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1 Introduction 
1.1 Steer Davies Gleave has been commissioned to provide assurance services to the West of 

England Local Transport Body for the major scheme programme from 2015 to 2019. The 

schemes that have been prioritised for funding are MetroWest Phases 1 and 2. 

1.2 The principles of independent assurance are set out in the Local Transport Body’s Assurance 

Framework. The assurance role is focussed on the management of a number of key delivery 

risks for the Local Transport Body – including ensuring that major scheme funding is spent 

within the allocated spending review period and the investment made represents 

Government’s definition of value for money.  

1.3 The scope of the assurance role in relation to business case review is to: 

 Understand what generates the key benefits and costs of the proposed investments and 

the quality of the evidence base underpinning these. 

 Understand and review option development and basis of option selection work. 

 Agree the scope of the overall case and cases for individual elements of the MetroWest 

programme as required. 

 Agree the scope of any additional data collection or modelling work or set of sensitivity 

tests required to address areas of major risk.  

1.4 This report summarises the review undertaken by Steer Davies Gleave of the MetroWest 

Phase 1 Preliminary (Strategic outline) Business Case provided in July 2014. 

Background 

1.5 The MetroWest Phase 1 project is at a relatively early stage of development (GRIP 1/2 study) 

albeit there has been a significant amount of work completed historically to rely on.  

1.6 The MetroWest Phase 1 project development programme (shown diagrammatically in Figure 

1.1) identifies the current work as outline (multi-option) business case. The purpose of this 

stage in the programme is to assess options such that a preferred scheme can be taken 

forward to outline design or GRIP stage 3 with a decision required by the Local Transport Body 

for funding in principle to do so. 
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Figure 1.1: MetroWest Phase 1: Business Case Stages and Timeline 

 

Source: Rail Programme Board papers 22
nd

 November 2013  

1.7 In November 2013 Steer Davies Gleave was provided documentation regarding the modelling 

tools that were proposed to be used for evaluation of the MetroWest Phases 1 and 2 schemes. 

This included notes covering the strategic model for Bristol area (G-BATS) and Rail Demand 

Model (RDM).  We provided initial views on the suggested approach based on our 

understanding of these documents on 26th November 2013. 

1.8 In March 2014 Steer Davies Gleave was provided updated documentation (MetroWest Phase 1 

Project Modelling & Appraisal Scoping Report, February 2014) that covered the latest 

proposals for development of the Rail Demand Model. Appendix A of this document 

(Modelling Methodology Scoping Note) provided the details of the proposed approach which 

followed from the previous version (October 2013).  

1.9 On 4th April 2014 Steer Davies Gleave notified the Promoter and West of England Local 

Enterprise Partnership Office that: 

“we are satisfied that the approach proposed for developing the modelling and appraisal tools 

to be used for MetroWest scheme business case assessment is in-line with standard industry 

practices. There are uncertainties around how some of the detailed functionalities and 

performance of the models would impact their ability to assess the MetroWest scheme’s 

business case. Realistically, these would only be addressed once the models have been built, 

calibrated and forecasts developed for the scheme”. 
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Review Team 

1.10 The Steer Davies Gleave review team consisted of: 

 Tessa Wordsworth (Associate) - Tessa is a rail expert with twenty years’ experience in the 

railway industry working in both consultancy and for train operating companies. Tessa’s 

experience includes development of the Department for Transport’s Network Modelling 

Framework; extensive application of industry forecasting tools such as MOIRA, PLANET 

and PDFH; and development of the Department for Transport’s guidance to promoters of 

new railway stations. 

 Jon Peters (Associate) – specialises in demand and revenue forecasting for infrastructure 

projects with a particular focus on highways including investment-grade forecasts for 

PPP/PFI and due diligence for lenders. He recently managed the development of the 

business case for the £250m Leeds New Generation Transport scheme.  

 Tom Higbee (Associate) – Tom has extensive experience of managing cost benefit 

appraisal including wider impacts.  He managed the business case and wider impacts 

assessment  for the Northern Line Extension and the £500m Metrolink Extensions. He 

provided the Appraisal Audit Framework for the Department of Transport (Ireland) and 

the European Investment Bank’s approach to how wider impacts could be incorporated 

into their investment analysis.  

 David Moffat (Associate) – prior to joining Steer Davies Gleave David was at the 

Department for Transport where he led work developing multi-criteria appraisal and was 

involved in the development of the Early Assessment Sifting Tool (EAST), Delivering a 

Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS) and WebTAG units. 

 Nicholas Hak (Senior Consultant) – prior to joining Steer Davies Gleave Nicholas worked 

for MTR Ltd. and RWA Rail, during which he specialised in railway performance modelling 

using RailSys. His experience includes performance analyses of potential station openings, 

re-signalling and track re-modelling studies and a number of railway franchise bids. 

1.11 The team was led by Sharon Daly, an experienced director of public transport infrastructure 

projects. Sharon is the head of Steer Davies Gleave’s Planning Team and has worked in the 

West of England since 2006 assisting the Authorities develop the MetroBus proposals. 

Review Programme 

1.12 In November 2013 Steer Davies Gleave was advised that the MetroWest project team would 

be submitting an options assessment report in June 2014. 

1.13 In April 2014 Steer Davies Gleave was advised that the modelling and appraisal was 

programmed to be complete by 23rd July 2014 and that the project programmed a two-week 

review period by Steer Davies Gleave, assessment review report due 6th August 2014. 

1.14 On 23rd July 2014 Steer Davies Gleave received a draft business case document which excluded 

the economic and financial cases. The MetroWest project manager informed us that the 

revised timescales for the provision of the economic and finance cases would be 29th July 2014 

with the assessment review deadline revised to 7th August 2014. On 24th July 2014 Steer 

Davies Gleave received access details to the other documentation provided. 

1.15 A further draft of the business case document which included the economic and financial 

cases and the associated appendices was received on 29th July 2014.  
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1.16 On 4th August 2014 Steer Davies Gleave was provided two further documents for review, 

Network Strategy and Planning: Capacity Analysis MetroWest Phase 1 Addendum Report and 

Network Rail – Analysis & Forecasting MetroWest Interim Report, November 2013. 

1.17 A full list of documents received is provided in Section 2.  

1.18 The full review commenced on 30th July 2014 and was completed on 7th August 2014 as 

requested (seven working days). In the shortened timescales available not all documents were 

reviewed. Where this occurred this is noted in the document review tables provided in the 

Appendices. The review focused on those documents which we considered had the greatest 

effect on the economic and financial cases provided . 
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2 Review Assessment 
Documents provided for Review 

2.1 Documents received from the Promoter are listed in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: Documents received from the Promoter 

Document File Reference Received 

MetroWest Phase 1 Preliminary 
(Strategic Outline) Business Case, 23 
July 2014 

MetroWest Phase 1 - PBC excl Economic & Finance 
Case.pdf 

23/07/14 

MetroWest Phase 1 Preliminary 
(Strategic Outline) Business Case, 29 
July 2014 

MetroWest Phase 1 - PBC 29 Jul.pdf 29/7/14 

Appendix A – GRIP1/2 report 
including scheme drawings including 
Timetabling/capacity analysis report 

