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REPORT TO: WEST OF ENGLAND JOINT COMMITTEE 
 
DATE: 18th APRIL 2018 
 
REPORT TITLE: TRANSPORT UPDATE 
 
AUTHOR: JAMES WHITE, INTERIM HEAD OF TRANSPORT  
 
 
1. Purpose 
 
1.1 To update Members of the proposals for Suburban Rail in the West of England, outline 

principles for setting up a set out a Sub National Transport Board and report on the 
response to the Department for Transport’s Major Road Network consultation. 

 
2 Suburban Rail 

 
2.1 The West of England Combined Authority continues to work with the Department for 

Transport and Network Rail to identify the next steps to develop local suburban rail 
services.   

 
2.2 Discussions are taking place with Network Rail about enabling works required to support 

the development of the suburban rail network. 
 
2.3 A decision on the bid for £47m submitted by North Somerset Council on behalf of the West 

of England local authorities to the Department for Transport’s Large Local Majors funding 
to deliver the Portishead Line is expected shortly. 

 
2.4 Longer term feasibility studies into other new services, lines and stations will be 

undertaken as required. 
 
3. Sub National Transport Bodies 
 
3.1 Under the Local Government Devolution Act 2016 the Government wants to see Sub 

National Transport Bodies (STB) established across the country.  Whilst there is no one 
model for a STB the Secretary of State will only consider the establishment of a STB if: 

 

• It facilitates the development of a transport strategy for the proposed wider area. 

• Economic growth for that area is furthered by the development of the joint transport 
strategy. 

 
3.2 Three STBs have been formed and are working towards becoming statutory authorities - 

Transport for the North, Midlands Connect and England’s Economic Heartland.  
Additionally, a shadow STB has been created for South East England and work has 
started on one for East Anglia.   

 
3.3 There is now the opportunity to establish STBs for the South West.  Members are asked to 

endorse the following principles: 
 

1) Transport connectivity, requirements and issues vary greatly across the whole of the 
South West from north to south and east to west so to reflect this diversity at least two 
STBs need to be explored. 

2) Strategic transport linkages across the whole of the South West for example the 
M4/M5 corridor, A303 the Great Western Main Line mean cooperation between STBs 
must be built in from the outset. 
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3) Governance to build on existing structures using the West of England Joint Committee 
as the basis for creating a Shadow Strategic Transport Board. 

4) Memorandum of Understanding between the West of England local authorities and 
neighbouring authorities as appropriate to be drawn up. 

5) Membership of the Shadow Strategic Transport Board to be drawn from lead Members 
and supported by officers.  Wider membership, for example Highways England and 
Network Rail to be considered. 

6) Statutory Strategic Transport Board to be established in the longer term. 
 
3.4 Ahead of setting up a Shadow Board a reference to STBs was required in the response to 

the Department for Transport’s Major Road Network consultation (see Section 4. below). 
 
3.5 Members are asked to delegate the Development Directors of the West of England 

Combined Authority and four local authorities to develop options for a STB and report back 
with proposals and timescales to this Committee.  The Director of Infrastructure at WECA 
to be the lead officer. 

 
4. Major Road Network Consultation 
 
4.1 The Department for Transport launched its consultation on Proposals for the creation of a 

Major Road Network (MRN) at the end of December 2017 with a closing date of 19 March 
2018.  It is proposed to create a MRN of approximately the same mileage as the network 
for which Highways England is responsible. This equates to approximately 4000miles.  
The Government sees that in order to give the economy a stronger boost, unlock housing 
and relieve communities overwhelmed with traffic there is a strong case for increasing 
investment on important roads managed by local authorities. 

 
4.2 The full response to the consultation drawn up officers from the four local authorities and 

the West of England Combined Authority can be found in Appendix One.  In summary the 
main points are: 

 

• Core Principles – a MRN that results in a more coherent cohesive network is 
welcomed but it needs to take into account future growth locations for housing and 
jobs.  If the MRN includes key urban corridors then consideration should be given to 
public transport. 

