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Executive Summary 
 
BCC owns some 20 hectares of land within the Lockleaze Ward suitable for the development of 
approximately 1,200 new homes and helping to support local regeneration. Due to constrained 
vehicular access to the Lockleaze area, transport modelling suggests that, without additional sustainable 
transport infrastructure, this potential level of development could increase current Muller Road traffic 
levels, which is already congested.  Such a situation is unlikely to comply with planning policy 
requirements and, therefore, be difficult to receive necessary planning consents. 
 
The proposed Lockleaze Sustainable Transport Improvements (LSTI) project is to facilitate and support 
delivery of the proposed housing through (i) improvements to Muller Road, which forms a part of the 
public highway network and (ii) delivery of the Stoke Park path, which would provide public access 
through a public park and green open space. Provision of this new infrastructure will help reduce 
reliance on the private car, help achieve Travel Plan mode share targets to be set as part of any planning 
consents, and realise the sustainable development that local and national policy requires all new 
development to deliver. It will encourage all forms of movement that impact positively on the health of 
the local community, including walking, cycling, and public transport. 
 
Funding is sought for specific sustainable transport improvements to be made on Muller Road and 
within the Stoke Park Estate and a number of its access points, being:- 
 

 Muller Road – provision of new bus lanes, new/upgraded bus stops and shelters, junction signal 
operation improvements, new/upgraded pedestrian crossing points, widened pedestrian and 
cycling facilities, side road traffic management alterations and BNET ducting. 

 Stoke Park – provision of an all-weather accessible path for active travel users, into and through 
Stoke Park Estate from Romney Avenue, connecting with an existing accessible path to form a 
continuous link with Broomhill, Frenchay and Stapleton. 

  

The total LSTI scheme cost is £7,739,200 (including £569,200 of development costs) delivering a Benefit 
Cost Ratio of 3.1, with the public account costs, excluding private developer contributions, being 
£7,514,825.  The scheme is estimated to deliver 144 gross new jobs during the construction phase (72 
direct and 72 indirect) and GVA of £3.5m (2010 value). 

WECA has already funded £569,200 for the development stage.  A further £3.35m (rounded) is now 
sought from WECA for the delivery stage.  

The Joint Local Transport Plan 2011-26 (JLTP3) provides the current transport policy framework for the 
West of England. The LSTI interventions will, by promoting active and sustainable travel, meet the JLTP3 
objective of supporting economic growth. The Joint Transport Study highlights the need to encourage 
more trips by sustainable modes of transport and the LSTI scheme is consistent with this aim.  The LSTI 
scheme is also consistent with the Strategic Economic Plan and also complies with Policy BCS10: 
Transport and Access Improvements of the Bristol Development Framework Core Strategy. 

  



 

1 Strategic Case 
 

1.1 State Aid Considerations 

1.1.1 Whilst this submission is an application for state funding, it does not give an advantage to one 

undertaking over others, it does not distort or have the potential to distort competition and it 

does not affect trade between Member States. 

1.1.2 The proposed Lockleaze Sustainable Transport Improvements (LSTI) project is to facilitate and 

support delivery of Lockleaze housing through (i) improvements to Muller Road, which forms a 

part of the public highway network and (ii) delivery of the Stoke Park path, which would provide 

public access through a public park and green open space. This infrastructure is currently in the 

ownership of Bristol City Council (BCC) and has public open access, remaining so following 

proposed improvements. These improvements would benefit the local highway network and 

increase network resilience, thereby being a public good. They would also improve sustainable 

travel options for residents, both existing and prospective. 



 

1.2 Project Description 

1.2.1 BCC owns some 20 hectares of land (development plots held in both the Housing Revenue 

Account and General Account) within the Lockleaze Ward suitable for the development of 

approximately 1,200 new homes and supporting local regeneration. 

1.2.2 Due to constrained vehicular access to the Lockleaze area, transport modelling suggests that, 

without additional sustainable transport infrastructure, this potential level of development 

could lead to an increase of some 7% against current Muller Road traffic levels, which is already 

congested.  Such a situation is unlikely to comply with planning policy requirements and, 

therefore, it would be difficult to receive necessary planning consents for the proposed housing. 

Potential additional congestion and air quality deterioration can be mitigated against by 

provision of new sustainable transport infrastructure, which will help unlock this development. 

This approach tends to be more cost effective than traditional options to increase network 

capacity, such as road widening or new roads. 

1.2.3 Provision of new sustainable transport infrastructure will help reduce reliance on the private 

car, help achieve any Travel Plan mode share targets set through the planning process, and 

realise the sustainable development that local and national policy requires all new development 

to deliver. It will encourage all forms of movement that impact positively on the health of the 

local community, including walking, cycling and public transport. It provides mitigation for new 

housing development by providing improved sustainable travel options, without which planning 

permission might not be achieved. 

1.2.4 Funding is requested for specific sustainable transport improvements to be made on Muller 

Road and within the Stoke Park Estate. 

1.2.5 The Muller Road improvements involve the provision of new bus lanes, new/upgraded bus 

stops and shelters, junction signal operation improvements, new/upgraded pedestrian crossing 

points, widened pedestrian and cycling facilities, side road traffic management alterations and 

BNET ducting. Detailed drawings can be found in Appendix 1 as Drg. Nos. PD01 – 05 

1.2.6 A general summary of the proposed Muller Road improvements is: 

 Between the Muller Road junctions of Filton Avenue and Gloucester Road:  1.2.6.1

 Continuous footways at the Darnley Avenue junction and Parkstone Avenue junction 

 A new limited waiting parking bay for local shop usage 

 Extension of double yellow lines to improve junction performance 

 Renewal of signal infrastructure 

 Bus stop upgrades.  



 

 Between the Muller Road junctions of Filton Avenue and Downend Road:  1.2.6.2

 Extension of double yellow lines to improve junction performance 

 Addition of double yellow lines to rear access lanes, to ensure resident access is 

maintained 

 Renewal of signal infrastructure 

 Bus stop upgrades 

 Between the Muller Road junctions of Downend Road and Ralph Road 1.2.6.3

 24-hour southbound bus lane between Downend Road and Ralph Road junctions, with 

required parking restrictions on both sides of the road 

 A new bus gate and set of signals just before Ralph Road junction to improve bus priority 

at the junction 

 A new signalised junction to replace the existing T-junction at Muller Road/Ralph Road 

 A northbound advisory cycle lane between Downend Road and Ralph junctions, to 

improve cyclist safety 

 Closure of vehicular access between Muller Road and all three of Draycott Road, Brent 

Road and Springfield Avenue. This is a direct result of consultation feedback 

 Conversion of footway in front of local shop frontages (nos. 154 to 162 Muller Road) to 

haulingway construction – this is as a result of consultation feedback to ensure shops 

can retain passing trade and permit vehicles parking on the land owned by the shops 

 Renewal of signal infrastructure 

 Bus stop upgrades 

 Between the junctions of Ralph Road and Shaldon Road 1.2.6.4

 Upgraded pedestrian crossing near Petherbridge Way 

 Improved cycling provision between railway bridge and Shaldon Road (improvements 

continue beyond to Tackley Road). This provision has been upgraded from shared to 

segregated as a result of consultation feedback 

 Renewal of signal infrastructure 

 Bus stop upgrades 

 On Shaldon Road itself, near junction with Muller Road 1.2.6.5

 New peak-hour bus lane from junction with Muller Road up to no. 39 Shaldon Road, to 

improve bus reliability at junction (with necessary peak-hour parking restrictions on 

both sides of road 

 Between the junctions of Shaldon Road and Dormer Road 1.2.6.6

 New bus lane between Shaldon Road junction and just short of Old Library location 

(adapted as a result of consultation feedback)  

 Improved cycling provision between Shaldon Road and Tackley Road, with a segregated 

cycling and walking facility put in place along the whole length as a result of consultation 

feedback 



 

 Bollards provided in middle of rear access lane between Elmcroft Crescent and Shaldon 

Road, as a result of consultation feedback regarding rat-running 

 Improved signage for cyclists 

 Upgraded pedestrian crossings, with two signalised crossings put in place – one at 

Tackley Road junction and one at stepped access to Fairfield Academy 

 A full replanting of the bank near Fairfield School (where trees will be need to be 

removed to enable improved cycling and walking facilities.  

 Renewal of signal infrastructure 

 Bus stop upgrades 

 Between the junction of Dormer Road and the M32 roundabout 1.2.6.7

 Key upgrade of signal infrastructure at Glenfrome Road junction – as a result of 

consultation feedback, rather than ban a turn at this junction a significant upgrade of 

signal infrastructure will take place to enable improved capacity 

 Extension of double yellow lines to improve junction performance 

 Upgrade of substandard bus stop (Heath Road southbound) to significantly improve bus 

passenger experience and accessibility, with necessary upgrades to pedestrian island to 

allow traffic to flow 

 Relocation of bus stop outside 651 Muller Road to near Tackley Road junction 

 Additional bus stop upgrades 

1.2.7 A full breakdown of the Muller Road changes can be found in Appendix 16, where a ‘Changes 

and Reasons’ document displays every change (large or small) with the reason for it. 

1.2.8 The Stoke Park project involves the provision of an accessible path for active travel use, into and 

through Stoke Park Estate between Romney Avenue and Jellicoe Avenue, and progressing from 

Romney Avenue down to the Sir John’s Lane access to the Estate. The route is shown at the end 

of this section. 

1.2.9 The Stoke Park project will address existing poor connectivity between Lockleaze and 

Broomhill/Frenchay/Stapleton, as well as providing an orbital link within the wider active travel 

network.  

1.2.5 Some advance works, which do not require any statutory consents, could commence early, 

following submission of the FBC, but the majority of the works would commence in 2020 with 

scheme completion by end of March 2022. Whilst the LSTI is one scheme, the Muller Road 

improvements and the Stoke Park path would be separate construction projects. 

1.2.6 The client for the LSTI scheme is BCC Housing, with BCC Transport managing scheme 

development. Both projects have been designed in detail by BCC Engineering Design, acting as 

Principal Designer.  

1.2.7 The LSTI scheme will help unlock new housing within Lockleaze. Delivery of all the 1,200 housing 

units will take longer than the implementation of these transport improvements, thereby giving 

new residents travel choice from an early stage and maximising the opportunity to encourage 

sustainable transport modes.  



 

1.3 Project Objectives and Case for Change 

1.3.1 The West of England area faces a number of challenges that threaten economic growth and 

productivity. It is well-established that Bristol is one of the most congested cities in the UK, 

subject to some of the slowest peak time road traffic speeds in the country on its main roads 

which has a negative impact on commuting journey times, business operations and the 

reliability of public transport options. At the same time, the region has ambitious housing and 

job creation targets which, without investment in transport infrastructure, will have a major 

impact on the effective functioning of the highway network. 

1.3.2 The Lockleaze Estate, sandwiched between the Bristol-South Wales railway and the M32, was 

developed from the late 1940s, predominantly as municipal housing. Lockleaze is a typical low-

density estate of the post-war period. The layout, housing design and construction methods 

used were a product of “garden suburb” and “modernist” thinking of that time. Lockleaze, 

falling within the city’s ‘Northern Arc’, is a priority regeneration area for the Council. Lockleaze 

has historically suffered from poor connectivity, worse than average deprivation, and a lack of 

diversity of housing stock. Local residents support regeneration, new homes, and change in the 

area and have articulated local regeneration objectives, including through the ‘Lockleaze Vision’ 

(2009) and the Lockleaze Voice Draft Neighbourhood Development Plan (2014-2026).  

1.3.3 The status quo situation 

 There are significant existing access and congestion issues affecting Lockleaze, with congestion 1.3.3.1

issues affecting Muller Road in particular. These issues are independent of any proposed 

housing, but any trip-generating development will exacerbate the situation.  

 In this section, we will demonstrate the existing issues in the areas of car dependency, bus 1.3.3.2

punctuality issues, congestion/delay pinchpoints, collisions on Muller Road, suppressed cycling 

demand on Muller Road, and limitations in access to Lockleaze leading to demand for 

improvements.  

 Lockleaze is a car-dependent area of Bristol, as the modeshare tables below will demonstrate.  1.3.3.3

 The tables below show the comparison between how residents of Lockleaze travel to work and 1.3.3.4

the Bristol average. Census 2011 data is shown first, followed by 2018-2019 Quality of Life 

Survey data as a more up-to-date source of information.  

 

Table 1.1 Census 2011 transport modes in Lockleaze 

 
Lockleaze 

Bristol 
average 

Bicycle 7.75% 8% 

Bus, minibus or coach 13.00% 10% 

Driving a car or van 53.75% 50% 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 1.48% 1% 

On foot 12.61% 19% 

Other method of travel to work 0.74% 1% 



 

Passenger in a car or van 6.27% 5% 

Taxi 0.48% 0% 

Train 0.87% 2% 
Underground, metro, light rail, 
tram 0.07% 0% 

Work mainly at or from home 2.97% 5% 
 

Table 1.2 Quality of Life Survey 2018/19 transport modes in Lockleaze 

 
Lockleaze 

Bristol 
average 

Bus 17.6% 15.6% 

Car passenger 2.4% 2.4% 

Cycle 13.9% 15.9% 

Drive 45.3% 37.4% 

Train 1.1% 2.2% 

Walk 8.9% 20.2% 
 

 Both sets of results show the limited uptake of sustainable travel methods, especially cycling 1.3.3.5

and walking. 