14-05-30 0_01 Appendix A Drawings Combined 24/7/14 

 14-05-30 0_01 Appendix C  GRIP 2 QCRA 140513 24/7/14 

 14-05-30 0_01 Appendix E Environmental 24/7/14 

 14-05-30 0_01 Appendix F Signalling 24/7/14 

 14-05-30 0_01 Appendix H Trackbed Investigation 24/7/14 

 14-05-30 0_01 Appendix J IDC IDR Certificate 24/7/14 

 
14-06-06 0_01 Appendix I Galingale Way Opt1 
Visualisation 

24/7/14 

 
14-06-06 0_01 Appendix I Galingale Way Opt2 
Visualisation 

24/7/14 

 
14-06-06 0_01 Appendix I Sheepway Bridge 
Visualisation 

24/7/14 

 
14-07-18 1_00 MetroWest Phase 1 GS2 Feasibility 
Report 

24/7/14 

Network Strategy and Planning: 
Capacity Analysis MetroWest Phase 
1 Addendum Report  

MetroWest Phase 1 Appendix D Capacity Analysis 
Addendum Report – FINAL.pdf 

4/8/14 

Network Rail – Analysis & 
Forecasting MetroWest Interim 
Report, November 2013 

MetroWest Phase 1 Appendix D Interim Report Final 
Issue v1.1 Web Issue.pdf 

4/8/14 

Appendix B ‐ EAST assessment of 
options report 

MetroWest Phase 1 PBC Appendix B EAST Assessment 24/7/14 

Appendix C –Socio Economic 
Appraisal Report, Network Rail 

Appendix C Appraisal report Metro West Phase 1 v3 
2.pdf 

29/7/14 

Appendix D – MetroWest Phase 1 
Forecasting Report 

Appendix D MetroWest Phase 1 - Forecasting Report 
23 Jul 14.pdf 

29/7/14 
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Document File Reference Received 

Appendix E ‐ Wider Economic 
Impacts Report 

Appendix E TN_MetroWest_WI_Estimation_23 Jul 
14.pdf 

29/7/14 

Appendix F ‐ Portishead Station 
Options Appraisal 

Appendix 1 - Portishead Rail Evidence Paper for DPD 
(2013 Consultaion Ver) 

14.23 

24/7/14 

 
Appendix 2a Quays Avenue Road Bridge Design 
Alignment 

24/7/14 

 
Appendix 2b Quays Avenue Road Bridge Design 
General Arrangements 

24/7/14 

 Appendix 3a Station Concept Design Option 2A 24/7/14 

 Apendix 3b Station Concept Design Option 2b 24/7/14 

 Appendix 3c Station Concept Design Option 2c 24/7/14 

 Appendix 3d Station Indicative Layout Option 1A 24/7/14 

 Appendix 3e Station Indicative Layout Option 1B 24/7/14 

 Appendix 3f Station Indicative Layout Option 3 24/7/14 

 Portishead Station Options Appraisal Final Report (pdf) 24/7/14 

Appendix G ‐ Highway design 
drawings and costs 

MetroWest Option 2a [Published]-Rev A 24/7/14 

 MetroWest Option 2b [Published]-Rev A 24/7/14 

 MetroWest Option 2c [PUBLISHED]-Rev A 24/7/14 

Supporting Document 1 – South 
Bristol Link Data Collection Report, 
April 2013 

5103087 SBL Data Collection Report 24/7/14 

Supporting Document 2 – South 
Bristol Link HAM Validation Report, 
April 2013 

5103087 SBL 2012 HAM LMVR 24/7/14 

Supporting Document 3 – South 
Bristol Link PTAM Validation Report, 
April 2013 

5103087 SBL 2012 PTAM Report 24/7/14 

Supporting Document 4 – South 
Bristol Link Demand Model Report, 
April 2013 

5103087 SBL 2012 Demand Model Report 24/7/14 

Supporting Document 5 – South 
Bristol Link Forecasting Report, April 
2013 

5103087 SBL 2012 Forecasting Report 24/7/14 
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Business Case Conclusions 

2.2 Eight options were considered in the Promoter’s business case appraisal. The options are a 

result of the combinations of the following factors:  two train unit scenarios (6 units and 7 

units); two timetable configuration scenarios (5B and 6B); and two timetable level of service 

scenarios (base and enhanced).  

2.3 The assessment concludes that: 

 Option 5B is better than 6B (in all cases – whether 6 or 7 units, enhanced level of service 

or not). 

 6 units perform better than 7.  In all cases the change in benefits is small and the change 

in cost is large – hence benefit to cost ratio (BCR) falls. 

 The enhanced options have a better BCR and strong incremental case. 

2.4 The highest BCR is Option 5B, enhanced level of service with 6 train units. This option has an 

initial forecast BCR of 4.88:1 which increases to 5.99:1 with the addition wider economic 

impacts. On this basis the Promoter recommends that this option is taken forward. 

2.5 The benefits of the scheme are predominantly from rail users, at 90% of the forecast benefits, 

with around 10% of benefits from highway travel time savings. The rail user benefits result 

from an estimated 675,000 new annual rail journeys from the two new stations; significant 

growth in trips from existing stations; and improvements to journey times for around 380,000 

existing rail users. 

2.6 The total estimated cost of the scheme including preparatory costs, inflation, risk and 

contingency is £57.8 million. £44.9 million funding is available through a devolved major 

scheme capital grant leaving a requirement for £12.9 million of local funding (of which £8.5 

has been earmarked from Growth Deal funding should this be available for this purpose).  

Business Case Review Assessment 

2.7 The business case appraisal has been prepared at this stage in order to support a decision to 

move to the next stage with a preferred option. The review has been undertaken within this 

context. 

2.8 In the timescales the review is based on a detailed review of the business case report. We 

have not reviewed all of the supporting documentation in detail, including transport demand 

modelling reports or scheme costing reports.  Therefore the review does not constitute an 

audit of the inputs and assumptions that underpin aspects of the business case or form a 

view on the case itself.  The review does make many recommendations for the next stage of 

business case assessment work. 

2.9 The documents provided were first reviewed by the Review Team according to their specific 

industry knowledge. Reviewers completed document comment forms and assessed the issue 

raised according to the following scale: 

 R – must be addressed before the next stage of work. 

 A – needs significant attention at the next stage of work.  

 G – to be included in next stage of work. 

2.10 The Review Team then collectively formed an opinion as to the overall importance of the areas 

identified. 
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Areas of Major Concern 

2.11 There is one area that we recommend should be addressed before the next stage of work:  

 The Railsys modelling indicates the modelled timetable is achievable but the 6 unit 

options are ‘towards the upper ceiling and … further modelling is required at GRIP 3’ (Page 

3, Section 0, Executive Summary).  The potential implications of this further work on the 

BCR would be useful to understand and specifically whether, if the timetable was not 

robust, this would have a material impact on either costs and/or benefits, and hence the 

overall BCR.  More importantly at this stage of option selection, to understand if it has a 

material effect on the relative performance of the options  considered.  On this latter 

point we recommend that the Promoter clarifies the position as to whether, in the 

Promoter’s view, further operational testing at the next stage could materially alter the 

recommendation to take forward to single option development Option 5B enhanced 

timetable with 6 train units. 

Areas to be Addressed 

2.12 The areas we feel that need significant attention at the next stage of work are: 

Strategic Case 

 There are some inconsistencies between the Strategic Case and Economic Case. The latter 

should be a quantification of the former and the causal links made through the 

assessment between problems/issues, strategy and the benefits generated by the 

options. This needs to be reviewed and made consistent at the next stage of work. 

 There is no evidence provided that there is direct policy or strategy support from Network 

Rail. 

 There is a lack of narrative of the rationale for the selection of Options 5B and 6B other 

than on the BCR basis. 

Economic Case - Overall 

 The overall cost-benefit performance of the preferred option, as presented, is strong.  The 

BCR is stronger than that typically achieved for local rail schemes. We recommend 

subsequent versions of the business case report include more detail, as per the comments 

provided .    

