is a net importer of oil and reducing traffic 

has a direct benefit 

 Local pollution is related but less so, due to the impact of dispersion and the numbers of 

people affected 

 Health: the extent to which motorised travel substitutes for, or discourages, active travel 

modes, especially walking and cycling, will have health costs.  These are now included in 

many value for money transport assessments for the active modes, but the balancing effect 

is more difficult to quantify.  This does mean that there is a negative impact from transport 

interventions which encourage non-active modes and depend upon the lack of such modes 

in their value for money assessment.  This is very clearly the case for the NDR, with its very 

high assumptions for the level of car use (the 90+ % car choice prediction in the NDR 

modelling). 

Why is a NATS based alternative not considered in this case? 

It has to be faced that this creates an ongoing problem in the option generation stage of appraisal, 

strongly highlighted in the case of the NDR.  An increase in sustainable transport use depends upon 

strengthening the competitive position of such modes compared to other modes, most often the 

car.  If improvements for sustainable modes are successful, they reduce traffic and thus the need for 

measures to combat road congestion such as new road capacity.   
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This strengthens the rational case for preparing genuine and robust sustainable options before 

deciding whether a road based intervention (such as NDR) is needed, but not the political case, 

where openness to alternatives is too frequently perceived as a lack of commitment.  This can lead 

to the creation of very limited alternatives which are then tested and fail.  This is a problem 

recognised by DfT, hence their guidance as set out above.  They have also suggested that all 

promoters should prepare an “Options Report” which would make this whole process transparent 

and allow engagement with stakeholders.  

Despite some outline work, the only test of an alternative option was a seriously loss making bus 

package described in the 2008 Major Scheme Business Case (MSBC). 

The 2008 public transport option is not integrated with any other transport policies such as parking, 

walking, cycling, or, most importantly, Smarter Choices.  Indeed, the Do Minimum specifically states 

that “Norwich City Council has no published policy on future car parking charges” xviii.  This is all the 

more surprising since parking policy was one of the recommendations at the Planning Inquiry into 

the ring road in 1990. 

Since the 2008 MSBC was published, NNTAG and its advisers have consistently arguedxix for a 

genuine alternative to be developed and tested and this has not been done.  The lack of credibility of 

the option tested is clear from NCC’s analysis in the MSBC.  It has a capital cost of £11million, 

requires annual operating subsidy of £1.3million, and achieves a mode transfer of 0.04%.  Having 

undertaken studies in the region over a number of years it is hard to believe that there is not a far 

more effective intervention at a far lower cost. 

In fact, it is often the case that a proper programme of Smarter Choices only requires expansion or 

adjustments to existing public transport services in the first instance, with other elements such as 

walking, cycle support (parking, showers etc), and car sharing, requiring minimal investment.  Where 

bus or cycle priority is identified as being of value in achieving mode shift, this can be evaluated in 

the context of demand forecasts based on very precise real world data from the travel surveys which 

are integral to such a package. 

Approaches such as this were less well known when NATS was first designed, and it was thought 

necessary by NCC at that time to build extra capacity to “allow for” space for other modes or new 

development.  This is no longer the case and there has been continuous pressure from NNTAG and 

others to look at a realistic alternative.  This would aim to make room for new development by 

behavioural change.  A current initiative for a local development in the growth triangle, consulting 

with local peoplexx, reached exactly the same conclusion, saying 

“There was general support amongst workshop participants for the principle of “traffic neutrality” – 

the aim that for every additional car journey created by a new development measures are put in 

place to enable and encourage an existing car journey to be taken off the road - for example by 

investing in bus services that serve neighbouring communities or creating safe routes for cyclists.”  

“A community which is a new way of doing things hopefully won’t be dominated by car dependence – 

facilities such as car clubs should mean people don’t think they need to own a car.”  

“We should minimise the need for people to own a second car” 

(Beyond Green Stakeholder Report, para 6.2.1 Traffic Neutrality) 
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In view of the specific issue raised by the DfT in their guidance, set out above, that “Ministers are 

keen to understand why schemes might be seen as controversial by local residents – Keen to 

understand potential alternatives & why these haven't been chosen”  and of local initiatives seeking 

sustainable solutions without a major road scheme, it is remarkable that this lack of a reasonable 

alternative has not been addressed.  There has been a great deal of work carried out to produce the 

MSBC and now the BAFB, including several sensitivity tests, but never the one which is crucial both 

to deciding the real value for money case, and to answering the consistent questions raised by local 

stakeholders.  It is therefore considered that the BAFB for the NDR has not followed the guidance in 

this respect. 