 Despite significant bus punctuality issues (detailed below) and limited numbers of bus services, 1.3.3.6

bus uptake is still high. This demonstrates significant potential for uptake of the Muller Road 

improvements.  

 Changes in walking are particularly significant, with a reduction in Lockleaze but growth in 1.3.3.7

Bristol as a whole. Potential factors for this include the relative isolation of Lockleaze, distance 

of employment sites, and limited walking accessibility. 

 Car usage is significantly above the Bristol average, and has not kept pace with the recorded 1.3.3.8

reductions in car usage in Bristol since the Census 2011. The gap between the Bristol average 

and Lockleaze has widened to 8 percentage points.  

 Though bus usage remains relatively high, the Bristol average is again increasing faster than 1.3.3.9

the Lockleaze average, suggesting background improvements in Bristol and changes in 

modeshare are outpacing those in Lockleaze.  

 These growing gaps reflect the growth of Lockleaze and concomitant increased demand for 1.3.3.10

transport that is not being met in the status quo situation.  

 The key bus services in the Muller Road area and their frequency are detailed below. For 1.3.3.11

convenience, Elmcroft Crescent stop is used to determine final service times on Muller Road. 

The Gainsborough Square stop is used for Lockleaze.  

 

 



 

Table 1.3 Bus services on Muller Road 

Service Stops in area Route First 
service 

Last 
service 

Frequency 

17 Length of Muller Road Keynsham, Ashton Way – 
Southmead Hospital 

06:13 23:04 Every 30 
minutes 

24 Between Eastgate 
Centre and Lockleaze 

Ashton Vale - Southmead 
Hospital 

06:23 23:50 Every 15 
minutes 

70 Between Ralph Road 
and Filton Avenue 

Bristol Temple Meads - UWE 04:42 03:42 Every 20 
minutes 

506 Length of Muller Road Bristol City Centre – Southmead 
Hospital 

07:42 19:16 Every 30 
minutes 

Table 1.4 Bus services in Lockleaze 

Service Stops in area Route First 
service 

Last 
service 

Frequency 

24 Between Eastgate Centre 
and Lockleaze 

Ashton Vale - Southmead 
Hospital 

06:23 23:50 Every 15 
minutes 

72 Constable Road to 
Gainsborough Square 

Bristol Temple Meads - UWE 06:58 23:55 Every 30 
minutes 

77 Constable Road to 
Gainsborough Square 

Bristol centre - Thornbury 07:19 19:47 Every 60 
minutes 

 All services serving Muller Road suffer delays to the service during peak periods, while some 1.3.3.12

services suffer delays throughout the day.  

 This can be seen clearly in the punctuality graph of the 24 bus travelling southbound in the 1.3.3.13

figure below . 

[Information redacted] 

Figure 1.1 Bus service punctuality (24 southbound) 

 The above figure shows the percentage delay of the southbound 24 bus service travelling to 1.3.3.14

the Eastgate Centre bus stop from the previous stop. 0% represents no delay; 100% represents 

the journey taking twice as long as expected.  

 The delay is most pronounced in the afternoon peak, but inter-peak and morning peak delay is 1.3.3.15

still at unacceptable levels, especially as the 24 service already incorporates significant 

changes in timetable at peak times to account for congestion.  

 Note that gaps between 05:50 and 06:42, and around 18:00, are due to Eastgate Centre stop 1.3.3.16

being used as a ‘timing stop’ on these services. Our data do not include the expected duration 

of the journey to the stop for a ‘timing stop’ as the bus might be required to wait for any 

length of time. 

 Although the 70 only uses Muller Road for a short stretch, on average the service takes 15% 1.3.3.17

longer than expected travelling between Filton Avenue and Downend Road stops. At peak 

times it can take 2.5x longer than expected to travel between these two stops.  This 

information is supplied in Appendix 13 Bus Punctuality Information 

 The 24 service is delayed throughout the day on Muller Road, even though its schedule 1.3.3.18

changes significantly in peak times to try and alleviate the effect of congestion.  



 

 The average percentage delay between the Heath Road and Eastgate Road stops is 70%. 1.3.3.19

However, the maximum time taken to travel between stops is approximately 2.5x the 

expected time.  

 A key element of delay for the 17, 24 and 506 junction is the combination of the Glenfrome 1.3.3.20

Road junction and the Shaldon Road junction. The Glenfrome Road junction has out-dated 

signals infrastructure dating from 2003, while the Shaldon Road junction represents an over-

capacity junction that is incapable of freeing up further traffic flow.  

 In addition, the M32 junction is a cause of delay for bus services along Muller Road, as any 1.3.3.21

disruption on the M32 has knock-on effects on traffic on Muller Road.  

 Traffic counts for Muller Road are available as part of the baseline LinSig modelling completed 1.3.3.22

in 2018, and available as Appendix 12.  

 In addition, the Lockleaze Development Assessment provides an understanding of traffic flows 1.3.3.23

in 2021 in both a no-housing scenario and a housing-complete scenario. 

 Detail regarding pinch-points and areas of congestion have been identified through the 1.3.3.24

Lockleaze Development Assessment, available in Appendix 14 – the next few points will draw 

from that document 

 The Do Minimum scenario in the Lockleaze Development Assessment presents a 2021 scenario 1.3.3.25

without the proposed housing, and so represents a reasonable baseline case to assess the 

current situation. 

 Junction delay information is available, but is very high level and provided as ‘indicative only’, 1.3.3.26

so while it’s a useful tool it’s used in conjunction with our own assessments of the situation. 

 The Lockleaze Development Assessment shows that existing junctions on Muller Road (with 1.3.3.27

2021 traffic flows) have significant delay issues even without further development. 

 Muller Road/Eastgate Road, Muller Road/Shaldon Road, Muller Road/Downend Road, and 1.3.3.28

Muller Road/Gloucester Road all have junction arms that experience more than 40 seconds of 

delay at some point during the day (Lockleaze Development Assessment, p20) 

 Some delays experienced in the Do Minimum scenario are worse in the inter-peak period 1.3.3.29

(Muller Road/Shaldon Road, for example), showing Muller Road’s special role as an arterial 

route throughout the day and the issues faced by Muller Road junctions even without further 

development.   

 In addition to the Lockleaze Development Assessment, some baseline LinSig modelling was 1.3.3.30

undertaken to understand the current saturation of Muller Road junctions (using existing 

traffic flows). This is attached as Appendix 15. 

 The baseline LinSig modelling highlighted the following junctions:  1.3.3.31

 Muller Road/Filton Avenue – Muller Road northbound (15 PCU queue AM and 15 PCU 

queue PM); 

 Muller Road/Downend Road – Muller Road northbound (11 PCU queue AM and 10 PCU 

queue PM); 



 

 Muller Road/Shaldon Road – Muller Road southbound (16 PCU queue AM and 12 PCU 

queue PM); 

 Muller Road/Shaldon Road – Muller Road northbound (23 PCU queue AM and 25 PCU 

queue PM); 

 Muller Road/Shaldon Road – Shaldon Road (14 PCU queue PM); 

 Muller Road/Glenfrome Road – Muller Road eastbound (21 PCU queue AM and 22 PCU 

queue PM); 

 Muller Road/Glenfrome Road – Muller Road westbound (17 PCU queue AM and 18 PCU 

queue PM). 

 Notably not included in the Lockleaze Development Assessment is the Muller Road/Glenfrome 1.3.3.32

Road junction, which experiences delays as detailed above. As it has comparatively old signal 

equipment, it presents a significant opportunity for journey time improvements resulting from 

upgrades.  

 Other non-Muller Road junctions experience significant delays, such as junctions on Gloucester 1.3.3.33

Road and Filton Avenue. 

 Particularly badly affected (per the Lockleaze Development Assessment, p20 is the Filton 1.3.3.34

Avenue/Bridge Walk junction 

 Separate projects to ameliorate congestion issues in these areas will take place as part of 1.3.3.35

Cribbs Patchway New Neighbourhood and other projects. 

 This junction, among others, has been identified as a key piece of work for the second phase of 1.3.3.36

the Bus Deal. Work is also proposed on other affected junctions, such as the junction with 

Wessex Avenue and with Gloucester Road. This work is progressing alongside the Lockleaze 

Sustainable Transport Improvements and received Bristol City Council Cabinet approval on the 

1st of October 2019.  

 In addition, there is an early-stage proposal to improve the Concorde Way shared path to be 1.3.3.37

entirely off-road (running parallel to Dovercourt Road) which will significantly increase the 

attractiveness of this already popular active travel route.   

 Beyond the issues of congestion and public transport punctuality, road safety on Muller Road 1.3.3.38

is a key concern. Significant numbers of schoolchildren use Muller Road: Fairfield Academy is a 

secondary school based on Muller Road, while Glenfrome Road Primary School, Ashley Down 

Primary School, Stoke Park Primary School and the proposed Trinity Academy Secondary 

School are all close by. 

 An analysis of collisions on Muller Road shows that there were 26 reported collisions on Muller 1.3.3.39

Road between 01/02/2016 and 31/01/2019. The collisions involved 53 vehicles. Vulnerable 

road users such as motorcyclists and pedal cycle users were over-represented in the statistics: 

Table 1.5 Number of accidents by transport mode 

 Number Percentage 
of total 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 In addition, 11 pedestrians were injured, including 7 children and older people.  1.3.3.40

 Encouraging further active travel, especially in the context of enabling schoolchildren to travel 1.3.3.41

safely, will require improvements to road safety along Muller Road.  

 The existing cycle route network in the Lockleaze area is substantial, but primarily consists of 1.3.3.42

strategic routes radiating from the city centre, without orbital links connecting them.  

 In the map below, Muller Road is identified as a ‘popular busier road’ while Stoke Park is an 1.3.3.43

‘aspirational strategic route’. The limited nature of orbital routes connecting the Frome 

Greenway on the right and the Concorde Way on the left is clear. 

 

Figure 1.2 Cycle links around Lockleaze 

1.3.4 Looking ahead to the impact of Lockleaze Development 

Car 34 64% 

Goods 3 6% 

MC 5 9% 

PC 8 15% 

Other 3 6% 



 

 Approximately 1,200 houses are expected to be constructed in Lockleaze as part of a 1.3.4.1

significant regeneration project. This is an increase on the number forecast through the 

Lockleaze Development Assessment. 

 The expected locations and types of housing are shown below and in the figure on the next 1.3.4.2

page. 

 

  



 

Table 1.6 Housing locations and sizes 

[Information redacted] 

  



 

 

Figure 1.3 Mapped locations 



 

 The results of the Lockleaze Development Assessment analyse the effects of 1,000 additional 1.3.4.3

houses in the Lockleaze area. This development assessed: 

 2021 Do Minimum - without Lockleaze development 

 2021 Scenario 1 - with Lockleaze development and without Romney Avenue bus link open 

 2021 Scenario 2 - with Lockleaze development and with Romney Avenue bus link open 

 In addition, a sensitivity test was undertaken by growthing up the highway trip generation 1.3.4.4

created from the 2021 GBATS4 Demand Model runs for the CPNN and Harry Stoke 

development sites to match their full development quantum in 2026. All three scenarios were 

run with the adjusted matrices. 

 The conclusion of the Development Assessment was that although the generated trips would 1.3.4.5

be overall distributed across the area, they would be focused on Muller Road in Scenario 1. 

Scenario 2 allows a significant number of trips to make use of Romney Avenue in an 

unacceptable way.  

 Based on the results, it was established that a key area for improvement would be Muller 1.3.4.6

Road, in order to enable the developments to take place.  

 Other routes into Lockleaze, particularly routes serving the north of the city, are also impacted 1.3.4.7

by the development. Other projects, such as the forthcoming Concorde Way improvements, 

CPNN mitigation, new Ashley Down station, and others, will assist in reducing congestion on 

these routes but are not considered necessary for the developments to progress.  

 The assessment by our internal Transport Development Management team that identifies 1.3.4.8

relevant transport issues relating to development in Lockleaze and establishes the Muller Road 

improvement as an appropriate mitigation method is as follows: 

 “The transport impacts of the above development, in addition to new retail sites on Muller 1.3.4.9

Road and the redeveloped and expanded Southmead Hospital means that conditions on 

Muller Road, which already suffers from considerable peak hour congestion are likely to 

worsen considerably if steps are not taken to improve accessibility to and from this area and 

provide a credible choice of travel alternatives to the private car. The current situation impacts 

negatively on bus journey times, whilst the likelihood of whether people choose to walk and 

cycle is diminished further as a result of the current infrastructure deficit and the poor 

environmental and highway safety conditions. A further important consideration is the 

congestion that occurs before and after matches at the Memorial Stadium on a fortnightly 

basis between August and May. 