 The analysis presented in the business case does not provide a basis for understanding 

the scale and nature of scheme benefits, and specifically rail benefits, in detail.  We would 

expect a subsequent version of the report to include this, along with key supporting 

metrics including the benefit per trip for key movements, GIS plots showing geographic 

distribution of benefits, etc. 

Economic Case - Appraisal of Highway Costs and Benefits 

 Methodology is reasonable. However, the ‘cross-check’ between the DCF and GBATS 

methods for highway benefit calculation is not clearly documented, and this should be 

rectified in the future.  

 Suitability of the GBATS3 model to forecast highway benefits appears reasonable; 

however, more work needs to be done in the future to prove this – particularly given that 

the GBATS3 flow calibration does not meet WebTAG criteria (we are aware that work is 

underway on GBATS4). The Appendix D Forecasting Report does not document the 

suitability of the model, and should explore the local suitability in the area of the 

predicted highway impacts. 
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 Forecasting assumptions are not clearly documented in the Appendix D Forecasting 

Report. A clear table of assumptions plus commentary on their suitability in the 

MetroWest context is needed.  

 More information on how rail demand outputs from RDM have been implemented in 

GBATS3 (and the consequent effect on highway trips) is required. 

 More detailed commentary on magnitude and location of highway benefits (and any 

highway dis-benefits) is needed.  

 Further clarification on ratio of travel time benefits and vehicle operating cost savings 

between different user segments needed. 

 Business highway benefits appear very high compared to business rail benefits (compared 

to commuter highway vs commuter rail). Further clarification needed. 

 Given the overall level of highway benefits forecast is only around 10-12% of the total 

benefits then we conclude that the work is reasonable for this stage of business case 

development.  

 Uncertainties around details of model suitability/calibration related to scheme impacts 

could result in final highway benefits being lower. It is recognised that current 

conservative assumptions (such as on model forecast year) could result in final highway 

benefits being higher. 

Economic Case - Appraisal of Public Transport Costs and Benefits 

 In terms of importance to the overall case, there is much reliance on new stations 

demand. The methodology of forecasting for new stations appears sound, however there 

is limited information on how the model is calibrated or trip rates for new and similar 

stations (which is usual to see as a form of sense check). We would expect to see 

sensitivity tests of lower demand at Portishead and Pill. As there appears to be no 

difference between demand for Portishead and Pill between options 5B and 6B this does 

not appear to make a material difference to the Promoter’s recommendation to take 

forward to single option development Option 5B enhanced with 6 units. However, we 

recommend at the next stage this should be an area of significant concentration of 

assessment work. 

 Similarly there appears to be something in the order of 0.5 million extra trips per year 

from existing stations compared with a current level of 0.38 million generating high 

benefits. We recommend at the next stage this should be an area of significant 

concentration of assessment work. 

Commercial Case 

 A 5-year direct award contract will come into force in September 2015. The identified 
start date for passengers service in the proposed programme is May 2019. In order to 
have MetroWest Phase 1 services delivered before September 2020 these will need to 
be through this contract. The business case states that there is a strong case for 

MetroWest Phase 1 to be included in the direct award franchise given the high degree of 

alignment with the wider CP5 programme, its state of readiness for delivery, the extent of 

support for the scheme and the opportunity for integrated delivery but does not, at this 

stage, provide the evidence base to demonstrate this. 

 The commercial strategy appears to be two-pronged: to ensure the services included in 

the direct award and to get the services included in the franchise from September 2020. 

This is not very clearly set out. The Commercial Strategy doesn’t reference the recently 

completed the consultation on the Great Western Specification document which does 

make reference to the MetroWest Phase 1 proposals as third party schemes. 
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 The commercial strategy does not set out a clear programme of activities in order to 

ensure that the relevant rail industry milestones are met to ensure the inclusion of the 

services in the direct award and franchise specification. 

Financial Case 

 There is insufficient detail provided at this stage to form a view as to whether the 

operating costs are reasonable and this is an area for further review at the next stage of 

work to ensure the probable annual costs and range of cost risk exposure is fully 

understood. 

 There is limited sensitivity testing at this stage with an upside variation provided only. We 

would expect to see a range of upside and downside revenue forecasts to understand the 

risk exposure on the annual subsidy requirement. 

Management Case 

 The Authorities do have a growing  track record in the delivery of major transport 

schemes locally but these, to date, have not been as a third party, that is, delivery on 

another organisation’s asset base, such as Network Rail. An evidence base should be 

developed to demonstrate how the Promoter will control and influence decisions and 

timescales operating in this environment to the extent that it would affect the funding 

programme or value for money assessment. 

 It appears that there are some missing risk/assumptions from some of the specialist 

reports (signalling, environment) in the assumptions and risk registers. Care needs to be 

taken regarding optimism on risk classifications, particularly the environmental and 

stakeholder risks. 

Issues that would improve the assessment 

2.13 The areas we feel need to be considered in the next stage of work are flagged as “G” in the 

report comments provided in the appendices. 
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Document: MetroWest Phase 1 Preliminary (Strategic Outline) Business Case, 23
rd

 July 2014 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

1. Introduction - G 

2. Strategic Case 

Network Rail strategy support – there is no mention of direct policy or strategy support from Network Rail. Section 2.2.4 
notes MW1 augments committed CP5 investment. What sign-up is there from Network Rail to investment commitment 
within currently approved policy and strategy? 2.5 says MW1 is not a CP5 committed scheme, which is true as its not 
using NR funding, but what commitment is there to this project? 

A 

2. Strategic Case: Section 2.3.2 

2.14 refers to the Atkins GVA report. It quotes “The limited catchment of the local rail network and increasingly long journey 
times by bus within the urban areas will reduce the overall depth of labour markets and limit the potential for clustering 
benefits.” How does this relate to where the GVA benefits are delivered by MW1? Is it predominantly only delivered by 
the new line or does it also relate to service frequency?  

G 

2. Strategic Case: Table 2.1 and 
Figure 2.1 

Notwithstanding this is at a strategic level , some understanding of the relationship between the integration of the 
developments listed and rail station access would be helpful, e.g. what are the walk distances between rail stations and 
proposed development and how would employees and visitors access rail services? Or is it the case that it is an 
investment contribution to the overall wider requirements of the Core Strategy? 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Table 2.3 
What is the actual relationship between the proposed development and rail network. How would residents access rail 
services? Or is it the case that it is an investment contribution to the wider requirements of the Core Strategy? The table 
is entitled major new housing served by rail schemes which suggests the former. 

G 

 
What is the likely car parking/pricing along the route, at park and ride and at key destinations.  What consideration has 
been given to supportive parking policy?  

G 

 

The GVA study context is ok, but after this the section is generally weak on how transport related factors directly 
supports the delivery of future growth – creating a place business want to invest / grow, access to expanded labour 
markets, strategic connectivity, development of key sectors / agglomeration etc., increasing viability of key development 
sites /areas. 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Figure 2.2 and 
section 2.3.3 

The figure appears to show the A369 as green and then amber as it approaches BCC area. This is in 2031 forecast 
scenario which suggests congestion isn’t too bad a problem. The text refers to knock-on effects of the M5. Is this 
therefore more an issue of network resilience than congestion levels? The appraisal suggests the impact is marginal, and 
is a second order effect.  Little mention in strategic case on rail capacity / crowding / connectivity (only 2.8 – historic) – 
which the scheme is primarily focused on.  