 

• Defining the Network - periodic review of the MRN is supported as this is consistent 
with the approach taken with the Government’s Road Investment Strategy.  Greater 
clarity is needed on both the quantitative and qualitative criteria and as a result the 
current proposals do not include all the roads that should be part of the MRN in the 
West of England. 
 

• Investment planning – Strategic Transport Bodies to provide governance and the 
interface with Government are required so proposals for at least two STBs in the South 
West are to be explored to determine the best model for our region.  Highways 
England should be involved in Investment planning given the relationship between 
networks, but an interface with neighbouring STBs and the Welsh government is also 
required. 

 

• Eligibility & Investment Criteria – the eligibility criteria is considered too prescriptive, 
with a minimum scheme value of £20m being too high and inadequate provision for 
any public transport projects.  The investment assessment criteria is supported but 
there needs to be consideration given to our local adopted strategies and policies such 
as the Joint Transport Study, Joint Spatial Plan and Joint Local Transport Plan. 

 

• Other considerations – additional capital infrastructure on the MRN will generate 
maintenance costs which need to be addressed in local road allocations.  The creation 
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of a separate MRN funding stream should not be to the detriment of the remaining 
local road network.  There needs be enough flexibility in the decision making 
processes to recognise the distinction between urban and inter-urban travel needs.  
There is a potential for considerable costs to be incurred associated with developing 
business cases and regional evidence bases to support proposed schemes on the 
MRN.  Funding for this work should be made available within the MRN processes. 

 
5 Consultation: 
 
5.1 Suburban rail proposals will be included in the draft Joint Local Transport Plan consultation 

planned for late spring/early summer 2018. 
 
6 Other Options Considered:  
 
6.1 The draft Joint Local Transport Plan will include a programme of major transport schemes 

including suburban rail proposals for prioritising and funding.  Different options for 
establishing a Strategic Transport Board will be explored. 

 
7 Risk Management/Assessment: 
 
7.1 There are no direct implications arising from this report.  Risk management/assessment will 

be part of the evaluation of suburban rail proposals. 
 
8 Public Sector Equality Duties: 
 
8.1 Equality Impact Assessment will be undertaken as part of all suburban rail proposals.    
 
9 Economic Impact Assessment: 
 
9.1 There are no direct implications arising from this report.  Suburban rail proposals will include 

an economic impact assessment as part of their evaluation.  The potential benefits of a STB 
in attracting new investment will need to be considered as part of any proposal. 

 
10 Finance Implications: 
 
10.1 The financial implications of setting up a Shadow Transport Board will be considered as part 

of options development work. 
 
11 Legal Implications: 
 
11.1 New governance arrangements will be required for establishing a Shadow Strategic 

Transport Board. 
 
12 Land/Property Implications: 
 
12.1 None arising from this report. 
 
13 Human Resource Implications: 
 
13.1 Suburban rail proposals are a joint project with resources provided by all four local 

authorities and WECA and supported by external consultants providing technical expertise.  
Proposals for a Shadow Strategic Transport Board will be drawn up by officer from WECA 
and the four local authorities. 
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14 Recommendation:  
 
14.1 The Committee is asked to endorse the principles for setting up a Strategic Transport 

Body as set out in section 3.3. 
 
14.2 The Committee is asked to delegate the Development Directors of the West of 

England Combined Authority and four local authorities to develop options for a STB 
and report back with proposals and timescales to this Committee. The Director of 
Infrastructure at WECA to be the lead officer. 

 
14.1 The Committee is asked to note the response as set out in Appendix One to the 

Department for Transport’s Major Road Network consultation. 
 