 “We consider it is a fundamental requirement, and in the interests of the public health that in 1.3.4.10

order to support the above growth physical interventions are made. We are currently 

progressing a new rail station at Ashley Down through the MetroWest programme, and this 

will provide much-enhanced accessibility to Temple Meads and the North Fringe through new 

local rail services. However, these are not the only locations where people will want to travel 

to/from and therefore we must consider other modes of travel. 

 “Without interventions that enhance public transport, walking and cycling  - the peak hour 1.3.4.11

congestion, likelihood of accidents and air quality on Shaldon Road / Muller Road / Filton 



 

Avenue and Gloucester Road would all be materially worsened by the additional traffic 

generated by these developments and therefore the scheme will struggle to achieve the Travel 

Plan mode shares and therefore not realise the sustainable development that local and 

national policy requires all new development to deliver.” 

 Beyond this project, the future situation also includes the Trinity Academy secondary school 1.3.4.12

that has received planning consent.  

 This will result in up to 1,200 students and staff attending the school over the coming years. As 1.3.4.13

part of the planning application for the school, a package of measures separate to this project 

have been agreed to mitigate the impact of the school on the highway network.  

 The proposed Trinity Academy school has also completed a Transport Assessment, which can 1.3.4.14

be supplied upon request.  

 The Trinity Academy development is not mitigated by this project, but by its own package of 1.3.4.15

measures. However, it is a relevant development that will potentially contribute towards the 

need for further sustainable transport improvements.  

 The Trinity Academy school is enabled by public funding through the Department of 1.3.4.16

Education. 

 The Ashley Down rail station is also forthcoming, programmed to be opened in 2022 as part of 1.3.4.17

MetroWest. This rail station will provide increased modal choice for Lockleaze residents.   

Issues and solutions 

1.3.5 Due to constrained vehicular access to the Lockleaze estate, transport modelling shows that 

without additional sustainable transport infrastructure this proposed level of development will 

not comply with Planning Policy requirements and would, therefore, be unlikely to receive 

necessary Planning Consents. Potential additional congestion and air quality deterioration can 

however be mitigated against with the support of WECA grant funding.  This is required to meet 

necessary infrastructure costs to unlock development. This will achieve any Travel Plan mode 

share targets likely to be set through planning consents and realise the sustainable development 

that local and national policy requires all new development to deliver, in the interests of 

minimising car reliance in favour of forms of movement that impact positively on the health of 

the local community, including walking, cycling and public transport. Such investment would 

reduce the reliance on the private car for certain journeys by giving the option to use 

sustainable transport modes instead.  

1.3.6 The LSTI scheme is seeking to achieve delivery of improvements that directly contribute to the 

granting of planning consents for various housing developments in the Lockleaze area.  Without 

the LSTI scheme, there is a significant risk such planning consents would not be granted. 

1.3.7 Lockleaze is quite constrained, in terms of transport access.  Hence, the key objective of the LSTI 

scheme is to unlock the delivery of new homes through the implementation of a range of 

sustainable transport infrastructure improvements that encourage more trips by walking, 

cycling and bus. 



 

1.3.8 The Transport Planning scheme objectives were selected in order to guide the creation of a 

successful scheme that delivers the necessary mitigation 

1.3.9 The objectives are: 

 TPO1 – Provide transport measures to support delivery of housing; 

 TPO2 – Improve attractiveness of public transport services; and 

 TPO3 – Increase the availability of accessible walking and cycling routes. 

1.3.10 TP01 is the key objective set to ensure that any options appraisal process did not deviate from a 

scheme that would provide the necessary measures.  

 TP01 does not seek to mitigate against the issues experienced in the current situation, as the 1.3.10.1

goal is to ensure the housing is successfully delivered with minimal impact on the highway 

network.  

 However, mitigations required for TP01 will improve the current situation as well. Signal 1.3.10.2

upgrades that improve the throughput of junctions will enable greater flow at identified 

congestion points, while improved bus punctuality and active travel facilities will broaden the 

modal choice available to local residents and reduce the private car dependency identified 

earlier. 

1.3.11 TP02 results from the identification of public transport (particularly bus and train) as a growth 

area for Lockleaze. In addition, the proposed opening of Ashley Down station through 

MetroWest means the scope for improved public transport is broad. 

 Individuals entering new housing are at a key transition point where their travel habits are in 1.3.11.1

flux. High quality public transport, delivered through this scheme, (as well as MetroWest and 

others) means that individuals are much more likely to choose a non-car mode of travel.  

 In addition, the current situation identified above shows endemic issues with bus punctuality 1.3.11.2

resulting from congestion and limited bus priority and resilience measures. The proposed 

measures would ameliorate these issues. 

 FirstBus, as a major operator in the area, have identified Lockleaze as a growth area for bus 1.3.11.3

usage and have responded to the scheme to state that “First fully support the proposed bus 

lane and road improvement schemes for Muller Road”.  

 In addition, improvements to public transport attractiveness often result in improvements for 1.3.11.4

other non-car modes, such as cyclists able to use new bus lanes and the new bus gate at Ralph 

Road that will allow cyclists to have priority over general traffic,. 

1.3.12 TP03 is a key factor in ensuring that the scheme works to mitigate against the identified low 

levels of walking and cycling in Lockleaze. 

 As Lockleaze is bounded by Stoke Park on one side, routes through to 1.3.12.1

Broomhill/Frenchay/Stapleton are limited by the existing low-quality facilities available. The 

Stoke Park path will resolve this, as well as creating an orbital link to increase the overall 

quality of the cycle network. 



 

 This orbital link will connect with new infrastructure such as the Frome Greenway Link on 1.3.12.2

Broom Hill (in operation now) and improvements to the Concorde Way that are in their early 

stages.  

 In addition, as described in greater detail below, Muller Road is unattractive for walking and 1.3.12.3

cycling (in part due to the congestion detailed above).  

 The significantly lower average walking and cycling rates in Lockleaze reflect suppressed 1.3.12.4

demand that the Muller Road and Stoke Park projects can unlock. Muller Road and Stoke Park 

both represent blockages that prevent or dissuade residents from using active travel, and 

improvements to these facilities will address issues faced both in the current situation and 

future situation. 

1.3.13 Beyond the Transport Planning objectives, road safety is considered as part of any highway 

scheme to ensure that the safety needs of all users are being met.  

1.3.14 To ensure this is taken into account, two Road Safety Audits have taken place to inform key 

areas of road safety that the scheme should seek to improve. 

1.3.15 The Interim Road Safety Audit identified that a number of accidents involved drivers have not 

given sufficient space to cyclists, or that drivers have misjudged the speed of cyclists.  

1.3.16 This suggests that cyclists need better, more segregated space on Muller Road and that creating 

this should be an additional objective for the scheme.  

1.3.17 In addition, as identified elsewhere, Muller Road is near a relatively high number of schools and 

so the safety of schoolchildren is considered as part of the scheme (and is part of the reason 

behind several changes, such as additional pedestrian crossings and improved pedestrian and 

cyclist facilities). 

1.3.18 For the Muller Road project, the key deliverables of the project are the following improvements 

that will encourage more sustainable travel trips:- 

 Install new bus lanes –750m; 

 Improve existing bus stops – 10 no; 

 Undertake main junction signal improvements – 6 no; 

 Side road raised junction raised crossings and continuous footways – 4 no; 

 Improve or provide footways or paths – 745m; 

 Install new signal-controlled crossing facilities – 2 no; 

  Implement various road safety measures; 

 Install new lighting lanterns – 80 no; 

 Install BNET ducting – 1500m; and 

 Complete the above by March 2022. 

1.3.19 For the Stoke Park Path project, the key deliverables of the project are the following 

improvements that will encourage more active travel trips:- 

 Install a new all-weather accessible path – 2,075m;  

 Improve accessibility at a number of Park access points – 4 no; and 

 Complete the above by March 2022. 



 

1.3.20 The focus of the proposed bus improvements on Muller Road is on key bus routes connecting 

local wards with employment, education, health, retail and leisure opportunities. The proposed 

bus lanes will benefit the following existing services: 17, 24, 70, and 506. These services are run 

by First West of England and Bristol Community Transport. Collectively, they connect the local 

wards (Bishopston and Ashley Down, Horfield, and Lockleaze) with East Bristol, Southmead 

Hospital, Eastgate Retail Park, the city centre, employment zones and UWE in North Bristol and 

much of Southville and Bedminster. 

1.3.21 Improvements to bus services on Muller Road will particularly benefit residents of Lockleaze. 

The main bulk of Lockleaze only has vehicular access by three routes: Romney Avenue, 

Constable Road, and Bonnington Walk. Only Romney Avenue is a route towards Bristol city 

centre. Whilst Lockleaze residents are mainly reliant on the private vehicle to travel, Lockleaze 

also contains some of Bristol’s most deprived LSOAs, with some areas having low rates of car 

ownership. Improvements to bus services will, therefore, have a bigger impact on these areas 

with limited access to a car. In addition, as there are few routes out of Lockleaze, congestion has 

a comparatively larger impact (as there are few alternative routes to choose) meaning that the 

proposed bus improvements on Shaldon Road and Muller Road provide much-needed resilience 

for the bus service which will enable a greater share of residents to make use of the service 

reliably.  

1.3.22 These bus infrastructure connectivity improvements will benefit residents who live, shop or 

work on Muller Road, as well as those travelling to most other areas of Bristol. In addition, the 

proposed new secondary school on Romney Avenue (Trinity Academy) will benefit both from 

improved bus lane provision on Muller Road and the proposed peak-hour bus lane on Shaldon 

Road. 

1.3.23 With respect to Trinity Academy, a full Transport Review has been undertaken separate to this 

project to understand the impact on the highway network from the new school. The transport 

review sets out a full set of mitigations (separate to this project) with a total budget of approx. 

£1.4m.  

1.3.24 Muller Road is currently not well-used by cyclists, as it has very limited cycling infrastructure 

provision. However, the potential for greater use by cyclists is high, as it can provide an 

important connection between the existing Frome Greenway and Concorde Way routes, as well 

as a connector between major residential areas. 

1.3.25 The proposed Muller Road cycle infrastructure improvements have focused on connecting 

Muller Road to the strategic cycle network, with improved walking and cycling infrastructure 

proposed between Tackley Road (near the bottom of Muller Road) and the railway bridge 

located near the point where Concorde Way crosses over Muller Road. This will provide an 

orbital route for cyclists travelling from East Bristol, as well as linking two important commuter 

routes (the Frome Greenway and the Concorde Way). 

1.3.26 Currently, Muller Road is unappealing as a route for cyclists because of the high levels of traffic 

combined with significant elevation changes. Provision of an off-road track would mean that a 

much wider variety of cyclists would be able to use the route, as well as enabling commuter 



 

cyclists to use an efficient route to access employment hubs in North Bristol and in Bristol city 

centre. The finalised improved cycling provision is a direct response to consultation feedback, 

where over 20% of respondents described the original proposal as not good enough for cyclists. 

This also shows that there is a high latent demand for cycling improvements along Muller Road, 

suggesting that cycling numbers will improve if the infrastructure is improved.  

1.3.27 The cycle infrastructure improvements also tie into several other BCC aspirations. There is a 

project underway to investigate upgrading the Concorde Way between Muller Road and 

Constable Road to an entirely off-road walking and cycling route, linking in with potential new 

housing development and the new Trinity Academy secondary school. Improved cycling and 

walking provision on Muller Road is a key priority for the Trinity Academy leadership, to allow 

easy access to the school by sustainable means. 

1.3.28 Muller Road is an uninviting place for pedestrians – footways are narrow and junctions do not 

prioritise the pedestrian. The Muller Road project widens the footway along a significant stretch 

of Muller Road, between Tackley Road and the railway bridge. In addition, it is proposed that 

the equipment used at certain Muller Road junctions be upgraded to improve junction 

operation efficiency, including better pedestrian detection.  This will help pedestrians when 

crossing junctions. 

1.3.29 Improved pedestrian amenities are a key priority of both Fairfield School and Trinity Academy, 

to ensure that schoolchildren are safe when travelling to and from school.  In addition, the new 

supermarkets on Muller Road (Lidl, Aldi and Home Bargains) are key trip attractors and more 

appealing pedestrian routes can help encourage a reduction in the number of vehicles trips to 

these destinations. 

1.3.30 The Stoke Park Path proposal is a surfaced path between Romney Avenue (near Gainsborough 

Square) and Cheswick Village, with a potential additional connection to Sir John’s Lane (subject 

to budget), which provides a link to Lindsay Road and then up to Muller Road. This will provide 

improved connectivity from Lockleaze to Stapleton, Broomhill, and East Bristol. At present, 

there is no surfaced path through Stoke Park Estate from the Lockleaze side of the Estate 

towards East Bristol or a direct route around it. Stoke Park Estate is an impermeable area for 

less-abled people, the elderly, and almost all cyclists. Following existing topography, the 

majority of the proposed improved path has low gradients, making it accessible to many users. 

As well as providing a through route, the new path will help promote use of healthy leisure 

activities within the Park, which is recognised as being of benefit to wellbeing. 

1.3.31 The current walking or cycling route from Gainsborough Square to the M32 underpass is a 

circuitous 1.5 mile route on a mixture of main roads and off-road tracks. There is one existing 

surfaced path in Stoke Park Estate, running from the Dower House near Cheswick Village to the 

M32 underpass.  The improved Stoke Park Path would reduce this journey distance to 1.05 

miles, by use of the improved link between Romney Avenue and Cheswick Village and the 

existing path between Cheswick Village and the M32 underpass.  