G 
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Document Reference Comments Assessment 

2.15 2. Strategic Case: Table 2.4: 

 

 Over-emphasis on congestion and  ‘poor accessibility’ as the problem - congestion benefits are a small element of 
the benefits.   

 These do not link well to the proposed ‘outcomes’  

 MetroWest objectives are vaguely stated and self-fulfilling – ‘to enhance transport links’.  We would expect to see 
narrative on acces to  labour markets, supporting capacity for growth in city centre etc. 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Section 2.3.5 
Is the strategic case a decrease in car use or a shift to rail for more trips to provide more highway and PT capacity in 
order to support growth (and capacity for more car use)? 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Section 2.5 
The text does not justify why there is an internal (rail industry) driver for change as summarised in the  section 2.11. 
What evidence is there that it is changes from the rail industry perspective that is requiring MW1 investment? 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Section 2.6 
What effect does MW1 have on other committed investment? MetroBus, GBBN, Cycling City, Weston Package, Bath 
Package for example? 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Section 2.8 
Are there any project dependencies between Filton Bank four-tracking and other projects listed in Table 6.1? i.e. Is the 
scheme indirectly dependent on these other schemes? 

G 

 
Statement ‘increased rail demand will lead to capacity issues if not addressed’ (p5) – needs evidence – key to overall 
narrative 

G 

2. Strategic Case: Section 2.10.2 

Insufficient explanation of why Options 5B and 6B considered further. Report states that 5B and 6B are ‘the best 
performing options and hence taken forward for the business case’. The economic case focuses on the ‘best option’ and 
the ‘worst option’ (bottom of page 20). The best and worst are then presented in some detail in the economic case.   We 
would have expected to see the worse performing options being be sifted out, and the better ones taken forward. 

A 

2. Strategic Case: Table 3.6 
We would have expected to see Table 3.6 in this section as  a rationale for taking forward the shortlist and 
recommendation of the better performing option(s).   8 options are narrowed down to two, then right at the end all 8 
are included back into the mix. 

G 

 

There is a  general lack of clarity around options. Partly in different renaming of ‘Options’ (2.10.1) and as ‘Scenarios’ 
(from 3.10) as the work has developed. The labelling of options in the Wider Impacts report is slightly different again. 
And the Financial Case then introduces a ‘central case’ of which there is no prior mention. There could be more 
description of the incremental case for the enhanced option, based on the above. Another example is Table 3.1 which 
compares Option 6B with 7 units and Option 5B enhanced with 6 units yet Option 6B with 7 units was not one of the 
shortlisted two options. 

G 

 
The document does not provide evidence that Option 5b is deliverable with 6 units (including reference to the Train 
Planning Requirements). SEE RAILSYS REVIEW COMMENTS 

A 

 
P17 – ‘timetable robustness’.  Could be major risk depending on further work.  Could have the potential to  materially 
change the appraisal 

A 

3. Economic Case NOT PROVIDED - 
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Document Reference Comments Assessment 

4. Commercial Case 
Text in 4.1 says the MW1 has been grounded on sound commercial principles, which are reflected in the defined scope 
of the scheme. Is this referring to the scope of the scheme as set out in Section 2.6? If so it’s not clear what commercial 
basis the items in this list has. The bullet point-lists in 4.1 are more commercially orientated. 

G 

 
Section 4.1 mentions “increases the level of buy-in from the TOC”. What evidence do you have that this is the case or is 
this a working assumption? What engagement with ToCs has been undertaken at this stage of scheme development? 

A 

 What engagement with DfT has there been so far to have the scheme included in the GW franchise? A 

 
The list on page 55 notes that the commitment to fund the operating subsidy by the Councils for DfT is the first three 
years. What risk is there that subsidy will be required for longer and how key is that to ensuring the service patterns is 
include in the GW franchise? 

A 

 
There is no discussion on DfT’s GW franchise timetable and the planned steps for engagement in this process including a 
list of deliverables that would be required and when to ensure that the scheme could be included 

A 

 The procurement of consents is still undefined and needs attention. G 

 
Given the evidence provided it is difficult to summarise that its “state of readiness” is a reason for it to be included, 
being at GRIP2  

A 

5. Financial Case NOT PROVIDED - 

6. Management Case 
Section 2.2.1 notes this is the largest third party promoted rail scheme in England. The management case should provide 
evidence to assure the project has adequate skills and experience in place to deliver the LTB investment. 

A 

 What % of the capital cost estimate has been set aside to ensure the scheme can be monitored effectively? G 

 
What thought has been given to supportive smarter choices type work? (e.g. travel planning – individual and workplace 
based 

G 
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Document: MetroWest Phase 1 Preliminary (Strategic Outline) Business Case, 29
th

 July 2014 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

Exec Summary 
The summary would benefit from a description of the do-minimum scenario, i.e. it does include CP5 commitments but 
not Bristol East junction for example. 

G 

1. Introduction Unchanged from 23/7/14 draft. - 

2. Strategic Case Unchanged from 23/7/14 draft. - 

3. Economic Case 
2.16 Section 3.2 Options Appraised - should be looking at 2 rather than 8 [Optioneering stage within Strategic Appraisal / 

EAST / Table 3.6] should be presented in the ‘Optioneering Section of the Strategic Case- see comments on 23
rd

 July 
document.] 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.3 
Suggests that GBATS3 used to cross-check highway decongestion benefits. Additional clarity would be useful within the 
Business Case document as to which method has been used for the appraisal – it looks like it’s the GBATS3 numbers 

A 

3. Economic Case: 3.3 Unclear what version of PDFH is used: recent DfT guidance is that MOIRA based on PDFH5.1 should be used G 

3. Economic Case: 3.3 
The MOIRA elasticity approach is probably likely to under-estimate demand effect of going from 0.5tph to 1tph (ie 
demand impact for Severn Beach.   

A 

3. Economic Case: 3.3 
No mention of modelling demand being suppressed (due to crowding) in the Do Minimum . Document only makes 
passing reference to on-train crowding being an issue in the future – current load factors are not quoted. 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.4 Needs to clarify and justify that the same (average) effect on highways has been assumed for both scenarios.  A 

3. Economic Case: 3.4 
Table 3.2 detailing the highway effects needs some accompanying commentary that details what the effects are and 
where they occur (ie key junctions where decongestion is producing a benefit etc). Absolute and % change would make 
table easier to interpret. 

A 

 
Scheme costs do not appear until  the Financial Case (p 55 onwards).  The section on scheme costs would more logically 
belong before the Economic Appraisal (e.g. before 3.3). 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.5 

 Cost assumptions – the financial case p58 talks about a 30% optimism bias.  Section  3.5 says 50%. There is a need 
to clarify the level of OB used for the funding, the appraisal and also whether / how the QRA (referred to on p58) is 
included in the estimate. 

 Rail growth assumptions look reasonable – but need explanation. 

A 

3. Economic Case: 3.5 
Train operating costs should not be indexed by AEI. Different costs should be indexed at different rates (e.g. capital lease 
costs should be constant in nominal terms) 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.5 WebTAG guidance is that Optimism bias on operating costs should be 1.6%, not 2% (at GRIP2) G 
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Document Reference Comments Assessment 

3. Economic Case: 3.6 

Ratio between travel time benefits  and vehicle operating cost savings appears much higher for business than for 
commuters. Possibly explained by differences in values of time, but clarification needed. 

Not clear how highway dis-benefits during construction and maintenance have been quantified. 