 
West of England Combined Authority Contact: James White, Interim Head of Transport 
 

West of England Combined Authority Contact:  
Any person seeking background information relating to this item should seek the assistance of the Contact 
Officer for the meeting who is James White and who is available by telephoning Joanna Greenwood on 
0117 426210; writing to West of England Combined Authority, 3 Rivergate, Temple Way, Bristol BS1 6ER; 
email: democratic.services@westofengland-ca.gov.uk 

 
 
Background Papers 
None. 
  

mailto:democratic.services@westofengland-ca.gov.uk
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Appendix One 
 
West of England response to the Major Road Network consultation 
 
 
Major Route Network Consultation Response on behalf of the West of England Combined Authority 
 
 
Core Principles 
 

1. Do you agree with the proposed core principles for the MRN outlined in this document?  
 

There is agreement with the core principles with more detailed consideration of the following points 
 
Core Principles need to reflect demands and requirements for Traffic/Network Management and Planning of 
the proposed MRN in both funding and legislation including works on and to the MRN by both LA and 
statutory undertakers. 
 
 A further principle should be included to take account of future growth locations for housing and 
employment.  
 
There is a clear opportunity for a better balance of investment on the SRN and proposed MRN, to help 
clarify the complementary roles and requirements.  
 
The Road Investment Strategy provides certainty of funding for the renewal of road surfacing on the SRN 
and the fund for the MRN should be consistent and provide the same. 
 
Existing local road network funding does not enable what would become the MRN to be maintained to a 
consistent and reliable standard. Day-to-Day maintenance and funding allocations for maintenance need to 
reflect importance of MRN. There is a need to regularise MRN maintenance and strengthen links between 
MRN and funding allocations this will help maintain the standard and performance of the network. 
 
One of the five central objectives stated in the proposal is to support the Strategic Road Network by creating 
a more resilient network in England. One of the MRN aims is also for a “consistent, coherent network”. 
Enhancements to the network can only partly achieve this and therefore the fund needs to provide for other 
renewals, and not just be limited to major structural renewals costing £20m or more.  
 
The MRN defines a number of key corridors in urban areas, notably in the Bristol urban area. If these roads 
are to be part of the MRN then public transport has to be one of the key principles as these roads carry 
large numbers of people on buses and other modes. Public transport should be considered at all times so 
should form one of the principles either way as building additional road capacity in one location will have 
impacts on other nearby roads and will therefore impact on public transport reliability and sustainability. 
 
 
Defining the MRN 
 
2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the quantitative criteria outlined and their proposed 
application? 
 
The consultation document specifically excludes consideration of future traffic  
growth based on uncertainty around future projection scenarios, wrongly. However, there will be 
consistency to some extent across growth scenarios (ie a focus on brown field land in existing centres) and 
we feel this issue should be revisited, and DfT provide TEMPRO scenarios themselves. The MRN should 
act as a catalyst for economic and housing development. 
 
De-trunked roads – possible inclusion on the basis of their previous trunk road status seems outdated as 
over the preceding 10-15years significant network structural change has occurred to both the previous trunk 
roads (potentially reducing their network and strategic significance) and in provision of additional 
infrastructure which may now be the new ‘trunk’ road linking key economic nodes. 
 
It needs to be clear if the quantitative criteria are the same as that used in the Rees Jefferys report. Is traffic 
flow defined by PCUs or just number of vehicles? This would make a significant difference on some routes. 
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Pedestrians, cyclists, drivers and public transport users all share the same environment in more urban 
areas so a better criteria, would be people flow rather than vehicle flow in urban areas. Buses carry more 
people than private cars on many major road routes. 
 
In considering the SRN/ MRN resilience we should consider the relationship of MRN/LRN resilience to 
ensure that we do not end up with pressure points on the MRN if the SRN has to divert. i.e. where we have 
the HE strategic diversion routes on the MRN we also look at where we would divert the MRN should we 
need to and then consider if those roads should also be MRN.  
 
3. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the qualitative criteria outlined and their 
application?  
 