1.3.32 The improved path links directly to a major housing development (on the former Romney House 

site, with approximately 200 dwellings proposed), and provides a link to another estimated 



 

1,000 new houses in Lockleaze being built in relatively close proximity to Stoke Park.  In 

addition, the path improves connectivity for local community and educational organisations. 

The Little Foxes Forest School provide outdoor tutoring in Stoke Park Estate; in meetings with 

the Little Foxes Forest School, specific issues were raised regarding access to the Estate, 

especially in the winter. The new Trinity Academy secondary school, with up to 1,200 students 

(subject to planning permission being granted), will be located within a five minute walk of the 

proposed path with a potentially wide walking and cycling catchment area. Several community 

buildings are located on the edge of Stoke Park near the proposed path. Figure 1.1 illustrates 

how the new path can improve local accessibility. 

  



 

 

Figure 1.4 Stoke Park Path – local accessibility 

1.3.33 The proposed path will improve the active travel network and help improve connectivity beyond 

Lockleaze.  Subject to funding and approvals, it is proposed to radically improve the existing 

Concorde Way route, which can be accessed via quiet streets from the new Stoke Park path. 

There will also be enabling works for the new Trinity Academy secondary school, to provide a 

link to the Concorde Way. Alongside the Concorde Way project, the new Stoke Park path will 

provide part of an orbital route allowing improved access to and from the Concorde Way and 

further afield, forming part of a connection to both Southmead Hospital, UWE Frenchay and 

Bristol Business Park.  Figure 1.2 shows wider accessibility. 

1.3.34 The Bristol 014 Census Area, which covers much of Lockleaze, shows a significant number of 

residents travelling to and from South Gloucestershire 017 (which includes UWE Frenchay and 

Bristol Business Park). Another large transport flow is from Bristol 014 is to Bristol City Centre. 

This data demonstrates a strong demand for linkages between the two areas and the potential 

benefits of greater permeability by active travel modes created by the new path.   



 

 

Figure 1.5 Stoke Park Path – wider connectivity 

  



 

1.4 Rationale for Public Intervention 

1.4.1 The West of England is currently failing to meet its economic potential.  Housing and economic 

growth is sluggish, in part due to the need for improved transport infrastructure. The draft 

(publication document 2017) West of England Joint Spatial Plan seeks to provide 105,500 new 

homes in the West of England to 2036. The Bristol Housing Strategy 2016 – 2020 has identified a 

need for the delivery of 33,000 new homes in Bristol between 2016 – 2036, with some 18,800 

being affordable. BCC owns land in the Lockleaze Ward that can enable the delivery of up to 

some 1,200 new homes, which forms part of BCC’s Lockleaze Housing Delivery Programme. 

Barriers to the delivery of new homes in Lockleaze can be overcome through targeted 

investment in Local Sustainable Transport Infrastructure.  

1.4.2 Transport modelling work using the GBATS4 (Greater Bristol Area Transport Study) SATURN 

model was commissioned in 2016 and sought to understand the level of impact the new 

development would generate (on the basis of 1,000 new homes) in the future year of 2021 and 

found that the local transport network, including Muller Road, (which is already subject to 

extending peak periods congestion) would be directly worsened if the above new development 

were to continue to exhibit the existing travel habits of the area.  Modelling shows some 7% 

increase on current traffic levels at sections of Muller Road. Increased congestion would have a 

detrimental impact upon bus journey times, thus reducing the attractiveness of public transport; 

would lead to worsening air quality on the congested routes of Filton Avenue and Muller Road; 

and would make it increasingly unpleasant for those wishing to travel by active modes (walking 

and cycling).  At present, cycling routes in this area rely largely on sharing road space with 

traffic, particularly for those travelling between Bonnington Walk and Muller Road as well as for 

those wishing to travel to / from east Bristol or further afield. There would also be a knock-on 

effect in that traffic would divert down more minor roads (Dovercourt Road / Downend Road) to 

avoid congestion, generating further negative environmental impacts in these areas. 

1.4.3 It is, therefore, considered more cost-effective and of greater benefit to new and existing 

residents to deal with the source of congestion in favour of dealing with its effects. Through the 

delivery of improved infrastructure of public transport, walking and cycling (Lockleaze lies within 

a comfortable cycling distance of both the city centre and the North Fringe), it is considered that 

the delivery of bus priority measures along major routes and the construction of safe and 

segregated cycle facilities in the area will contribute towards the delivery of sustainable 

development in this area through an increased take-up of public transport use and walking and 

cycling than would otherwise be the case. The LSTI scheme has been identified as appropriate 

mitigation to help accommodate the new development. 

1.4.4 A S106 Agreement with Lidl is in place that provides land and funding for the Muller Road/Ralph 

Road traffic signals that contributes to the Muller Road improvements.  However, further 

private funding for this LSTI project is considered difficult to achieve.  Most of the proposed 

housing delivery sites are ‘brownfield’ with specific challenges, and not all have positive residual 

values being constrained by financial viability issues due to infrastructure burden. Whilst the 

various development sites could be sold to the private sector, the sites would have different 

delivery timescales and varying levels of impact and appropriate mitigation measures, making it 



 

difficult to co-ordinate delivery of the large sustainable transport improvements deemed 

necessary.  It is, therefore, considered more appropriate for public sector funding to be 

obtained to deliver the LSTI in advance of most of the new housing. Such upfront funding and 

improvements are more likely to encourage private sector investment in the new housing 

developments and other development opportunities in the area, as well as enabling necessary 

Planning Permissions to be secured. 

1.4.5 Without additional sustainable transport infrastructure, this proposed level of development will 

not comply with Planning Policy requirements and, therefore, be unlikely to receive necessary 

Planning Consents.  BCC Transport Development Management has advised it is only able to 

support planning applications for significant housing growth and educational facilities in this 

area subject to the LSTI interventions taking place and at the right time. Where funds can be 

obtained from central or regional sources, this in turn reduces the burden upon delivery and will 

also contribute to greater development viability which can, in turn increase the proportion of 

affordable housing units that are possible to be delivered. Likewise, where Section 106 

obligations are reduced and infrastructure delivered early through a coordinated process, this 

has similarly been demonstrated in several locations to result in rapid delivery of housing, which 

is a key priority of both Central and Local Government. It should be noted that where a 

development site is owned by BCC, it is not possible for the Council to enter into a S106 

Agreement with itself, thereby limiting funding source opportunities and affecting the ability to 

phase the delivery of mitigation measures. 

1.4.6 If left to the private sector, most of the sites would remain underdeveloped due to 

infrastructure burden / public good improvements required. Hence, the reason for public sector 

intervention is to deliver improvements to the public good (local accessibility infrastructure) to 

enable housing development (and some new direct job creation), which will facilitate 

regeneration of Lockleaze area. 

1.4.7 Assessment by the Senior Project Manager responsible for the Lockleaze housing and Bristol City 

Council’s Head of Transport Development Management conclude that these works will allow the 

housing to proceed without additional publicly funded transport mitigation. 

1.4.8 Senior Project Manager Paul Owens (responsible for the Lockleaze Housing proposals) reports 

that the transport investment proposals contained within this bid are expected to address 

strategic and area-wide transport capacity issues and will sufficiently mitigate the transport 

impacts of development for future planning permissions to be granted. The development of 

some of the larger sites within Lockleaze however are expected to require the provision of 

access/estate roads within sites along with very localised investment (e.g./ site access 

improvements), the costs of which are expected to be borne by the developers. 

1.4.9 In addition, the written assessment of the Transport Development Team is that without 

interventions that enhance public transport, walking and cycling  - the peak hour congestion, 

likelihood of accidents and air quality on Shaldon Road / Muller Road / Filton Avenue and 

Gloucester Road would all be materially worsened by the additional traffic generated by these 

developments and therefore the scheme will struggle to achieve the Travel Plan mode shares 



 

and therefore not realise the sustainable development that local and national policy requires all 

new development to deliver. 

1.4.10 Section 1.3 sets out several aspects of Muller Road that will be affected by the proposed 

development, and the Muller Road aspect of the scheme has been geared towards mitigating 

these impacts. For example, proposed signals upgrades at Shaldon Road and at Glenfrome Road 

are key to improving traffic flow, identified through LinSig analysis and through observation on 

site. Shaldon Road acts as a bottleneck for traffic using Romney Avenue to exit Lockleaze, and 

upgrades to this junction will improve capacity for all road users.  

1.4.11 The Bristol City Council Public Transport team have identified desired results of the intervention: 

 Bus punctuality improvements: A 95% punctuality rate achieved (within window of tolerance 1.4.11.1

agreed with bus operators) by three years after scheme completion 

 Reliability: 99% of bus journeys will operate as scheduled (i.e., not be cancelled) 1.4.11.2

 Bus service improvements: Increase in number and quality of services on affected public 1.4.11.3

transport routes.  

 As part of the Bus Deal and forthcoming Bus Strategy, support the target of a 20% bus modal 1.4.11.4

share by 2031 (currently 9.6%).  

1.4.12 The above sets out a rationale why the LSTI scheme should receive public funding.  



 

1.5 Strategic Fit 

1.5.1 The Joint Local Transport Plan 2011-26 (JLTP3) provides the current transport policy framework 

for the West of England. A new JLTP is being prepared but not yet approved, hence this FBC 

relates to the current Plan and the LSTI scheme is consistent with the Plan’s goals to:- 

• Support economic growth;  
• Reduce carbon emissions; 
• Promote accessibility; 
• Contribute to better safety, security and health; and 
• Improve quality of life and a healthy natural environment. 

1.5.2 Most journeys within the West of England are local, but high levels of car use for local trips are a 

major cause of congestion and poor journey time reliability. Over two thirds of all journeys are 

under five miles, and more than half (55%) of these journeys are made by car, with a quarter of 

car journeys being less than two miles. These journeys contribute substantially to congestion 

and unreliability on existing networks. The potential benefit to the economy of the West of 

England from transforming local travel and reducing car use are substantial. The LSTI 

interventions will, by promoting active and sustainable travel, meet the JLTP3 objective of 

supporting economic growth. 

1.5.3 The local bus network plays a key role in supporting the spatial strategy of the West of England 

area. The Joint Transport Study (JTS) highlights the need to improve accessibility from 

residential areas to areas of employment through improved transport networks and 

acknowledges that current transport systems are inadequate to support future growth. 

Facilitating the movement of people is a key driver in enabling future economic growth and 

improving the competitiveness of the West of England, attracting investment and jobs to the 

region. 

1.5.4 The JTS recognises that car ownership levels in the West of England area are amongst the 

highest for city regions in the UK and that the modal share for bus transport is amongst the 

lowest. It follows, therefore, that there is an opportunity to encourage modal shift away from 

the private car towards more sustainable modes if these modes can be made more attractive. 

1.5.5 Reducing journey time delay and improving journey time reliability is important to retaining and 

growing bus patronage and bus lanes assist in this objective.  In addition, good quality 

pedestrian and cycle infrastructure helps encourage more trips by walking and cycling.  The JTS 

highlights the need to encourage more trips by sustainable modes of transport and the LSTI 

scheme is consistent with this aim.  

1.5.6 The Strategic Economic Plan places sustainable travel at the heart of its growth strategy for the 

Region.  The LSTI scheme will help support the regeneration of Lockleaze in Bristol, by 

introducing significant sustainable transport improvements in the area which will encourage 

both new and existing residents to use sustainable modes of travel.  The scheme will support 

both the local and business community by improving the sustainable travel choices for 

commuters and helping to ease congestion delays faced by bus services serving Lockleaze.  



 

1.5.7 The Bristol Development Framework Core Strategy (BCS) was adopted by BCC in June 2011. BCC 

has prepared the Bristol Development Framework (BDF), which is a series of documents that 

have replaced the previous Bristol Local Plan adopted in 1997.  The BCS is the primary document 

in the BDF and sets out the Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives looking forward to 2026, 

together with a Delivery Strategy. 

1.5.8 Policy BCS10: Transport and Access Improvements sets out development principles for 

consideration in all new development proposals and supports the delivery of strategic transport 

infrastructure and improvements to access in all areas of Bristol by public transport, walking and 

cycling. Policy BCS10 notes BCC will support the delivery of significant improvements to 

transport infrastructure to provide an integrated transport system, which improves accessibility 

within Bristol and the LSTI scheme is consistent with the policy. 

1.5.9 BCC’s Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Local Plan document has policies 

on sites that can be built on and sites that should be protected from development, as well as 

general policies to make sure development carried out in Bristol is good quality. Policy DM23: 

Transport Development Management sets out the transport and traffic considerations that 

development proposals should address. It seeks to ensure that new development is accessible 

by sustainable transport methods such as walking, cycling and public transport. It, therefore, 

helps to implement Core Strategy policy BCS10. 