BCR only part of the appraisal 

A final point to be made is that the BCRs of all transport schemes have been rising as a result of new 

approaches to monetising costs and benefits.  There is considerable potential for double counting, 

since items such as reliability and agglomeration are often modelled in such a way as to be highly 

correlated with traditional time savings.  Too much attention has been paid to BCRs, as the DfT has 

stated in its presentations on appraisal, and in its recent response to the Select Committeexxi. 

“Economic appraisal is an important part of the Department’s decision making process. However, it is 

only one part. Decisions are made with reference to all five parts of a business case – the strategic, 

economic, financial, commercial and management cases.  

The Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR) summarises a lot of information in a single metric that lends itself to 

the comparison of proposals. However, it should be remembered that a BCR only captures those 

impacts that are amenable to quantitative analysis and monetisation, and obscures the detailed 

trade-offs that are being made within its calculation. As such, it can be a useful device for a first 

comparison of many different proposals, but not a substitute for a more detailed consideration of the 

impacts or, indeed, reasoned discretion when making decisions.” 

Why do BCRs for the same scheme change so much? 

Leading on from this is the point that public confidence in BCRs is not helped by the way in which 

successive BCRs are produced using the same transport model, for the same scheme, but change 

very significantly.   Such changes can occur within a year or two, as in this case.  It must be noted 

that this can happen quite independently from the new categories which are being monetised on a 

developmental basis and are at an early stage: landscape, reliability, and wider economic benefitsxxii. 

This opens up problems such as the accuracy of the monetary values themselves (a not insignificant 

issue) and the double counting between time savings, reliability and wider impacts.  In these 

circumstances the fixed land use assumptions (apart from new development) used in most models 

have become increasingly unrealistic.  Adding in night and weekend benefits where there is no 

validated model for these conditions and only limited count data can significantly boost the BCR, but 

also cause other effects. 

In the competitive Pool the aim of promoters is inevitably to power up the BCR.  Those seen so far 

have all risen significantly, for a variety of reasons.  This is no exception, and has risen to 7.42 (5.45 

on a TUBA only basis) from 4.6 in the MSBC.  Given the adjustments to growth and traffic levels, the 

normal expectation would be this should have fallen, if the new sources were excluded.  Given the 

DfT guidance, this report focuses on the wider 5 case model.
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4 Brief commentary and overview of the scheme  

a) The NDR is put forward as part of an overall strategy (NATS) which has other elements 

designed to attract travellers from their cars onto sustainable modes.  However, none of these 

elements have been included in the modelling or forecasting for the BAFB. 

b) Some elements of the strategy are said to depend on road space reallocation in the city 

centre and some of the traffic restrictions are included in the model, but without the services or 

walk and cycle use which would accompany them.  What is actually being tested is a future, with or 

without a road, with minimal sustainable measures. 

c) It follows that no test of the best possible sustainable package without a road scheme has 

been undertaken, meaning that the requirement to test alternatives has not been met. 

d) The NDR as presented is in fact two schemes, a new junction at Postwick which is a stand-

alone scheme to allow access from new and existing development to the existing road network.  This 

could be done at lower cost than the current design, which allows for connection to the NDR.  No 

test has been undertaken with the Postwick junction included in a “Do Minimum” against which the 

cost and benefit of the NDR (including the additional capital cost and time disbenefits from an NDR 

compatible design).  Without this it is not possible to assess the true value for money of the NDR 

itself. 

e) Of the user benefits, over half are due to time savings of less than 5 minutes, and 27% from 

savings of less than 2 minutes.  Higher dependence on small time savings makes the benefits 

vulnerable to minor errors or assumptions and there is no direct evidence that they are of any value 

to users.  

f) The benefits are also strongly focussed on long distance traffic, with 20% for traffic with a 

trip length of over 50 kilometres, and a further 38% for traffic with a trip length of between 20 and 

50 kilometres.  This may reflect a lengthening of journeys brought about by the road scheme, but is 

clearly unlikely to benefit shorter trips to, from, and within the city centre. 

g) This bias towards long distance travel is reflected in the sectoral analysis.  This shows that 

for trips which start or end in the wider city area (bounded by the A140 and A1042) there is in fact 

an overall disbenefit in the model.  Many benefits are in areas which are affected by the Postwick 

junction with the A47 and are likely to be the result of this rather than the NDR. 

h) The predicted mode split for existing and new development shows 94% car mode share 

(2017).  This is far in excess of the current national average and, if the phrase “sustainable 

development” has any meaning, the planned development would fail to meet it.  Although not yet in 

place, this could mean it would fail to meet the new requirements of the National Planning Policy 

Framework. 

i) The carbon emissions with the scheme increase, and this is costed at £6million.  This means 

that the strategic assessment of the carbon (as opposed to the value for money test) is that the 

transport sector emissions, with the scheme in place, fails to comply with the reduction target 

agreed nationally.  
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5 Analysis of NDR in terms of the DfT 5 Cases  