Support the need to fully access and add resilience to the SRN.  In considering the SRN/ MRN resilience 
we should consider the relationship of MRN/LRN resilience to ensure that we do not end up with pressure 
points on the MRN if the SRN has to divert. 
 
 A comparison of the existing Highways England tactical diversion routes with the proposed MRN should be 
made to see if it includes any routes that aren’t on there. Where we have the HE strategic diversion routes 
on the MRN we also look at where we would divert the MRN should we need to and then consider if those 
roads should also be MRN. 
 
Sustainable transport modes may need more prominence, including the use of new links to bypass existing 
urban areas to allow road-space to be transferred to public transport, walking and cycling, Mention of road 
safety and air quality also could be made (for areas to be bypassed for example). 
 
Not all economic centres need to be linked, some central areas will not benefit from having major roads 
linking them together which needs to be reflected in the final MRN 
 
4. Have both the quantitative and qualitative criteria proposed in the consultation document 
identified all sections of road you feel should be included in the MRN? 
 
The criteria has not identified all the roads that should be included in the MRN and the following proposed 
locations need to be given further consideration: 
  

• J19 to Royal Portbury Dock – Major port of national significance situated near to M5 but with a key 
link to J19 separated from the M5.  

• A4174 South Bristol Link from A4174 in Bristol to the A370 in North Somerset. This is now the key 
network link between South Bristol and the A38 towards Bristol Airport and on to the A370 North 
Somerset, this would then link into the A370 in Bristol and on to the A3029 and A4 to provide 
network continuity. 

• A370 from M5 J21 to Weston Super Mare linking SRN with economic centre  

• A368/A371 linking economic centre of Weston Super Mare with Bristol Airport on MRN. Using the 
SRN/MRN currently these key origin/destination nodes and economic hubs are linked by circuitous 
journeys (northbound M5 from J21 to J18 and via A4 to A38 or via M5 J21 to J22 and A38). 

• A4 west of Bath from Twerton fork at A36 junction through to its junction with the A36, again in the 
centre of Bath should be removed from MRN proposal. This route eastbound has a 7.5t 
environmental restriction. The route instead should be A36 Lower Bristol Road eastbound from A4 
Twerton fork junction into the city centre and re-join proposed MRN at Cleveland Place into A4 
London Road. 

• Winterstoke Rd and Harcliffe Way removed and replaced by South Bristol link Road. 

• Consideration should be given to including the A370  

• Consideration should be given to A38 to M5j14,  

• Consideration should be given to A38 into Bristol,  

• Considation should be given to A432 into Bristol.  
 
5. Have the quantitative or qualitative criteria proposed in the consultation identified sections of 
road you feel should not be included in the MRN? 
  

• It is not clear why the  short section of A431 Kelston Road in Bath been included 

• The status of the  A4 and A36 in Bath as referenced in question4. 

• Disagree with inclusion of A420 from the ring road A4174 to central Bristol. This is a local route 
characterised by regular shopping districts, local amenities and significant public transport 
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movements. It is not suitable for inclusion on the MRN and regularly has average vehicle speeds of 
around 6mph during peak times.  

 
A4 from Brislington to Sandy Park is only a major route until Callington Rd link is built.  

• As referenced in question4, South Bristol Link Road should replace Hartcliffe Way and Winterstoke 
Road, SBL should be the termination point of the MRN on the A38.  

• consider removing the A403. M5 J18 serves purpose of connecting the docks and industrial area, 
suggest review when M49 new junction is built. 

 
6. Do you agree with the proposal for how the MRN should be reviewed in future years? 
 
In part yes. It is critical that both MRN and RIS are reviewed in a joined-up way to ensure consistency in 
approach – the current 5 year cycle. However the Regional Evidence Base (which will be key in informing 
the review and refresh of the MRN) is proposed every two years. This seems an onerous and costly 
exercise which doesn’t appear to tie in to the 5 year cycle – when any changes would be made. 
The proposal would be for the REB to be completed perhaps 2 years before the formal MRN/SRN review 
and then fit with the 5 year cycle (each time preceding the MRN/SRN review by 2years) – this would provide 
the evidence needed for the review period and would enable a long term view to be taken of regional 
requirements i.e. what will the MRN network could look like in 5/10/20 years’ time. 
Regional policies such as the Joint Spatial Plan, Joint Transport Study and the Joint Local Transport Plan 
are also drivers to consider when reviewing the MRN. 
 