1.5.10 The LSTI can also link with a number of other projects and initiatives that seek to improve 

sustainable transport options:- 

 Localised improvements, associated with individual development sites, such as the new Lidl 
development on Muller Road, via S106 and S278 agreements; 

 A new railway station at Ashley Down to be delivered as part of MetroWest Phase 2, which is 
adjacent to Muller Road, so provides link with sustainable travel improvements; 

 Other developments within Lockleaze, including new Aldi store and new Trinity Academy (a 
1,220 place secondary school to be built in Lockleaze), will benefit from the LSTI; 

 Broom Hill junction improvement and Broom Hill cycle route improvement that links an 
existing pedestrian and cycle route connecting with the new Stoke Park path; 

 New Stoke Park path has potential link with MetroBus, with its bus stops on Stoke Lane; 

 Other public transport infrastructure improvements, to help improve the reliability and 
attractiveness of the Bristol Bus Network;  

 Expansion and improvement of the Bristol Walking and Cycling Network;  

 Improvements to Stoke Park, as set out in its approved Conservation Management Plan;  

 A successful Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) bid by BCC Housing towards wider 
infrastructure improvements to support new Lockleaze housing; and 

 Other proposed transport improvements proposed in Lockleaze and surrounding areas, such 
as the Concorde Way Cycle Route improvement. 



 

1.6 Options Appraisal 

1.6.1 The LSTI scheme has been split into two construction delivery projects, for ease of 

implementation. An option generation and sifting process was undertaken for the LSTI scheme 

to identify recommended options to take for development and a summary is provided in 

Appendix 11. A simplified option development process was then undertaken for each project. 

1.6.2 As mentioned earlier, Lockleaze is quite constrained, in terms of transport access.  Hence, the 

key objective of the LSTI scheme is to unlock the delivery of new homes through the 

implementation of a range of sustainable transport infrastructure improvements that encourage 

more trips by walking, cycling and bus. As a result, high-level transport planning objectives of 

the scheme were set to be:-  

 TPO1 – Provide transport measures to support delivery of housing; 

 TPO2 – Improve attractiveness of public transport services; and 

 TPO3 – Increase the availability of accessible walking and cycling routes. 

1.6.3 For the LSTI scheme, the problem has been established as being the detrimental impact of new 

housing without some form of transport intervention. In order to address the problem, a 

number of potential options were identified, being 15 in number, including the ‘Do Nothing’ 

option. To inform the sifting process, the three transport planning objectives were established, 

which are specific to the scheme.  These were used, along with Strategic Case and Management 

Case elements, to sift the options.  From the 15 initial options, 9 were rejected at the initial 

sifting stage. 

1.6.4 The overall ‘Do Nothing’ option involves no delivery of transport infrastructure improvements 

by BCC to mitigate the new housing. The appraisal quickly concluded this option be rejected, as 

it is either likely to lead to significant increases in the use of private vehicles, either exacerbating 

existing congestion and air pollution or preventing proposed new housing development being 

delivered. It is also inconsistent with local, regional and national development and transport 

policies. 

1.6.5 The 4 remaining options were taken forward and assessed against Economic Case and Financial 

Case elements.  Whilst all 4 options passed the second stage, the assessment concluded there 

was merit in combining 3 options, impacting on Muller Road, into a single option.  The 4th option 

effectively related to Stoke Park.  The assessment concluded these options would form the LSTI 

scheme but be taken forward as separate projects for ease of development. 

1.6.6 Muller Road The Muller Road project has effectively considered the following options:- 

• Do Nothing option; 
• Do Minimum option; and 
• Do Something option. 

1.6.7 The ‘Do Nothing’ option involves no delivery of transport infrastructure improvements by BCC 

to mitigate the new housing. The appraisal concluded this option be rejected, as it is either likely 

to lead to significant increases in the use of private vehicles (exacerbating existing congestion 

and air pollution) or the prevention of proposed new housing development being delivered. It is 

also inconsistent with local, regional and national development and transport policies. 



 

1.6.8 The ‘Do Minimum’ option involves assessing new development on a site-by-site basis and 

identifying mitigation measures specifically for each individual site. S106 contributions required 

are expected to make many of the housing developments unviable or lead to a failure to deliver 

the required infrastructure. Given the varying sizes of the sites, this is likely to result in limited 

improvements to the local transport network, on a piecemeal basis. There would be limited 

opportunity to consider cumulative impact and more effective interventions. Likely increase in 

congestion would not be tackled effectively and many of the proposed housing developments 

would not be considered viable, due to associated infrastructure burden. Improvements would 

also tend to be delivered over a longer period, which would not encourage active travel from an 

early stage. Hence, it was concluded this option be rejected. 

1.6.9 The ‘Do Something’ option involves seeking to significantly improve sustainable transport 

infrastructure along Muller Road to make travel by bus, cycling or walking more attractive, such 

that it encourages both new and existing residents to limit the number of trips undertaken by 

private vehicles. New bus lanes would be a significant enhancement for improving bus journey 

time reliability on Muller Road. This is the core option being taken forward for development and 

business case submission, but is supported by improvements in bus stops and walking/cycling 

infrastructure. It will also align with any highway works required to support the proposed new 

Ashley Down rail station. 

1.6.10 An early alternative option considered the re-opening of the Romney Avenue bus gate to 

general traffic, in order to provide a second vehicular access in and out of Lockleaze. However, 

an assessment of this option concluded that it would tend to encourage trips by private vehicle 

and modelling demonstrated the link would encourage significant numbers of through traffic to 

pass through Lockleaze, exacerbating existing congestion levels.  Any new access road, for 

general traffic, would have a similar impact.  For these reasons, these options were rejected for 

not meeting scheme objectives. 

1.6.11 An initial feasibility design layout first considered an option with sections of both new 

northbound and southbound bus lanes. However, data analysis and input from a key bus 

operator suggested northbound delays were not as significant as southbound ones. An 

alternative option, therefore, focused on provision of southbound bus lanes, within a revised 

option. 

1.6.12 The extent of the initial feasibility design proposed bus lanes was also considered. At the north 

end of Muller Road, the bus lanes would have a greater impact on residential properties that 

have fewer alternative parking options.  As level of delay to buses is less at the north end, it was 

agreed, through internal consultation, to consider an alternative option that removed some 

sections of proposed bus lanes.  This alternative did include a section of new bus lane on 

Shaldon Road. 

1.6.13 The option appraisal also considered different operating periods for the proposed bus lanes, 

with weekday peak periods or 24-hour operation being the likely alternatives. Initially, peak 

period operation was proposed but 24-hour operation subsequently formed part of approved 

preliminary design, with the exception of peak period operation for Shaldon Road.   



 

1.6.14 The feasibility design layout initially proposed a section of new shared use path adjacent to the 

school playing fields and through the cutting section of Muller Road.  Alternative options 

considered (i) a revised shared use path alignment through the school playing fields, to allow for 

a section of carriageway widening and (ii) a wider segregated path. The revised shared use path 

alignment was subsequently included in the approved preliminary design and taken forward to 

public consultation. 

1.6.15 Both at an early stage and with a more detailed design, road safety has played a key part in 

ensuring that the design meets the safety needs of all users.  

1.6.16 At feasibility design stage, a Stage 1 Road Safety Audit took place that identified a number of 

potential issues with the design.  

1.6.17 Key issues included a lack of continuity of cycle provision both in general and at junctions, a 

preference for segregated cycling facilities rather than shared, poor bus passenger environment, 

and safety concerns regarding a combination of uphill on-road cycling and narrow traffic lanes.  

1.6.18 This report, alongside internal and external consultation, was a factor in a significant redesign of 

the scheme. 

1.6.19 Continuity of cycle provision has been significantly improved, with a high-quality route proposed 

from Tackley Road through to  the railway bridge, and a continuous bus and cycle lane from 

Elmcroft Crescent through to just before the Old Library. 

1.6.20 Segregation of cyclists from pedestrians has been established wherever possible on Muller 

Road, with this change necessitating a land purchase and redesign of the scheme near Fairfield 

Academy playing fields, and cyclists have also been provided with off-road provision wherever 

possible on inclines. 

1.6.21 Significant improvements will also take place on relevant bus stops, including Heath Road 

southbound bus stop that was specifically identified. 

1.6.22 In addition, a key improvement in road safety not identified by the Audit will take place at 

Shaldon Road junction. There is currently no pedestrian facilities to cross Muller Road on the 

western side of Shaldon Road, necessitating crossing both Shaldon Road and Muller Road to 

access Station Lane. 

1.6.23 With the upcoming Ashley Down station opening in 2022, this movement will become much 

more popular so the project has added pedestrian facilities here to enable a safe pedestrian 

crossing.  

1.6.24 Options relating to traffic management aspects have also been considered, which covered the 

following main proposals:- 

 Closure of east arm of Downend Road at junction with Muller Road or retention; 

 Number of one-ways on side roads or not; 

 Dropped kerb crossing points across side roads, with carriageway narrowing or raised 
junction tables; 

 Muller Road/Ralph Road junction – standard bus lane approach or bus gate facility; 



 

 Glenfrome Road – proposed right turn ban or not; and 

 Existing pedestrian crossing by Heath Road – removal or retention, with associated lane 
alterations. 

1.6.25 Following public consultation and an internal design review, the preferred option being taken 

forward includes the following main elements:- 

 Sections of new southbound bus lanes on Muller Road operating 24 hours; 

 A section of new bus lane on Shaldon Road operating Monday – Friday peak periods; 

 Improvement of bus stops, including boarding kerbs and some new shelters; 

 New waiting restrictions to help enforce effective operation of bus lanes; 

 Springfield Avenue closure to motorised vehicles, together with two additional side road 
closures; 

 New traffic signals at Muller Road/Ralph Road (being funded by Lidl S106 Agreement); 

 Two new Toucan crossings; 

 Retain existing Pelican crossing at Heath Road; 

 Upgrade and renew equipment at a number of existing signal-controlled junctions; 

 Linking of traffic signals; 

 Provision of segregated pedestrian/cycle route from Concorde Way through to Tackley Road; 

 A number of side road raised junction tables; and 

 New BNET ducting 

1.6.26 The Muller Road works would also include some carriageway resurfacing, anti-skid surfacing at 

approaches to traffic lights and tree replacement to compensate for those trees that need to be 

removed. No other works on Muller Road are deemed necessary at this time. 

1.6.27 Stoke Park The Stoke Park Path project has effectively considered the following options:- 

• Do Nothing option; 
• Do Minimum option; and 
• Do Something option. 

1.6.28 The ‘Do Nothing’ option involves no delivery of a new path by BCC and letting new residents use 

existing facilities.  Following appraisal this has been rejected, as it is considered the existing 

facilities are not of a sufficient quality or direct enough to encourage many new trips. 

1.6.29 The ‘Do Minimum’ option involves assessing new development on a site-by-site basis and 

identifying specific mitigation measures for each individual site. S106 contributions required are 

expected to make many of the housing developments unviable or fail to deliver the required 

infrastructure. Given the varying sizes of the sites, this is likely to result in limited improvements 

to the local walking and cycling network, on a piecemeal basis.  Such an approach would give 

limited opportunity to consider cumulative impact and more effective interventions.  

Improvements would also tend to be delivered over a longer period, which would not 

encourage active travel from an early stage. Hence, it was concluded this option be rejected. 

1.6.30 The ‘Do Something’ option involves a significant investment to create a good quality, accessible 

path that is more likely to encourage noticeably more active travel trips by residents of the new 

housing, existing residents, as well as from the wider Lockleaze area or further. This is the core 

option being taken forward for business case submission. This option will help facilitate housing 

development in this challenging area and also make Stoke Park more accessible for people with 



 

mobility impairments, events and emergency services and maintenance vehicles. It would help 

extend the pedestrian and cycle network within East Bristol. It also aligns with BCC’s MetroBus 

project, as the path would provide improved pedestrian access between Lockleaze and the 

MetroBus bus stops on Stoke Lane. 

1.6.31 A key requirement of any route was to link Romney Avenue with the Frome Valley Greenway, a 

strategic active travel route that passes under the M32 and runs north-south through the east 

area of Stoke Park, in order to enhance active travel access to East Bristol, south of the M32. 

Four route alignment options were considered at the feasibility stage. These options included 

use of existing routes as well as provision of new routes. 

1.6.32 One option considered the existing active travel route to the north of Stoke Park. This route runs 

adjacent to Longwood Meadows. It is called the UWE Link, as it connects the Concorde Way 

route with the UWE Frenchay Campus. Whilst it would provide a connection to the Frome Valley 

Greenway, it was not considered to be direct enough to satisfy the key requirement. Hence, this 

option was rejected for a preference to consider a route within Stoke Park. 

1.6.33 Three core routes were identified within Stoke Park that met the key requirement:- 

 Option 1 runs east-west and connects with the Frome Valley Greenway at Jellicoe Avenue; 

 Option 2 runs north-south, being the most direct to the Frome Valley Greenway at the M32 
Underpass; and 

 Option 3 runs generally north-south, also connecting with the Frome Valley Greenway at the 
M32 Underpass but via the west area of the Park. 