A 

3. Economic Case: TEE Table 3.4 
Shows that decongestion is a small part of overall benefit (<10% for Scenario 5) – at odds with emphasis on the 
congestion ‘problem’ in the strategic case 

G 

 
2.17 Regeneration and Wider Benefits - the section is quite technical. It could emphasise how the scheme supports 

productivity of key sectors/ areas (BTMEQ].  How businesses want to locate in accessible locations where there is already 
a large degree of agglomeration etc. 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.7.2 
Suggested methodology for air quality seems reasonable. Need to clarify that GBATS3 would be used to identify roads 
where vehicle flows change. 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.8 
2.18 Social, Journey quality – benefits of less crowding, better interchange (hence range of destinations) could be 

emphasised. 
G 

3. Economic Case: 3.8.10 
2.19 Distributional Impacts – information provided is limited to maps. There is no information about the distributional impact 

of MetroWest. 
G 

3. Economic Case: 3.10 
2.20 Performance of Option Variants – report should have reduced from 8 options at this point (see earlier comments). No 

commentary / interpretation of option performance – see above (note on 3.6). 
G 

3. Economic Case: 3.11.1 
Is the accident benefit because of reduction in highway trips? Section 3.8.4 did not suggest this calculation had actually 
been performed. Should be clarified. 

G 

3. Economic Case: 3.11.3 Further detail required (not in Business Case document) showing where highway decongestion benefits are located. G 

3. Economic Case: 3.11.1 2.21 Value for Money Statement – text provided does not constitute a VfM statement (which is a specific item. G 

n/a 
2.22 Funding the Operational Costs - The Exec Sum states that ‘the estimated opex are based on a sensitivity test comprising 

a 5% increase in revenue and 5% reduction in operating costs’ (p5). There is no mention of this in the economic case 
section.  

G 

4. Commercial Case Unchanged from 23/7/14 draft. - 

5. Financial Case: Para 5.1 
2.23 Refers to costs for a ‘Central Case’. The strategic and economic cases do not refer to a single ‘central case’. Cost 

summary could be included within economic case  (or in option description).   
G 

5. Financial Case: 5.3 Capital Costs - lack of clarity re level of OB and QRA inclusion in cost estimate. A 

5. Financial Case: 5.4 

TOC vehicle leasing costs appear to be too high, however the assumptions underpinning them have not been stated and 
so it is not possible to reach a firm conclusion. Lease costs per vehicle per annum have not been stated, nor whether 
they include PRM-TSI compliance works and refurbishment.  The incremental cost between Option 5b with 6 and 7 units 
cannot be reconciled. 

A 
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Document Reference Comments Assessment 

5. Financial Case: 5.5.4 

2.24 Funding the Operational Costs - The Exec Sum states that ‘the estimated opex are based on a sensitivity test comprising 
a 5% increase in revenue and 5% reduction in operating costs’ (p5). The financial case section (Tables 5.8 and 5.9) shows 
that the effect of this assumption is to reduce the operating deficit over 3 years from £5.3m over 3-years to £3.4m – this 
has a potentially large effect on the appraisal and the financial implications for the rail industry. 

A 

5. Financial Case: 5.5  
It is not clear what assumptions underpin these costs e.g. whether capacity charge is included, nor what the energy 
consumption rates, fuel prices and maintenance costs are, and what mileage assumptions have been assumed. It is 
therefore not possible to determine whether the total costs are reasonable. 

A 

5. Financial Case: 5.5 
It is interpreted that these costs represent station operating costs. It is not clear what assumptions underpin these costs 
e.g. what station staffing assumptions are included at new stations (e.g. ticket sales and train despatch), whether 
additional train despatch staff will be require at existing stations, car park management costs, Long Term Charge etc . 

A 

5. Financial Case: 5.4  
Operational costs sections says “However more detailed assessment of both options will be required for the Outline 
Business Case, before a final decision can be made on the preferred option. We assume this is an error given the Exec 
Summary sets out that 5B is to be taken forward. 

G 

5. Financial Case: 5.4 There is insufficient detail provided to form a view as to whether the operating costs are reasonable A 

5. Financial Case: 5.5.2 

The report notes Clarification will need to besought as to whether the £4,589,068 growth deal funding can be spent from 
2016‐17 ahead of full funding approval scheduled for Oct 2017. Further details/clarity will be required moving forward. 
There is a risk, identified in then report that, should Growth Deal funding not be available in 2016‐17, the councils would 
have an additional cashflow pressure of £2,529,579 to manage, until the scheme achieves Full Funding Approval 
(programmed for Oct 2017), when preparation costs will be reimbursed retrospectively 

G 

5. Financial Case:5.5.3 2.25 The councils are yet to secure the funding for the operational costs of MetroWest Phase 1 of £5.3m A 

5. Financial Case: 5.5.4 
Although the schemes listed in 5.5.4 as revenue upsides there should also be a presentation on revenue being less than 
forecast – only upsides are provided in table 5.9. We will want to see the impacts of downside revenue forecasts and the 
impact on annual subsidy. 

A 

6. Management Case Unchanged from 23/7/14 draft.  
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Document: Appendix A – GRIP1/2 report including scheme drawings including Timetabling/capacity analysis report 

Appendix A – GRIP 1/2 report including scheme drawings; 14-07-18 1_00 MetroWest Phase 1 GS2 Feasibility Report 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

General 
The document and drawings repeatedly make reference to ‘DDA compliant’ details, whereas the correct reference 
should be to the DfT’s Guidance ‘Accessible train station design for disabled people: A code of practice’ and referenced 
documents 

G 

Ch1 Executive Summary (p1) 
The opening paragraph implies that this report is a refreshed GRIP 3 report, but the document header and footers, as 
well as Ch15 say GRIP 2.  It is not clear why the previous  GRIP 3 report in 2010 is not sufficient or otherwise updated 

G 

Ch5 Project Scope (p11) 
The bullet point list does not match or correlate with the Ch3.4 project objectives, so it is not clear what status / 
hierarchy either list has in relation to the other. A mismatch in objectives is likely to lead to a mismatch in proposals 
which will weaken the project case and robustness at Inquiry or similar. 

G 

Ch9.5 Avon Road Underbridge 
and drawing 47070043-SW-CV-
DRG-0003 P01 

Drawings indicate fracture in abutment to be repaired but reference similar fracture on opposite abutment. Figures 50 
and 51 of Appendix G illustrate the fractures. Next stage should consider the possible causes which could and degree to 
which increased railway use could result in or accelerate further development of the fracture. 

G 

Ch9.5 Avon Road Underbridge 
and drawing 47070043-SW-CV-
DRG-0003 P01 

Suggest considering replacing the existing deck with same RC concrete beams as the newer half of the bridge. This is to 
reduce the maintenance cost / complication for the whole bridge deck, accepting that there would be additional cost 
and operational disruption in the short term. 

G 

Appx C QCRA Report 

The Assumptions Analysis suggests ‘A’ grade confidence (“High confidence”) that the scheme will not suffer objections 
(e.g. assumptions 18, 24, 25, and 29).  The photomontages from Peartree field, Sheepway Farm and Figure 27 of 
Appendix G all indicate local property owners in close proximity to the railway and its infrastructure.  Similarly there 
appears to have been relatively little to establish potential environmental impacts, and the Environment Agency (EA) in 
particular can be extremely conservative during project negotiations.  The chemical results of ballast samples in 
Appendix D of the Trackbed Investigation interpretive report suggests that movement or handling of the existing 
trackbed will be of great interest to the EA.  Unless there is strong reason to take this view (e.g. records of previous 
agreements), the confidence levels should be downgraded appropriately and the consequential risks managed 
proactively. 