 
Investment Planning  
 
7. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the roles outlined for local, regional and 
national bodies? 
Further detail is required to fully understand how this may work. However, it clear that there is a role for 
STBs to help scrutinise and prioritise schemes for consideration by Government for funding. 
 
8. What additional responsibilities, if any, should be included? Please state at which level 
these roles should be allocated.  
As the region doesn’t yet operate a STB, further detail is required to fully understand how this may work. 
However, there should be is a ‘gateway’ role for STBs to fulfil with delivery governance as well as 
scrutinising and prioritising bids 
The STB should avoid any duplication with other boards or governance of the the other local roads and 
KRN. 
 
9. Do you agree with our proposals to agree regional groupings to support the investment 
planning of the MRN in areas where no sub-national transport bodies (STBs) exist? 
To maximise the role of local authorities in the Major Road Network decision making process, local 
authorities in South West England are currently engaged in discussions to determine options for forming at 
least two Sub-National Transport Bodies for the region.  Current proposals have this split on a north/south 
basis.  Regardless of the outcome of this discussion the South West region will retain a co-operative 
narrative focussing on shared strategic travel corridors.  The development of the Sub-National Transport 
Bodies will enable flexibility in determining investment priorities 
 
10. Are there any other factors, or evidence, that should be included within the scope of the 
Regional Evidence Bases? 
 

• Joint Transport Study, Joint Local Transport Plan and Joint Spatial Strategy. 
 

• The REB for an urban area, should be significantly different than those for inter-urban routes. 
Studies show continually that building additional capacity creates additional trips through induced 
demand. The evidence base needs to be analysing the effectiveness of the MRN and the 
investment into it. How will the REB determine the long term benefits of creating additional car 
capacity on congested routes, the impact on public transport usage on the route and adjacent to it 
and how the scheme impacts on long term performance and journey times for all users 

 

• There should be some flexibility to include outputs from HIRAM etc to address resilience at  risk 
locations on the network? 
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11. Do you agree with the role that has been outlined for Highways England? 
 
Greater clarity on role needed. Partnership in approach is beneficial to both SRN/MRN and support outlined 
would be extremely welcome but does come with risks around funding and local authority liability. 
 
Ultimately the local highway authority will remain liable for these routes and so must be responsible and 
adequately funded. Urban roads and non urban roads require fundamentally different approaches. It is 
doubtful that HE add much when it comes to urban routes as their focus is entirely on moving cars around 
as efficiently as possible.  The final arrangements need to ensure that we do not create another level of 
bureaucracy and process that could be avoided.  
 
 
Eligibility & Investment Assessment  
 
12. Do you agree with the cost thresholds outlined? 
 
No, too prescriptive, assumes the requirement and ability for funding interventions is homogeneous across 
the country – needs to take account of differing County size. Significant impact scheme (MRN/local terms) 
could be achieved for less than £20m, additionally a ceiling of £100m may not sufficiently address major 
improvements along a corridor. 
 
Similar approach to SRN needs to be taken for MRN – routes recognised as having national significance 
linked to SRN. There are no schemes for over £20m that could be undertaken on a road like the A420 and 
none on the A4 either. 
 
A package of ‘pinch point’ schemes targeting bottlenecks can cost significantly less than £20m yet provide 
good value for money with high BCRs, often higher than can be achieved from much larger schemes. They 
are also likely to have much less of a negative environmental impact than bigger schemes of higher value. 
The lower  threshold should therefore be reduced  to £5m to enable such interventions to be undertaken 
along a route. 
 