1.6.34 An assessment of the three options was undertaken. For Option 2, the steepness of the 

escarpment would make this difficult for many users to negotiate, especially people with 

mobility impairments and northbound cyclists. It would also require significant clearance of 

sections of woodland. The steepness of part of the route would present significant engineering 

and construction challenges that increase risks associated with the design. This route would 

most likely be considered to have a detrimental impact on the heritage landscape as it would be 

clearly visible from many of the important viewpoints. For these reasons, Option 2 was rejected. 

1.6.35 Option 3 was examined as its gradients are less severe than those in Option 2 and it does not 

require clearance of woodland. However, the gradients are still steeper than would be 

comfortable for most users with mobility impairments and most northbound cyclists. It would 

also have similar detrimental impacts on the landscape as Option 2. For these reasons, Option 3 

was rejected. 

1.6.36 Option 1 would tend to generally follow the alignment of an existing east-west path through 

Stoke Park, as it is direct. The existing path is mainly grass, except at the east end where there is 

a stone/earth vehicular route or an alternative gravel/earth path through a wooded area. Its 

gradients are less steep than those on Options 2 and 3. Widening and surfacing much of this 

existing path is considered a good solution, as the improvement would be consistent with 

objectives of the Stoke Park Conservation Management Plan (CMP), which is an important factor 

in terms of seeking planning consent. For these reasons, Option 1 was taken forward as the 

preferred alignment. 



 

1.6.37 The core alignment of Option 1 was selected to be from Romney Avenue access, between No 

262 and No. 270, running eastwards to the existing vehicular access track to the north of Barn 

Wood, with a possible north spur connecting with existing external path by Longwood 

Meadows. Sub-options for Option 1 were also developed. Option 1A was an alternative 

alignment at the east end through Barn Wood that would avoid the need to use a section of 

Jellicoe Avenue. Option 1D is an extension of Option 1 to the west to connect with Sir John’s 

Lane, providing an off-road link to Muller Road.  Affected park entry points would also be 

upgraded to improve access for people with mobility impairments and cyclists. 

1.6.38 Following public consultation and an internal design review, the preferred Option being taken 

forward is a combination of Option 1 and Option 1D.  The path through the park will not have 

lighting, after consideration of detrimental ecological and visual impacts. This is consistent with 

the existing accessible path. 

1.6.39 The focus of the Stoke Park project is the provision of the path. Its implementation may include 

installation of a number of bird/bat boxes, new seats, information boards and 

litter/recycling/dog bins. Provision of these additional items is subject to agreement with BCC 

Parks, whilst provision of the bird/bat boxes is likely to be a condition of planning consent. 



 

1.7 Environmental Sustainability Considerations 

1.7.1 The main environmental impacts of the LSTI scheme are as follows:- 

 Long-term positive impacts: investment in, and promotion of, sustainable transport 
measures resulting in fewer new car journeys and associated emissions. 

 Short-term negative impacts: the use of fuels and materials for construction and associated 
production of waste. 

1.7.2 The Muller Road project will have a number of sustainability benefits, including the following:- 

 Replacement of existing street lighting lanterns with new, more efficient lanterns, reducing 

power consumption; 

 Replacement of existing traffic lights and controller equipment, extending the operational life 

of on-street hardware; 

 Linking of traffic lights at a number of junctions to allow for better remote monitoring and 

control, thereby reacting quicker to instances of traffic delay, thereby helping to reduce 

emissions; 

 Upgraded equipment results in a reduction of the number of site visits and servicing, which 

have fuel and CO2 benefits by reducing vehicle mileage; 

 Implementation of some small-scale sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDs) to improve 

treatment of surface water run-off; 

 Better management of bus services on Muller Road, which will have emissions benefits; and 

 A tree replacement plan of providing two or three new trees for each existing tree that 

requires removal. 

1.7.3 The Stoke Park Path project will have a number of sustainability benefits, including the 

following:- 

 Path specification designed to significantly reduce impact on historic carriage drive, which is 
of archaeological interest; 

 A tree replacement plan of providing two or three new trees for each existing tree that 
requires removal; and 

 A path surface material specification that permits sourcing from local suppliers, thereby 
helping to reduce delivery mileage and associated emissions. 

1.7.4 Providing and promoting sustainable modes of travel improves the resilience of the transport 

network due to reduced reliance on private motor transport. This helps reduce consumption of 

non-renewable fossil fuels and contributes to improvements in air quality. 

1.7.5 The LSTI scheme can contribute to the growth in bus passenger numbers. Bus patronage in the 

West of England is growing, bucking a national trend of decline, and the importance of public 

transport will continue to grow against the backdrop of addressing future growth in the West of 

England, as set out in the JTS, including tackling traffic congestion and addressing poor air 

quality. 

1.7.6 The majority of the above impacts and benefits cannot be readily quantified, modelled easily or 

any monetary value established without more detailed analysis, which is not considered 

necessary or appropriate for the type and size of this scheme. They can be considered as 

providing wider benefits to the delivery of the LSTI scheme, over and above core impacts.  It is 



 

these core impacts that have been assessed and, where appropriate, have been included within 

the Economic Case or the Monitoring and Evaluation Plan. 

1.7.7 Non-statutory environmental appraisals (EA) have been undertaken for (i) Muller Road 

Improvements and (ii) Stoke Park Path.  The appraisals conclude that, overall, the projects have 

a positive impact on the environment.  A summary note covers the combined effect of the LSTI 

scheme and has a similar conclusion. The EAs and Summary Note are included in Appendix 3. 

1.7.8 The Lockleaze Regeneration proposal was the subject of a BCC Cabinet Report in March 2018. 

An Ecology Impact Assessment (EcoIA) was prepared, with input from the BCC Environment 

Team. The EcoIA (Appendix 3) concluded the net effects of the regeneration proposals are 

mixed but will have positive aspects in the provision of sustainable travel infrastructure and 

efficient housing provision. 



 

1.8 Equality and Diversity Impact Assessment 

1.8.1 Whilst cars are well used, access levels to a private car are lower in Lockleaze than the Bristol 

average, according to 2011 census data. The average number of cars per household is 1.01, 

compared to the Bristol average of 1.04. 70.4% of households in Lockleaze have access to a car, 

compared to the 71% Bristol average. Car availability in Lockleaze ranks 23rd out of the 

34 wards in Bristol. 

1.8.2 The Bristol Quality of Life survey asks the question “Do transport issues stop you from getting 

involved in your community?” Overall, 9.3% of Bristolians responded ‘Yes’ to this question, 

while 11.7% of Lockleaze residents did so. This above-average response demonstrates the 

opportunity to improve transport in the area. In addition, 17.6% of Lockleaze residents 

responded that they take the bus to work, above the Bristol average of 15.6%, showing that bus 

improvements will have a disproportionately positive effect on the area.  

1.8.3 The percentage of people in Lockleaze responding “Yes” to the question “Do you visit Bristol’s 

parks and green spaces at least once a week?” was 49.6%, just below the Bristol average of 

49.7%. This shows that, despite Stoke Park occupying nearly a third of Lockleaze Ward, residents 

are not visiting or transiting through it, unlike other wards with a park very close by: Windmill 

Hill is similarly close to Victoria Park with a “Yes” response of 65.2%. Improvements to 

accessibility and improving the path through the park will increase use of Stoke Park Estate. 

1.8.4 Improvements to bus services and active travel infrastructure enhances access to travel and 

employment opportunities for those without access to a car, who currently represent 

approximately 30% of Bristol households, focussed in more deprived wards or those with more 

specific requirements 

1.8.5 The Muller Road project includes improvements to bus stops, new raised junction tables and 

new or enhanced signal-controlled crossing facilities.  This will improve local conditions for 

disabled users. 

1.8.6 The Stoke Park Path project involves creation of an accessible path through the park that 

improves access to the existing wider active travel path network linking various destinations. 

This, together with access improvements at affected entry/exit locations, will improve 

conditions for various groups of disabled users, especially those with mobility impairments. 

1.8.7 The Stoke Park Path project also improves access into the park itself for disabled users. There 

are recognised health benefits (both physically and mental well-being) from spending time in 

open green space. 

1.8.8 Separate BCC equality impact assessments have been completed for both projects and accepted 

by the BCC Equality Team. Some of the identified benefits in the equality impact assessments 

are those being delivered by the LSTI scheme. Where appropriate, benefits have been included 

within the Economic Case evaluation. Copies of the assessments are included in Appendix 4. 

1.8.9 A BCC Cabinet report, regarding LSTI funding, was presented to Cabinet on 6 March 2018. An 

associated BCC Equalities impact assessment (EqIA), being Appendix E to the Cabinet report, 



 

concluded that sustainable transport improvements can be expected to benefit citizens with 

protected characteristics. A copy of this EqIA is included in Appendix 4. 

 

  

  



 

2 Economic Case 

2.1 Introduction   

2.1.1 The Economic Case presents an overview of the economic impacts appraised for the Lockleaze 

Development Transport Improvements (LTSI) in Bristol. BCC is of the view that delivery of 1,200 

new dwellings by 2030/31, as part of the BCC’s Lockleaze Housing Programme, would impact on 

traffic flows in the area leading to increased journey times and air quality deterioration, in the 

absence of any interventions. Within this context, BCC is of the view that planning approvals for 

the housing developments will not be granted. By providing sustainable transport 

improvements it will alleviate the existing congestion on the local highway network and increase 

network resilience. Further, the provision of active travel infrastructure to the public highway 

will encourage new and existing residents to travel by sustainable modes rather than the private 

motorised vehicle. In particular, the package of transport measures includes:- 

 Improvements in the Muller Road corridor by the provision of new bus lanes, new/upgraded 2.1.1.1

bus stops and shelters, improved/new footways , new/improved crossing facilities, junction 

operation improvements, new lighting lanterns, provision of segregated pedestrian/cycle 

route, new traffic signals, linking of traffic signals; and  

 The provision of an all-weather accessible path for active travel into and through Stoke Park 2.1.1.2

Estate from Romney Avenue to the M32 underpass, to form a link with 

Broomhill/Frenchay/Stapleton. 



 

2.2 Economic Appraisal 

2.2.1 This section gives a brief summary of the economic impacts related to the sustainable transport 

improvements in Lockleaze, the costs of the scheme and the Value for Money of the 

investment. 



 

2.3 Impacts Appraised 

2.3.1 The following conventional impacts have been appraised across the Lockleaze area as part of 

this analysis:- 

 Transport user benefits related to bus users’ journey time benefits and decongestion, taking 2.3.1.1

into account a range of highway network improvements planned for improved operation of 

buses; 

 Transport user benefits related to bus facilities provision according to WebTAG data book; and  2.3.1.2

 Active Mode using DfT’s active mode toolkit as per Tag Unit A5.1. 2.3.1.3

 The following wider benefits have been appraised following the West of England LEP’S guidance, 
as well as other relevant guidance:- 

 Construction Stage jobs and GVA impacts; 2.3.1.4

 Operational Stage gross jobs and GVA enabled impacts; 2.3.1.5

  Operational Stage gross homes enabled1; and 2.3.1.6

 Operational stage Land Value Uplift (LVU) enabled impacts.2 2.3.1.7

2.3.2 In relation to the junction improvements and other traffic calming measures, BCC is of the view 

that these improvements will be delivered to ensure that the highway network operates at least 

at the current level following the delivery of the homes and other elements of the LSTI. Hence, it 

was not deemed not necessary by BCC to model the benefits associated with these network 

improvements. 

2.3.3 Following a review of the scheme costs, WECA and HIF funding of £3.3m and £3.6m, 

respectively, will now be used to deliver the LSTI scheme. This analysis assumes that only the 

homes enabled and resultant LVU needs to be apportioned between HIF and WECA funds. This 

is because the successful HIF bid, which includes investment into LSTI and other complementary 

infrastructure (£6.7 million total HIF funding, including £1.185 million for LSTI), explicitly claims a 

pre-determined number of the dwellings at Lockleaze. Given that the HIF bid has not included 

the quantification of the other economic benefits presented in this case, it has been assumed 

that all of these can be attributed to WECA. 

                                                           
1
 Lockleaze development has successfully obtained HIF funding, bid number: HIF/MV/000371. As part of this, a 

proportion of the homes enabled by the scheme have been attributed to HIF funding already.  
2
 This has been presented as an illustrative impact, as no formal dependent development test has been 

undertaken as per TAG Unit A2.2 requirements.  



 

2.4 Value for Money 

2.4.1 The following Value for Money indicators are presented in the last section of the Economic 

Case:- 

 Benefit-to-Cost Ratio (BCR) in 2010 prices and values. It is presented as the level 1 BCR 2.4.1.1

considering only Transport User; and  

 Cost per home (gross costs vs gross impacts); and 2.4.1.2

 Cost per job (gross costs vs operational stage jobs enabled). 2.4.1.3

2.4.2 In the absence of any formal dependents development3 tests which follow the requirements 

outlined in TAG UNIT A2.2, the LVU has been presented as an illustrative attributable benefit. 

Hence, a level 3 BCR has not been generated for this scheme.  

2.4.3 A detailed methodology including assumptions and the assessment of the impacts is presented 

in the Economics Forecasting Technical Note in Appendix 5. 