A 

Appx C QCRA Report 

The risks (328138 and 328150) associated with having to do additional track formation work to deal with contaminants 
as identified in Appendix D of the Trackbed Investigation interpretive report are essentially that the work is more 
extensive than anticipated and costs more to deal with.  Since we do not have access to the cost assumptions, we are 
unable to assess if this is reasonable.  If a pessimistic cost assumption has been made, then this risk has been mitigated; 
conversely, if optimistic cost assumptions have been made, then we would challenge the risk rating. 

G 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3191/accessible-train-station-design-cop.pdf
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Document Reference Comments Assessment 

Appx C QCRA Report 

Does not include the assumption in the Appendix F signalling report “that [Bristol Area Signalling Renewal and 
Enhancement] will be commissioned prior to or with this project.  It is assumed that sufficient capacity will exist within 
the Smartlock for the changes to be accommodated”(Ch2, p3). (Item 23 of the Assumptions Analysis appears to relate to 
a slightly different assumption).We recommend that these two specific assumptions are captured and monitored in the 
QCRA report.  Similarly the more significant assumptions in 3.4 of the Signalling report and 3.2 of the Addendum to the 
signalling report should be incorporated. 

G 

Appx C QCRA Report 
Does not include assumptions or risk assessment of the Appendix D Environmental Appraisal (p14) that the railway may 
need flood zone protection / alleviation  

G 

Appx C QCRA Report 

7.3 of the Appendix E Environmental Appraisal refers to possible need to carry out bat surveys in Pill Tunnel if 
engineering works will alter the structure. Experience on Evergreen 3’s Oxford to Bicester track upgrade project suggests 
that more frequent or faster train services might also be a trigger for bat surveys and costly bat protection measures. 
Resolving this potential issue early will reduce the impact of any surprises. 

A 

Appendix E Environmental 
Appraisal 

EA was issued prior to the track bed interpretive report being issued, with its identification of hazardous contaminants in 
the track bed. The Environment Agency may therefore have a particular interest in this aspect which was not available 
when the Environmental Appraisal  was developed. [Ref 6.1 page 22] 

G 

Appendix K Portishead options 
appraisal report 

Note: This was not included in appendix A documents, but provided as Appendix F to Phase 1 Outline Business Case 
Review 

- 

Appendix K Portishead options 
appraisal report 

No traffic modelling undertaken to assess the impact of the proposed solution on traffic flows in the vicinity G 

Appendix K Portishead options 
appraisal report : Appendix 2a 
Quays Avenue Road Bridge 
Design Alignment.pdf 

The angle of the road over the bridge means that the visibility of the proposed signal heads will need to be investigated 
and could require the use of double-height signal poles 

G 

Appendix K Portishead options 
appraisal report : Appendix 2a 
Quays Avenue Road Bridge 
Design Alignment.pdf 

There is an error in the method of control table. In Phase 1, movement C is shown as an ahead and right.  This should be 
ahead only. 

G 
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Network Rail Analysis and Forecasting: MetroWest Interim Report, November 2013 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

1. Executive Summary - G 

2. Introduction - G 

3. MetroWest Proposals - G 

4. Work Completed Summarises the previous work completed by Halcrow in their MetroWest study. G 

5. NR Review of Halcrow 
Analysis 

The unit diagramming section discusses the performance risks associated with linking the three MetroWest routes and in 
particular the two routes with significant lengths of single track line. However, no performance modelling has taken 
place yet to quantify the impact in terms of increases in delay or lateness over and above that which would result from 
standalone routes. This should be considered in future work. 

G 

 
As highlighted in the report, there are cases of turnrounds being relatively short as well as the reversal time at Bristol 
Temple Meads.  Whilst these are within the Train Planning Rules minimum values, performance modelling is likely to be 
necessary in order to assess the likelihood of inbound trains delaying return workings. 

G 

6. MetroWest NR Analysis 
The December 2012 timetable was updated with the latest IEP assumptions, but have the December 2012 timings been 
used for non-IEP services, or changed in order to fit around the new trains? It is assumed that the December 2012 
timetable for non-IEP services has been amended in order to fit with the IEP timetable. 

G 

7. Connectivity Options 

Six options (excluding sub-options) are outlined as potential ways in which the individual routes in the MetroWest 
scheme can be linked.  They have been analysed in terms of operational/capital expenditure, additional benefits and 
risks. There appear to be pros and cons to each of the options, but the report does not appear to draw a conclusion on 
which of the options should be progressed.  In the addendum report, Options 5b and 6b have been looked at in more 
detail, but no information is given on why these two options are the ones to have been progressed. 

G 

8. Timetable Analysis Next 
Steps 

The Crossrail/IEP Iteration 5 timetable developed by Network Rail contains their Option 6b specification for MetroWest, 
however, the reason for this (above the information provided in their option table) is not given. A detailed comparison of 
the options was due to take place from January 2014, but no information on the results appears to have been provided 
in either of the Network Rail reports. 

G 
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Network Rail MetroWest Phase 1 Addendum Report, 16 July 2014 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

1. Executive Summary See individual sections below G 

2. Introduction and Objectives 
Options 5b and 6b have been selected for study in this report, but no information is given on why these are the options 
that have been chosen. If this is the result of further work on option development, this should be set out.  It may be that 
finalising the scheme will take place in the next stage of work. 

A 

3. Project Findings 

Portishead Branch Intermediate Signal. It is clear that the intermediate signal would remove the conflict shown 
between the passenger and freight train, although it appears to be the case that the freight train would need to be 
slightly later as there may be a conflict due to the signal overlap.  It is difficult to determine whether or not this is the 
case without having access to the model, but it appears that if the freight train runs one or two minutes later, this 
conflict would not exist and the intermediate signal would not be needed.  Questions on whether the freight train has to 
follow the passenger train so closely may need to be asked (given the turnround at Portishead, there may be time before 
the return passenger working, to allow the freight train to pass later). If the freight train has to run in this path and no 
later, then it may need to wait at Bristol for some time for its path, if it is not running to time. 

A/G 

 

Doubling of Parson St Junction. The timings and diagram shown indicate that a double junction is needed and not a 
single lead junction at Parson Street Junction.  The layout assumed requires trains from Portishead to Bristol to run on 
the Up Relief from Parson Street Junction and the report indicates that the layout could be altered to allow these trains 
to access the Up Main as well, as this would allow more operational flexibility.  This needs to be weighed up in terms of 
the cost of providing this type of junction and the performance impacts of both options. Given the long single track 
section on the Portishead line, it is not clear how closely trains can follow each other (although the intermediate signal 
work above indicates that a passenger train then freight train could be up to 10 minutes apart) and therefore how likely 
the need for trains to pass is to occur. 

A/G 

 
Signalling Enhancements at Avonmouth. The example shown indicates that changes to signalling at Avonmouth would 
be needed for this timetable to operate.  Clarification on whether this would be needed under all options is not given in 
the report (although it is stated that this is not required for Option 5b). 

G 

 

Commentary on Bristol East Junction. Potential changes at Bristol East Junction and the fact that they are not in 
Network Rail’s current investment plan has been raised in this and the other Network Rail report.  The work in this 
report has assumed the current Bristol East Junction layout, therefore it appears that from a timetabling point of view 
(although no evidence has been provided in terms of the timetable) this should not be an issue.  However, when an 
option has been decided upon, performance modelling may be necessary to determine whether the layout should be 
changed. 