5.1 Strategic fit 

Health:   Sustainable measures are not included in the modelling.  There is a lack of use of active 

travel modes and car mode share is very high.  Thus there is an adverse impact on Government 

health policies.   RED 

Economy:   Cost of health impacts not calculated.  Balance of payments impact of oil fuels not 

addressed.  Highway access improvement for some development, but may be attributable to 

Postwick.  No financial support from business or developers identified.  No consideration of traffic 

neutrality as more cost effective way of creating room for new development.  RED 

Environment:   The AST accepts that there would be damage to landscape and subsequent loss of 

environmental capital.  AMBER 

Climate Change:   Carbon increases slightly, but is not expressed as a percentage of total transport 

emissions.  The results exceed national targets for the transport sector in the relevant Climate 

Change budget period.  The failure to address the carbon issue either in the strategic analysis, or at 

least by creating a sensible Do Minimum (equivalent to proper testing of alternatives) mean that the 

scheme is not able to pass this test.  RED 

NPPF:  Given the 94% car mode share predicted in the model for existing and new development if 

the road is built, this is not sustainable in any sense in terms of the planning policy framework.  RED 

 

Overall the strategic fit is poor and suggests that an alternative means of achieving the national and 

local objectives should be sought.  The Council and other local bodies have in fact done a significant 

amount of work which could be brought together under the umbrella of a full scale Smarter Choices 

package. 

RED 

5.2 Value for Money case  

It is clear from the earlier analysis that the lack of alternatives means no overall VfM conclusion can 

be reached from the extensive modelling undertaken.  There are other detailed problems which are 

considered in Section 6 on modelling issues which follows. 

RED 

5.3 Financial case 

 The County is clear it wishes to use prudential borrowing, but supplies no definitive means 

of support.   

 CIL will not be sufficient, as stated in the BAFB, and will not be confirmed until 2012.   

 The opportunity cost of local funding is not considered – would the available local authority 

money be better employed? 

RED/AMBER 

Deliverability was not considered and there appear to be no commercial aspects to the scheme
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6 Detailed modelling issues 

 

Analysis of benefits 

DfT have revised guidance to allow for a better understanding of scheme benefits in terms of the 

size of time savings, and their geographical distribution.   The new work sets this out clearly, and a 

question to clarify the sector map was answered immediately.  This has shown its value in terms of 

local objectives by identifying where the benefits of the scheme are to be found. 

As might be expected, these are to the North East, and there are some disbenefits elsewhere.  The 

main benefits are, however, outside the city, in particular outside the outer ring road.  While this is 

logical, it shows that the broader city centre is not the beneficiary of this large scale investment.  The 

new sector map supplied is shown below.  The major zones and zone movements which benefit 

from the NNDR have been added. 

Figure 

Distribution of benefits by sector 

 

Source: NCC response to questions of  

Thus it is clear that 65% of the benefits fall to trips which start, end, or are within areas outside the 

Greater Norwich area.   

In terms of zone to zone flows, the largest share of total benefits, 8.9%, is for trips between zones 13 

and 16, followed by zones 14 to 16 at 6.1% and 15 to 17 at 5.7%.  The latter are in fact most likely to 

benefit from the Postwick junction improving access to the A47.   



16 
 

The detailed zone to zone matrix for benefits outside the city outer ring road is shown in the table 

below.  The benefits amounting to more than 100% mean that some disbenefits are present in the 

centre. 

Table 1: Zone to zone time savings benefits as % of total time savings benefits 

Zone 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 Total 

6 0 0.2 0.1 1.1 0.1 -0.1 -0.5 -0.3 0.1 0.9 2.3 0.1 0 4 

7 0.1 0 0 0.2 0.3 0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.5 -0.7 0.5 0.4 0 0.1 

8 0.1 0.2 0 0.2 0.1 0 0.1 0.4 0 -0.2 0.1 0.1 -0.1 1 

9 1.3 0.7 0.2 1.4 0.8 1.2 2.4 4.6 1.2 0.5 1.2 2.9 0.1 18.5 

10 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.9 0 0.1 0.3 1 0.9 0.8 1.3 0 0.3 6.1 

11 0 0.1 0.1 0.8 0.1 0 -0.3 -0.4 -0.1 0.9 1.8 0 0 3 

12 -0.3 -0.1 0.1 1.9 0.3 -0.1 0 -0.2 0.8 3.1 1 0.1 0.3 6.9 

13 -0.1 0.1 0.4 3.3 0.5 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 0.6 4.2 4.3 0.1 0.2 13 