                                                           
3
 Please note the recently approved HIF bid, despite lack of dependent development tests, recognises that almost 

all the new development (barring the 100 units which are considered as  deadweight) in Lockleaze is “dependent”  



 

2.5 Present Value of Costs  

Funding break down 

2.5.1 As per Table 2.1, the total scheme costs are estimated to be £7,739,200 (2019 prices). The 

sections following this provide a more detailed breakdown of the costs. It should be noted that 

HIF funding of £3,600,000 (2019 prices) will contribute to the delivery of the LSTI improvements. 

This £3,600,000 (2019 prices) is part of a wider pool of HIF funding (£6,686,000) that has been 

awarded to Lockleaze to contribute towards delivery of LSTI and implement complementary 

infrastructure to enable development. 
 

Table 2.1 Funding strategy 

Description  Costs (2019 prices)  

Total scheme costs (may not sum due 

to rounding) 

£7,739,200 

Lidl Section 106 – delivery 

phase 

£184,375 

S106 PT infrastructure – 

delivery phase  

£40,000 

HIF contribution – delivery 

phase 

£3,600,000 

WECA request (rounded) – 

delivery phase  

£3,350,000 

WECA development funding – 

development phase  

£569,200 

Development phase: 

2.5.2 The development phase includes design work, consultation, obtaining various statutory 

consents and preparing the OBC and FBC. The development phase expenditure is allocated 

against (i) design, (ii) consultation, (iii) consents, (iv) business case development; and (v) project 

management. The total costs relating to this phase were £569,200 (2019 prices). 

Delivery phase: 

2.5.3 The delivery phase includes (i) procurement, (ii) any subsequent design changes, (iii) completion 

of TROs, (iv) construction, (v) supervision, (vi) communications/PR and (vii) project 

management, which tend to be based on percentages of the build cost. The total costs across 

the delivery phase are £7,170,000 in 2019 prices. These costs include a contingency of £734,000 

which has been derived from a QRA. Of the £7.2m costs (2019 prices) which £3,600,000 (2019 

prices) is HIF funding. 



 

Present Value of Costs 

2.5.4 As the costs associated with the development phase have already been occurred only the costs 

associated with the delivery phase have been considered when generating the PVC.  

2.5.5 Following WebTag guidance for generating the PVC, applying the GDP deflator (WebTag 

Databook May 2019), relevant discount factor and an Optimism Bias of 15% the costs associated 

with the delivery phase amount to £5,024,057 (2010 prices and values).  

2.5.6 Adopting a similar methodology for developer contributions generates an estimated 

contribution of £154,677 in (2010 prices and values).  As per WebTag guidance, developer 

contribution should be excluded from the  costs to generate the public account costs and 

subsequently the PVC. 

2.5.7  Deducting the private developer contribution from the delivery phase cost of £5,024,057 (2010 

prices and values)  generates a Present Value of Costs of of £4,869,380, (2010 prices and 

values). 



 

2.6 Transport User Benefits 

This section presents a summary of the various economic benefits appraised from estimation of 
the scheme’s level 1 BCR.  



 

2.7 Bus users’ journey time benefits 

Overall, the improvements to Muller Road will improve journey times for buses on this 
important link in the highway network, alleviating highway congestion for buses in the short- 
and long-term. This will reduce delays, thereby making bus use more attractive to both new and 
existing users, especially residents of the proposed new housing in Lockleaze. Lockleaze is 
currently served by three main vehicular access routes, thus provision of the bus improvements 
will have a significant impact on areas that have less access to cars.  

Increasing bus use provides economic benefits and helps to encourage fewer private vehicle 
trips and lower vehicle emissions than would otherwise have been generated by new 
development, thus delivering a positive environmental impact and improving the sustainability 
of the road network. 

Bus users included in the assessment are based on benefits realised by bus passengers in 
improved journey times from priority measures, as well as benefits from enhanced facilities at 
bus stops (which discussed further in the next section). To assess the amount of time saved by 
bus priority measures, a combination of data and modelling sources have been used, including 
bus timetables, real-time bus data and traffic flow and journey time data. In particular, series of 
LinSIG models of key junctions have been used to determine delays that could be avoided with 
the implementation of bus lanes. It is notable that the LinSIG analysis indicated that there would 
be no detriment to other traffic as a result of implementing the bus priority measures. 

This analysis has been applied to journey times identified from bus timetables and real-time bus 
information, Strat-e-GIS journey time data and the GBATS4 multi-modal model. Initial bus trip 
numbers have also been identified from GBATS4, augmented with an allowance for new bus 
trips generated by Lockleaze housing developments. Benefits from new trips generated as a 
result of journey time enhancements and existing trips benefiting from faster journeys are 
monetised using indices from the WebTAG Databook (November 2018), being assessed over a 
standard 60-year appraisal period and discounted to 2010 prices and values. The resulting 
benefit is £0.881m (2010 prices and values).4 It should be noted that benefit figure of £0.881m 
(2010 prices and values) is based on delivery of 1,100 dwellings. However, when only 
considering dwellings the 728 dwellings “more than likely5” to be delivered, this benefit reduces 
to £0.846m (2010 prices and  values). BCC’s planning team have confirmed that 728 dwellings 
are more than likely to be delivered given their status in the planning process.  

                                                           
4
 Note that all present values of costs and benefits are in 2010 prices and values 

5
 The definition of more than likely has been adopted from WebTag TAG Unit M4. 



 

2.8 Congestion related benefits 

New bus trips generated by the improved travel conditions along Muller Road that drive bus 
journey time benefits also generate decongestion benefits, as these are assumed to include trips 
that would otherwise have travelled by car.  

To calculate the benefit accrued, the marginal economic cost of congestion approach has been 
used (as suggested in WebTAG unit A2.2 and set out in unit A5.4). This starts by estimating the 
change in car kilometres, based on understanding the number of additional bus trips, and the 
proportion of bus users that would otherwise be car users, making an allowance for trip growth 
over time. The marginal economic costs of congestion can then be applied to the amount of car 
kilometres saved, and discounted over the standard 60-year appraisal period to generate a 
present value. The WebTAG Databook (November 2018) provides parameters to define the 
marginal economic cost per car kilometre saved, as well as the de facto transfer from car to bus. 
The resulting benefit is £0.295m (2010 prices and values). This benefit relates to the delivery of 
1,100 dwellings. When considering only the 728 “more than likely” dwellings, this benefit is an 
estimated £0.284m (2010 prices and values). 



 

2.9 Bus Stop Improvement Benefits6  

Three types of bus shelter improvements have been proposed: Provision of RTPI (Real Time 
Passenger Information) technology at thirteen shelters; the creation of two new bus shelters; 
and ten new raised kerbs at bus stops.  

To calculate the benefits of these improvements bus stop boarding data from BCC was 
distributed evenly across the bus stops being improved. The boardings at each bus stop was 
applied to the journey time savings that would arise from the improvements proposed, 
providing an annual measure of the benefits in terms of time.  

To monetise the journey time savings, values of time for business, commuting and other trips 
were obtained from WebTag Databook (November 2018). 

Once the yearly benefits were monetised a discount of 3.5% was applied to each year, to 
calculate the yearly benefits as they would be perceived in 2010. Summing over the years gave 
an estimate of the total benefits from these proposals at£2.30m (2010 prices and values) over a 
20 year appraisal period.. 

 The data needed for the calculations discussed above was taken, primarily, from the WebTag 
Databook. See the technical note for full details of references and calculations.  
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 The Council is of the view that the bus boardings following these improvements will increase. Assessments of 

these benefits adopt a conservative approach by estimating the benefits relating to existing bus users only.   



 

2.10 Active Mode Benefits  

Active mode benefits related to walking and cycling infrastructure provision along Muller Road 
and Stoke Park as part of the LSTI have been assessed and monetised through DfT’s Active Mode 
Toolkit. The proposals include an improved hard surfaced path through the Stoke Park,  
complemented with additional walking and cycling measures at Muller Road such as dropped 
kerbs, widening of the footway, improved safety at crossings and provision of new lighting. The 
beneficiary groups included in the analysis are: existing commuters in the Lockleaze Ward, new 
commuters related to new housing development and pupils accessing the primary and 
secondary schools in the area, as well as UWE students. Present Value of Benefits (PVB) is 
presented in 2010 prices and values in this section. 



 

2.11 Existing commuters 

2.11.1 Through the proposed improvements, it is envisaged that a mode shift would occur amongst 

current commuters, with more individuals cycling and walking to work as a result of the scheme. 

Current numbers of cyclist and walkers are estimated based on Census data for the Lockleaze 

area. The scheme will generate health user benefits and reduced absenteeism, and other 

impacts monetised within the active mode toolkit.  

2.11.2 The Lockleaze Statistical Ward Profile report (2017) contains within it data relating to the 

Quality of Life Survey (2015) for both Bristol and Lockleaze. The survey results indicate that 11% 

of the respondents travel to work by bicycle whilst 15% of individuals walk to work. The shares 

of active mode are lower in comparison to that of the Bristol  average. The survey suggests that 

15% of individuals cycle to work and 19% of individuals walk to work in the wider Bristol area.  

2.11.3 As part of this scheme, attractive active mode infrastructure been proposed. The analysis 

assumes that delivery of active mode infrastructure along Muller Road and Stoke Park will 

increase the share of active mode to that in line with the Bristol average. This would see a 36% 

increase in the number of current cyclists and a 27% increase in the number of pedestrians 

commuting to work.  

2.11.4 Case studies indicate that through the provision of attractive active mode infrastructure an 

uplift in cycling ranging from 11% - 200% 7 can be achieved, whilst an uplift in the number of 

pedestrians of up to 96%8 can be achieved. This indicates that the uplift figures adopted for this 

analysis are conservative. These can be seen in Table 2.2. 
 

Table 2.2 Uplift in Cycling and Walking through infrastructure provision 

Location Intervention Percentage uplift 

Manchester Cycle route provision on 

Wilmslow Road and Oxford 

Road 

An increase of 11% on Oxford Road 

Wilmslow Road, 86% increase after 12 months 

and then 103% after two years 

London Two major cycle routes 200% increase on the east-west route and 

124% on the north-south route 

Leeds to Bradford 14 mile cycle route  51% increase in the first year and a further 

26% increase in the following year 

Cambridge Provision of two cycle routes 

into the city centre 

20-30% 

London Improvement to walking 

routes 

98% 

2.11.5 Applying the uplift in active mode travel as a result of the provision of new infrastructure 

generates an estimated PVB of £9,158,806(2010 prices and values) across 20-year appraisal 

period.  

                                                           
7
 Further details on the case studies are presented within the economic forecasting note accompanying this 

economic case.  
8
 See above 



 

2.12 Primary and secondary school pupils 

 

Figure 2.1 Map of primary and secondary schools 

2.12.1 Overall, the improvements to Muller Road and the new shared path through Stoke Park will 

allow easy access to school by sustainable means. LSTI is a key priority for the Trinity Academy 

leadership, for the local communities and educational organisations as outlined in the Strategic 

Case. 

2.12.2 The analysis of school trips has been undertaken across a 20-year appraisal period , taking into 

account the type of improvements that have been proposed.  

2.12.3 The analysis is based on the Age Structure data from Census to identify the children between 4 

and 11 years old (primary school pupils) and between 12 and 16 years old (secondary school 

pupils). The Travel to School section of the National Travel Survey (2014) indicates the 

percentage of pupils who are accessing schools by active mode. The survey shows that across 

England an average of 2% of primary school pupils cycle to school whilst 46% walk. Whilst for 

secondary school pupils on average 3% cycle to school and 38% walk to school. Table 2.3 sets 

out the uplifts. 

 
Table 2.3 Uplift in Cycling and Walking through infrastructure provision for schools 

Author Intervention Percentage uplift 

Osborne (2006) Bike it – intensive programme Percentage of daily cyclists increased 

from 3.9% to 11.3% 

Walk to School (2015) LSTF supported living street co-

ordinators to work intensively with 

Primary school children walking 



 

schools to identify and tackle physical 

barriers on routes to school. This 

included provision of infrastructure.  

increased by 23% 

Secondary school children walking 

increases by 12% 

Sustrans (2007) Bike it programme Daily cycling to school increased from 

between 5%-25% 

2.12.4 The provision of the active mode infrastructure on Muller Road and Stoke will encourage more 

primary and secondary school children to walk and cycle to the local schools. Case study 

evidence demonstrates that cycling intensive programmes assist. 

2.12.5 For this analysis, post-delivery of the attractive active mode measures, the proportion of 

primary school children cycling is estimated at 2.4% and the proportion of pupils walking is 48%. 

This is based on a 20% increase in the number of children cycling and walking to school. The 

change represents a conservative 2.5% increase in active modes for primary school children. 

2.12.6 Likewise, post-delivery of the active mode infrastructure on Muller Road and Stoke Park, the 

proportion of secondary school children cycling is estimated at 3.6% and the proportion of 

pupils walking is 46%.  This is estimated on the basis of a 20% increase in the number of children 

cycling and 5% walking to school. A 5% uplift has been applied for the number of children 

walking to school as the current levels of children walking to school are high. This represents an 

8% increase in the share of active modes for the secondary school children.  