G 

 

Commentary on Rolling Stock. The SRTs used in the timetabling work have been based on Class 150 units, but the report 
states that Class 165s may be available for MetroWest services.  Given the differences in acceleration of the units, this 
may alter (slightly) the SRTs and this could be considered in further work, if the likelihood of Class 165s being transferred 
to these routes is confirmed. 

G 
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Document Reference Comments Assessment 

 
Regularity of Pattern. The timetable pattern is shown in the report, in terms of linkages between routes and departure 
times. However, no timetable evidence has been provided in the report to show that the specified pattern works and it 
would therefore have been useful to see this. 

G 

 

Turnround Time at Outer Locations. Given the relatively short turnround times at some locations (including Portishead 
in Option 6b, for which earlier sections indicated that there may be issues with freight trains), performance modelling or 
delay analyses are necessary to show that such short turnrounds and the lack of lateness recovery opportunities at those 
points would not result in further delays elsewhere on the network. 

A/G 

 

Turnround Time at Outer Locations. The diagrams indicate that Bathampton was used as a turnround location for Bath 
trains. In the Network Rail interim report, it appeared that the Halcrow timetable made it difficult to use such a facility, 
due to the tight turnrounds at Bath, therefore it is assumed that the inbound and outbound trains are now further apart 
in Options 5b and 6b. 

G 

 
Unit Numbers. It is not clear whether this has been worked out based on journey times and turnround times, or whether 
it is based on the full daily timetable (if this has been produced). It is not possible to check the figures as some journey 
times (for example to Severn Beach) are not provided. It is also not clear whether the six units contains any spares. 

A/G 

4. Conclusions and 
Recommendations 

It would be useful to have further clarification on the need for the intermediate signal on the Portishead branch. Where 
the timetable can still operate without infrastructure changes (albeit with a performance risk), performance modelling 
should be undertaken to determine the impact on performance of providing the infrastructure. 

A/G 
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Document: Appendix B ‐ EAST assessment of options report 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

Overall 
Many of the comments are in the context of above comments on the MetroWest Phase 1 Preliminary (Strategic Outline) 
Business Case, 29

th
 July 2014, as much of the material is shared with this report 

- 

1.1, para. 3 Should say Control Period 6 is 2019-2024 G 

Table 3.3 
The options are described in terms of potential service frequency, something that could usefully be extended to enable a 
better understanding of what problems each option is geared towards addressing, linking for example development, 
anticipated growth, existing and future key trip attractors etc. 

G 

Table 4.1 
The focus here is on the options’ impacts on operational efficiency (e.g. rolling stock) demand, which is the main focus of 
the options, but seems a little narrow, neglecting the extent of addressing the existing and emerging problems, knock-on 
effects on the wider transport network (e.g. localised congestion, freight and passenger services) 

G 

Table 4.23 

There is no evidence presented to back up the scores awarded to each option for each objective, making it difficult to 
understand the thought process on the wider impacts, such as on localised traffic congestion and with air quality and 
carbon emissions which may be a neutral impact or just reducing the scale of negative impacts from growth. It’s also 
unclear what other policies and proposals are related and complementary or even conflicting. 

G 

Table 4.5 It’s difficult to understand the level of consensus without any detail (e.g. one explanatory sentence) being provided G 

Table 4.9 
The table and preceding text doesn’t link the development to the scheme options, something that’d make the case 
clearer. There’s no clear evidence of reduced traffic and there’s no current consensus on accidents and reduced volumes 
of traffic, with possible changes to severity to factor in. 

G 

Tables 4.2.2 & 4.3.4 
Without any narrative, it’s unclear how the different options perform in relation to carbon emissions and air quality. 
Some high level assumptions might help 

G 

Table 4.3.5  We would expect the different options to have varying impacts on access to good and services G 

4.7 Any work on the origin and destination of this population and how that matches with the options? G 

Appendix – EAST tables 
Many of the fields have a score, but no evidence or indication of what’s driving this/key headline assumptions, adding to 
the overall theme of not clearly understanding each options’ high level impacts and what has informed the prioritisation 
other than the BCR and rail operational issues which come out strongly 

G 
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Document: Appendix C –Socio Economic Appraisal Report, Network Rail 

Most comments are included as part of the demand forecasting report and main business case document, see review forms for those documents. 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

Appendix Table A.2  100% benefits are assumed to accumulate right from start of the scheme – we would expect that a ramp-up be assumed  G 

Appendix Table A.2 
Passenger demand growth – says that this was ‘agreed with funders (councils)’ with no description of its basis in a 
proper economic forecast. If a robust forecasts exists this needs to be articulated, if not we would expect to see a 
forecast 

A 

Appendix Table A.2 
We would like clarification of the allocation of MEC benefits to journey purpose – 50% is allocated to work time which 
seems high for a metro service proposal. The source is down as DfT but it would be good to understand the justification 
behind this 

A 

Appendix Table 3.7 

The revenue associated with journey time savings seems high. We would have expected that the average journey length 
for the generated trips would be quite short. If we take scenario 1 and assume an average journey length of 15 miles (for 
example) and use the 20p average yield per mile quoted we get 1.2m new trips per year in 2019. Taking out the 650k 
journeys from the new stations at Portishead and Pill that still leaves us with circa 550k extra trips per year for existing 
stations compared to a base level of affected trips quoted in table 3.5 of 381k i.e. more than double passenger trips from 
existing stations. Further clarification would be helpful. 

A 
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Document: Appendix D – MetroWest Phase 1 Forecasting Report 

Document Reference Comment Assessment 

Section 2.3 

1
st

 paragraph describes DCF method for calculating highway dis-benefits but the results of this are never mentioned 
again. Were these entirely discarded?  

The ‘cross-check’ does not seem to be an accurate description. The RDM results were used to calibrate the GBATS3 
scenarios and then the GBATS3 results appear to have been used for the highway dis-benefits. No cross-check is 
documented anywhere. Needs clarification/rewording. 

A/G 

3.1 New Station Demand 
Forecasting 

2.26 The methodology appears sound, however there is no information on how the model is calibrated. There is no evidence 
on simple trip rates for new and similar stations (which is usual to see as a form of sense check). Distribution of trips is 
based only on Nailsea  however we would expect to see some evidence of (excepting London route stations) how similar 
Nailsea is to other local stations - and the 'adjustments' need to be clearly presented.  

A 

Suppression of Demand 

Report omits a review of current load factors on services, and what these would be in the Do Minimum in future years 
(and what 'constrained' future demand growth would be, given crowding). The improved service provision in 5b and 6b 
might accommodate demand growth (and future revenue) that would be crowded off in the Do Min. This would improve 
the business case. 

R/A 

3.2 Results of Forecasts 
Tables 3.3 - 3.6: what is the definition of 'demand' - we assume that a  return trip is counted as '2' - this needs to be clear 
in order to reduce the risk of mistakes later, and to sense check other aspects of demand (e.g. car park usage). 

A 

3.2 Results of forecasts 
Tables 3.3 and 3.5 seem to imply that only an additional 44 trips per day are generated by having 2tph in the off-peak (as 
opposed to only in peak hours). So providing 12 additional return services results in only 44 more trips? This raises 
questions about the validity of the stations used in the regression model - did any of them have a peak only service? 

R/A 

3.1.3 Station Parking Charges 
Given the way the station demand forecasts have been prepared, and the indicative access mode forecasts (Table 3.7) 
the car park revenue should have been included - particularly if car park management costs are included in the cost 
forecasts 

A 

3.2.2 Catchment and access 
modes 

2.27 Indicative access mode forecasts indicate 225 people will use the car park at Portishead. Drawing 47070043-SW-CV-DRG-
0022 shows a layout for 150 space car park. Comparing the size and shape of this we assume that Options 2a, 2b and 2c 
would have similar capacity.  There appears to be enough space for 130 spaces, depending on how many disabled bays 
are required. A comparison of parking demand and supply at stations would be helpful. 