14 0.1 0.1 -0.1 1.5 1 0 0.6 0.4 -0.1 -0.8 2.1 1.9 0 6.7 

15 0.3 -0.7 -0.2 0.1 0.6 0.6 1.5 3 -1.1 -0.5 0.2 1.6 -0.2 5.2 

16 2 1.8 0.3 1.2 1 1.8 0.8 4.6 4 1 0.5 1 1.5 21.5 

17 0.3 0.3 0.2 2.4 0 0.1 0 0.4 3.1 4.1 1.1 0 1.2 13.2 

18 0 0 -0.1 0.7 0.4 0 0.1 0.1 0 0 0.1 0.2 0 1.5 

              

100.7 

Source: NNDR BAFB Economic Appraisal Report Table 5.3 

Zones as per zone map 

 

Some of the areas where disbenefits arise outside the city are also shown in the table, for example 

from zone 15 to 14, to the South of the city.  It is not immediately apparent why this would have 

occurred, and could be either a result of changes in the variable demand model or assignment. 

Conclusions on area distribution of benefits 

Overall the benefits seem to accrue for journeys outside the city’s functioning urban centre.  This 

means that there would be some disbenefits from lowering the business density of the local 

economy.  Business density is the underlying factor which creates proximity or agglomeration 

benefits, and is the basis for Wider Economic Impacts as defined by DfT.  Reducing agglomeration 

means there would be disbenefits. 
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Car mode share 

It has been noted above that the car mode share is high, despite the use of a multi-modal variable 

demand model.  The different analyses show between 93% and 98%.  One, for the AM Peak, is set 

out in the table below. 

Table 

Mode share in the Norwich Area Model for BAFB 

From Table 5.11 

AM Peak Highway 

2017   2032  

DM DS DM DS 

UC1 HBW Fixed 17,485 17,485 18,634 18,634 

UC2 HBW Variable 22,841 22,853 25,085 25,101 

UC3 HBEB Fixed 1,647 1,647 1,774 1,774 

UC4 HBEB Variable 2,265 2,266 2,511 2,513 

UC5 HBO Fixed 20,361 20,361 24,519 24,519 

UC6 HBO Variable 19,016 19,101 22,934 23,117 

UC7 NHBEB Fixed 1,046 1,046 1,143 1,143 

UC8 NHBEB Variable 1,942 1,942 2,130 2,130 

UC9 NHBO Fixed 1,719 1,719 2,011 2,011 

UC10 NHBO Variable 3,547 3,556 4,076 4,083 

Total  91,869 91,976 104,817 105,025 

From Table 5.15   

AM Peak PT 

UC1 HBW Fixed 18 18  18 18 

UC2 HBW Variable 715 704 780 764 

UC3 HBEB Fixed 6 6 7 7 

UC4 HBEB Variable 127 126 139 138 

UC5 HBO Fixed 27 27 34 34 

UC6 HBO Variable 646 633 761 732 

UC7 NHBEB Fixed 0 0 0 0 

UC8 NHBEB Variable 2 2 2 2 

UC9 NHBO Fixed 0 0 0 0 

UC10 NHBO Variable 32 32 39 38 

Total PT 1573 1548 1780 1733 

Car share 98% 98% 98% 98% 

Source BAFB Forecasting Report, MTRU spreadsheet 
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5 Conclusions 

There are major failings in three of the five cases. 

This includes; 

Does not support national health objectives 

Failure to meet climate change targets  

Incredibly high car mode share assumed for the economic and other assessments – can this be 

sustainable development? 

Not necessary for growth in medium term 

Benefits focussed on longer distance travel and outside the wider Norwich city area 

Value for money is unproven because: 

 no reasonable alternatives have been tested as a comparator 

 Postwick is not included in the Do Minimum and thus the value of the NDR itself is unknown 

 The main benefits appear to be outside the city regional centre 

Local authority finance, which is to be covered by prudential borrowing, is uncertain, and alternative 

uses for the money not assessed.  

Recommendations 

The NDR should not be granted funding through the Development Pool process. 

A new junction at Postwick, of a scale suitable for the new development recognised by the 

Inspectors at the JCS EiP, should proceed. 

The sustainable elements of NATS should be pursued as a matter of urgency, using local funds not 

required to fund NDR.  These should start with Smarter Choices, which would help define what new 

services would be required as well achieving traffic reductions in their own right.  The work done by 

Beyond Green, in the Growth Triangle which the NDR is designed to serve, shows how development 

can proceed in a sustainable manner at lower cost.  
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Annex 1 

NATA, WebTAG and the Five Case Model 

This shows the DfT’s “map across” from the Webtag material, which lay behind the entries in the 

NATA AST, to the Five Case model. 
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