13. Do you agree with the eligibility criteria outlined? 
 
No, public Transport improvements in their own right should be eligible. Public transport schemes are 
generally more effective in the long term at reducing congestion than road widening schemes. We are 
concerned about their specific exclusion in the document. 
 
Passenger numbers along a route should be included in criteria. 
 
Resilience schemes should be included as should public and sustainable transport improvements where 
they have a demonstrable beneficial impact for the economy. 
 
There is a clear opportunity for a better balance of investment on the SRN and proposed MRN, to help 
clarify the complementary roles and requirements. The Road Investment Strategy provides certainty of 
funding for the renewal of road surfacing on the SRN and the fund for the MRN should be consistent and 
provide the same. 
 
The suggestion that smart technology/data schemes could be eligible under the fund is positive, but there 
would be few schemes of this nature over £20m, even if packaging elements along a route or corridor. 
 
14. Do you agree with the investment assessment criteria outlined? 
 
Yes. Risk that developers will target MRN adjacent delivery with the view that new links can be provided by 
the tax payer and undermine developer local contributions.  
Proposed schemes that only meet one objective should be accepted provided they deliver the benefits set 
out in the business case. 
It is difficult to see how any of the “approved” scheme types would benefit pedestrians or cyclists to any 
great degree and it is unlikely in the long term that bypasses and road widening lead to less congestion and 
less impact on the environment. Therefore schemes that offer benefits to other transport  modes should 
have a place within the MRN programme. 
Too much traffic and induced demand on local roads that do not have the capacity is evidenced by 
managed motorways arrangeemnts around Bristol. The MRN attempts to deal with this problem but with the 
scheme types listed are likely exacerbate it by inducing further demand and creating additional congestion 
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in those areas where roads cannot be widened, impacting on public transport and leading to further 
transference of trips from public transport to private car in urban areas. 
 
15. In addition to the eligibility and investment assessment criteria described what, if any, additional 
criteria should be included in the proposal? Please be as detailed as possible. 
 
More explicit in improving MRN resilience and journey time reliability in the assessment criteria. 
 
End to end journeys of all types should be the key criteria. The focus on SRN and MRN will lead to 
congestion at the edges of this network which will undo the benefits on the SRN/MRN. The impact on public 
transport should be covered if urban areas are to be included – delivering more traffic, more quickly to a 
specific location will have impacts on other routes leading to and from that location and the services that 
serve them 
 
Major maintenance should be included. 
 
 
Other Considerations  
 
16. Is there anything further you would like added to the MRN proposals? 
 
There needs to be a recognition that additional MRN capital infrastructure will have an impact upon 
maintenance budgets and requirements with an appropriate national standard. This will need to be 
acknowledged in other funding streams used for maintenance purposes with perhaps an additional MRN 
specific allocation. 
 
Ability to secure funding for OBC/FBC/REB.  As there is a potentially high cost to these pieces of work 
which in some cases which may prevent really worthwhile schemes coming forward provision should be 
made in the MRN budgets for bid development. 
 
 
There needs to be a distinction between urban and interurban travel, they are not the same and the issues 
faced are very different. 
 
Other comments; 
 
Stability, certainty and continuity of funding critical to enable reasonable planning period will be key to a 
success MRN works programme. Competitive nature of bids via OBC/FBC will need to be considered 
against a comprehensive certainty of funding over the 5 year period? 
 
Can DfT be specific on how it will view performance on the performance on the MRN and will a regime be 
introduced for minimum standard for MRN ,asset condition, safety and performance (journey time) etc? 
 
Technology-led changes and solutions will present opportunities to further improve the KRN in accordance 
with the key objectives and policies set out in the consultation.  
 
Interaction with airports, docks and rail travel are potential factors to consider when defining MRN or 
assessing schemes. 
 
 
 
 

 