G 

3.2.2 Catchment and access 
modes 

It appears from Table 3.9 that the demand at Portishead and Pill is the same irrespective of whether the peak hours 
direct service is to BTM or Bath Spa. This is an unexpected result and needs to be explained 

A 
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Document Reference Comment Assessment 

Section 4.1 

Study area network diagram useful.   

Information needed on the quality of the highway model in the area where impacts are being predicted, such as: 

How does the model perform for  the types of movements/changes expected from the MetroWest scenario test? 

What data are the relevant calibrated counts/journey times/ODs based upon, from what year?  

Commentary on suitability of GBATS3 to model the impacts of MetroWest needed. (Some of this information is in the 
HAM LMVR, but need to show how model suitability has been considered and where the strengths/weaknesses are . In 
particular consideration must be given to confirming that the test models behave well in light of the failure of GBATS3 to 
fully meet count calibration and validation criteria). 

A 

Section 4.2 
More detail on forecasting assumptions should be given here; at the minimum, a summary table of the relevant 
assumptions from the SBL Forecasting Report should be reproduced here with a brief commentary on their validity for 
these tests. 

A 

Section 4.3/4.4 

Need to report how the RDM outputs on rail station demand calibrate in GBATS3 and need to compare RDM, rail in 
GBATS3 and highway trip impacts in GBATS3 to show that the location of the  trips, the numbers of trips and the trip 
patterns are reasonable. 

Need to give more detail on the magnitude and location of highways impacts, including statistics such as time saving and 
benefit per trip. Should include flow difference plots etc. 

Needs to show any disbenefits on highway network – such as from closure of level crossings where relevant.  

A 

Section 4.4 Highway impacts specific to the option taken forward should be used for the next stage rather than average results. G 
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Document: Appendix E ‐ Wider Economic Impacts Report 

Document Reference Comment Assessment 

Types of Impact Assessed 

Scope of assessment is fine. 

Description of benefits, in particular agglomeration, could be enhanced.  Should cover what agglomeration is and how 
transport can increase agglomeration, and hence productivity.  Current draft assumes knowledge of reader.   

G 

Appraisal Period Consistent with PC.  n/a 

Table 2.1 

The PBC is quite confused in its description of options. 

The PBC does not refer to Scenarios 1 & 3 as ‘Baseline’.  The issue is primarily one that PBC authors should address, but 
WI will need to be consistent. 

G 

Geographical Detail Geography employed is reasonable – no comments. n/a 

Agglomeration - Data used. 

Data used is compliant and consistent with guidance. 

There is no explanation of how the data sets are combined to value the agglomeration benefits i.e. that employment and 
productivity data is an input, and the change in ‘effective density’ is measures through the change in all mode 
generalised costs (based on demand and generalised cost matrices by mode.).   

Again, note assumed the knowledge of the reader. 

G 

Employment by LAD 
Commuting trips is a reasonable basis for apportioning employment within LAD. 

Should stage basis for the commuting trips – Census. Transport model? 
G 

Table 3.4 

Explain selection of 2031 forecast year. 

Commentary helpful on why the agglomeration benefits are higher in 2031 vs. 2019.   

If these are both in 2010 prices, than assume its mixture of employment growth and possible improvement in 
generalised cost between future Baseline and future do something? Or manly VoT increase? 

G 

P5 Footnote Add that this is in line with guidance. G 

Figure 3.1/ Table 3.5 
These are good. 

Table 3.5 is symmetrical, so consider removing the redundant entries.   
G 

Imperfect competition 
Approach is in line with guidance. 

Ensure labelling in Table 4.1 is consistent with options / scenarios in PBC. 
G 

Tax Revenues 

No material comments. 

Explanation of what labour supply effects would assist reader. 

Table 5.3 mislabelled as ‘agglomeration Impacts’. 

G 
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Document Reference Comment Assessment 

Sense check of WI values. 

Internal consistency – relativity of different WIs. We would expect agglomeration to be the dominant WI, and therefore 
the overall results are reasonable in this context. 

Relativity to Overall Benefits in PBC – Overall transport user benefits for Option 5B is around £228m (based on Table 3.4 
of version issues 19 July 2014).  The WIs therefore represent an increase in 22% to ‘conventional’ transport user benefits. 

This is in line with comparable schemes and provides confidence in that the order of magnitude of benefits is 
reasonable. 

We suggest that similar sense-checks are undertaken at subsequent stages.  

G 
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Document: Appendix F ‐ Portishead Station Options Appraisal 

We have included comments on this within the Appendix A review 
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Document: Appendix G ‐ Highway design drawings and costs 

Document Reference Comments Assessment 

Option 2a Provision could be made for cycle parking given the creation and connectivity of cycle paths G 

Option 2a It is not clear what if any provision has been made for disabled parking G 

Option 2b 
1.1 Is the proposed roundabout to be a mini or full size?  Inscribed circle diameter greater than 28m is considered a full size 

roundabout and deflection will then need to be in accordance with DMRB.  This may have an impact of the angle the 
roads approach the roundabout.  This will in turn have an impact on land take. 

G 

Option 2b 1.2 New ‘Kiss and drop lay-bys’ are on a slight bend.  This may have a impact of forward visibility for vehicles travelling east. G 

Option 2b Provision should be made for cycle parking given the creation and connectivity of cycle paths G 

Option 2b It is not clear what if any provision has been made for disabled parking G 

Option 2c 
1.3 Is the proposed roundabout to be a mini or full size?  Inscribed circle diameter greater than 28m is considered a full size 

roundabout and deflection will then need to be in accordance with DMRB.  This may have an impact of the angle the 
roads approach the roundabout.  This could in turn have an impact on land take. 

G 

Option 2c 1.4 Northbound approach to proposed roundabout has a reverse curve and this is undesirable G 

Option 2c Provision could be made for cycle parking given the creation and connectivity of cycle paths G 

Option 2c It is not clear what if any provision has been made for disabled parking G 

Option 2c 
1.5 Is the proposed roundabout to be a mini or full size?  Inscribed circle diameter greater than 28m is considered a full size 

roundabout and deflection will then need to be in accordance with DMRB.  This may have an impact of the angle the 
roads approach the roundabout.  This will in turn have an impact on land take. 

G 

Option 2c 1.6 New ‘Kiss and drop lay-bys’ are on a slight bend.  This may have an impact of forward visibility for vehicles travelling east. G 
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Document: Supporting Document 1 – South Bristol Link Data Collection Report, April 2013 

Not reviewed in the timescales.  
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Document: Supporting Document 2 – South Bristol Link HAM Validation Report, April 2013 

Document Reference Comment Assessment 

 
No specific comments. Comments on model suitability and calibration/validation strengths and weaknesses are given in 
comments on the Appendix D Forecasting Report. 

- 
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Document: Supporting Document 3 – South Bristol Link PTAM Validation Report, April 2013 

Not reviewed in the timescales.  
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Document: Supporting Document 4 – South Bristol Link Demand Model Report, April 2013 

Not reviewed in the timescales. 
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Document: Supporting Document 5 – South Bristol Link Forecasting Report, April 2013 

Document Reference Comment Assessment 

 
No specific comments. Comments on model forecasting assumptions are dealt with in the comments on Appendix D 
Forecasting Report. 

- 
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