2.12.7 The main part of the benefits captured is related to reduced risk of premature death and 

improved journey ambience. DfT’s Active Mode Appraisal Toolkit suggests school trips through 

the improved shared walking and cycling path in Stoke Park and Muller Road can deliver a 

present value of benefits of £618,465 (2010 prices and values) for primary school pupils and 

£953,591 (2010 prices and values) for secondary school pupils across a twenty-year appraisal 

period . 



 

2.13 University student trips (UWE) 

2.13.1 The analysis of university students has been undertaken across a 20-year appraisal period , 

considering the type of improvements that have been proposed.  

2.13.2 The analysis is based on the Travel Plan produced for students and staff by the University. A 

Cordon Travel Survey performed in 2011 indicated that there were an average of 6,238 arrivals 

from outside the campus every day. The survey also indicated that 70% of the people 

commuting were students and 30% staff. The proportion of cyclists were around 3% and around 

11% were pedestrians. The provision of active mode infrastructure on Muller Road and Stoke 

Park will help to increase the sustainable mode share of students, contributing to one of the 

main objectives of the Travel Plan.  

2.13.3 The scheme consultation undertaken by BCC demonstrates that both students and staff are 

supportive of the proposed link to UWE. A few excerpts from the consultation in favour of the 

path linking to UWE have been presented below.  

1. “ The proposed routes will help to incentivise active travel in the area and provide great 

connections to existing walking and cycling routes and organisations such as UWE. If further 

funding is available, option 1D would provide even more connections to Stoke Park.  I think the 

barriers should be as open as possible. I understand that people may have concerns with 

scooters but i feel that access should not be compromised by having obstructive A frame 

barriers. It's vitally important that citizens with mobility issues can access Bristol's green 

spaces.” 

2. “It would be great to not have the massive puddle of water by the M32 Underpass when it rains. 

Greater connectivity from Stapleton Village to the park to avoid having to walk past Colston's 

School and down the B4058/Park Road with the congested road and narrow pavements would 

also be lovely (but appreciate not part of this proposal). Minimising motorbikes in the park 

would be helpful. Having more that one entrance/exit in the same place would help avoid 

pedestrians and cyclists creating a bottle neck.” 

3. I'd love to see a better connection to UWE. Combined with the option 1D, this would make for a 

very attractive cycle path for all the students/staff who live in South Lockleaze, St Werburghs, 

Ashley Down, and who today use Concorde way (which is ok but not great. Cycling through the 

park is straighter and much more pleasant).” 

2.13.4 Based on geospatial analysis of travel patterns, it was determined that the baseline catchment 

area contains 20% of the student population. The catchment area was defined through the 

mapping of UWE’s Travel Pattern data. The mapping identified  the individuals that were 

travelling in the vicinity of Muller Road/Stoke park to get to the University. This area was 

cordoned off as the catchment area, with the assumption that improvements to Muller Road 

and Stoke Park would encourage existing and additional staff/students to use the active mode 

infrastructure provided. It was assumed that their current travel patterns are consistent with 

the overall student sample. 

2.13.5 Post-intervention, the travel patterns for the students in the catchment will change resulting in 

higher levels of active mode use to travel to the university. In particular, it was assumed that the 

intervention will result in a mode shift of 10% within the catchment area only. This translates to 



 

5% mode shift from other modes to pedestrians, increasing the baseline percentage point from 

11% to 16%. Similarly, 5% mode shift to cyclists, increasing the baseline percentage point for 

cycling activity from 3% to 8% in the catchment area only. The figures are summarised in Table 

2.4. 

            

Table 2.4 Demand estimation for UWE students 

 
Modes 

 
Cordon 
Travel 
Survey 

(sample) 

  
 

Students in 

catchment 

area  

Pre-intervention 
users 

Post-intervention users 

 
Students 
(70%) Share 

Baseline -
catchment 

Share 
(+5%) 

Additional 
users - 

catchment 
Total  

Walking 
6238 

 
4367 

873 
11% 96 16% 44 140 

Cycling 3% 26 8% 44 70 

The improvements will generate benefits to existing and new students getting to university by 
these modes. DfT’s Active Mode Appraisal Toolkit suggests that the LSTI can deliver a present 
value of benefits of £818,872 (2010 prices and values) across a twenty-year appraisal period. 
The benefits generated are as a result of mode shift, health and journey quality improvements.  



 

2.14 Summary of active mode benefits 

The total Present Value of Benefits in 2010 prices and values across the five groups of users is of 
£11.5m (2010 prices and values). Table 2.5 indicates that the major portion of benefits are 
associated with reduced risk of premature death and reduced absenteeism, reduced network 
congestion, and improved journey ambience. 

 

Table 2.5 Value of Benefits 

Impact 

Drivers 

Estimates, present value in 2010 prices £ 000’s                 Total 

Existing 

commuters 

Primary 

School 

Secondary 

School 

UWE 

students  

Congestion benefit 164.16 4.68 22.6 49.25 240.69 

Accident 46.50 1.33 6.4 13.95 68.18 

Local Air Quality 0.20 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.3 

Noise 3.1 0.09 0.43 0.93 4.55 

Greenhouse Gases 8.26 0.24 1.14 2.48 12.12 

Reduced risk of 

premature death 
3748.36 138.91 286.85 587.83 4761.95 

Absenteeism 2689.29 0 0 0.00 2689.29 

Journey Ambience 2530.69 474.12 640.52 173.89 3819.22 

Indirect Taxation -31.73 -0.9 -4.37 -9.52 -46.52 

PVB 9,159 618.47 953.59 818.87 11550 

 



 

2.15 Construction Stage Impacts  

Job creation resulting directly from the construction phase can be estimated by applying a best 
practice benchmark of £97,5319 (2019 prices) per full-time equivalent (FTE) to the construction 
stage related expenditure of £ £6,036,000 (2019 prices). This excludes contingency.  Based on 
the scheme costs, the project is expected to create 72 FTE jobs during the construction phase. 

2.15.1 Direct GVA 

 Direct GVA can be estimated through the application of best practice turnover to GVA 2.15.1.1

benchmarks. Following a turnover-led approach, a turnover to GVA ratio of 0.5 is applied to 

total design costs of £869,200 (2019 prices) generating a GVA uplift of £484,600 (2019 prices). 

These benchmarks were obtained from West of England’s LEP (WoE) impact guidance note. 

Adopting a similar approach, a 0.4 turnover to GVA ratio is applied to the construction 

expenditure, converting £6,036,000 (2019 prices) in construction turnover to £2,414,400 (2019 

prices) in GVA uplift. This results in an overall direct GVA uplift of £2,899,000(2019 prices) for 

the construction stage. 

2.15.2 Indirect Jobs Creation 

 During the construction phase, indirect job creation will occur through a multiplier effect that 2.15.2.1

impacts on the wider economy in two ways: 

 Through increase in expenditure by construction firms within their supply chain; and 2.15.2.2

 Through increased expenditure in the local area by construction workers, leading to a higher 2.15.2.3

demand for goods and services. 

 This would eventually lead to a multiplier effect in the local economy as local and supply chain 2.15.2.4

businesses expand to cope with the increased demand. To quantify indirect job creation a best 

practice high end employment multiplier of 1.010 is utilised, based on the assumption that 

most of the expenditure by construction firms workers will be contained within Bristol. The 

application of the high-end multiplier to the number of direct FTEs jobs created (72) suggests 

that 72 FTE indirect jobs will be created for the sub-regional economy. 

2.15.3 Indirect GVA 

 The indirect employment effects will also result in an indirect GVA uplift. To assess the extent 2.15.3.1

of the indirect GVA uplift a best practice output multiplier of 0.911 is applied to the direct GVA 

impact of £2,899,000 (2019 prices) resulting in an indirect GVA uplift of £2,609,100 (2019 

prices). This multiplier assumes that most of the spending undertaken by construction firms 

and workers is retained within the Bristol construction supply chain. 

 Table 2.6 summaries the aggregate construction stage impacts relating to both jobs and GVA. 2.15.3.2
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 WoE LEP’s ‘Infrastructure Guidance Note for Infrastructure Projects’ (2015) inflated to 2019 prices using 

‘WebTAG Databook Annual Parameters’  
10

 WoE LEPs ‘Infrastructure Guidance Note for Infrastructure Projects’ (2015) 
11

 WoE LEPs ‘Infrastructure Guidance Note for Infrastructure Projects’ (2015) 



 

Table 2.6 Scheme Impact on Jobs 

 

 

 

 

2.15.4 Operational Stage Jobs Enabled  

 To facilitate the 1,200 gross dwellings at Lockleaze, most of which will be enabled by LSTI and 2.15.4.1

other complementary HIF-funded infrastructure, proposals have been put in for a new 

secondary school at Romney Avenue. The secondary school is estimated to have a capacity of 

1,200 pupils. Once operational, the secondary school will generate employment opportunities 

ranging from class room staff, non-classroom-based school support, and auxiliary staff. To 

estimate the quantum of employment opportunities that could be generated at the secondary 

school, a pupil to staff member ratio was established using data that was available for 

secondary schools in Bristol. 

 Using data published by the Department for Education in the Schools, pupils and their 2.15.4.2

characteristics (2018) and head count for schools from the Department of Education online 

tool demonstrates that on average, across secondary schools in Bristol the average student to 

staff ratio is 8.2. Applying this to the 1,200 pupils proposed at the school quantifies the 

approximate number of FTE jobs that could be created at the secondary school; namely 147 

gross FTE jobs. It should be noted that all of these are attributable to WECA funding. This 

analysis assumes that HIF will not claim these jobs as they were not quantified as part of the 

Lockleaze HIF bid. 

 Following guidance in the HCA Additionality Guide (2014) gross impacts are converted to net 2.15.4.3

impacts to produce a more robust estimate. Table 5.22 in the HCA Additionality Guide (2014) 

presents a single gross to net factor. The publication suggests a 54.2% factor for schemes 

delivering regeneration through physical infrastructure. The net jobs generated through the 

LSTI improvements and infrastructure proposed by the other complementary HIF funded 

improvements is an estimated 80 FTEs. As mentioned above, all the 80 net jobs can be 

attributed to WECA funding. As mentioned above, it is assumed that HIF will not claim these 

jobs.  

2.15.5 Operational Stage Homes Enabled  

 There are proposals for 1,200 dwellings across Lockleaze, most of which will be enabled by 2.15.5.1

LSTI and other complementary HIF funded infrastructure. As illustrated in the successful HIF 

bid, 100 of the dwellings proposed at Lockleaze can come forth without the need for any 

transport mitigation measures. BCC Transport Development Management is of the view that, 
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 Total may not add due to rounding 

Impact Driver Direct           Indirect Total 

Jobs (FTE) 72 72 144
12

 

GVA (2019 prices, undiscounted)  
£2,899,000 £2,609,100 £5,508,100 

 

GVA (2010 prices, 2010 present 

values)  

 

£1,830,183 

 

£1,647,164 

 

£3,477,347 



 

without the proposed LSTI measures, housing development at Lockleaze will not be able to 

achieve planning approval. Hence, of the 1,200 dwellings proposed across Lockleaze, 1,100 

dwellings proposed will be enabled by the LSTI improvements and other infrastructure 

proposed by the complementary HIF funded improvements. 

 It should be noted that BCC Housing has been successful with a recent HIF bid, being awarded 2.15.5.2

£6,686,000 towards general infrastructure improvements to support the new Lockleaze 

housing. The award is subject to official confirmation, which is expected during July 2019. BCC 

Housing has agreed a £3,600,000 contribution to the LSTI scheme when the HIF award is 

formally approved. 

 It should be noted that as part of the successful HIF funding bid, 893 of the 1,100 dwellings 2.15.5.3

enabled by LSTI and HIF funded infrastructure have been claimed by HIF. Thus, the residual 

207 gross dwellings can be attributed to WECA funding. The 207 dwellings as a proportion of 

the 1,100 represent 18.8% of dwellings that can be attributed to WECA.  

 Following guidance in the HCA Additionality Guide (2014) gross impacts are converted to net 2.15.5.4

impacts to produce a more robust estimate. Table 5.22 in the HCA Additionality Guide (2014) 

presents a single gross to net factor. The publication suggests a 54.2% factor for schemes that 

deliver regeneration through physical infrastructure. The net dwellings enabled by LSTI and HIF 

funded infrastructure are thus 596. Of these, adopting the 18.8% attribution factor suggests 

that 112 net dwellings can be attributed to LSTI WECA funds.  

2.15.6 Land Value Uplift Impacts Enabled  

 Lockleaze area has the potential to deliver 1,200 new homes by 2031. Of these, 1,100 units are 2.15.6.1

estimated to be enabled by LSTI and other complementary HIF funded infrastructure. Using 

the methodology outlined in TAG Unit A2.2, this section presents an illustrative assessment of 

Land Value Uplift (LVU) related to housing development13 in Lockleaze that is attributable to 

WECA funding. 

 Gross Residential Land Value Uplift 2.15.6.2

 Development characteristics provided by BCC indicates that 23.4 hectares of land is available 2.15.6.3

for development. Nearly 8 hectares of the land is currently greenfield whilst the remaining 

approximately 16 hectares of the land is currently classed as brownfield land. To assess the 

gross land value uplift, the current land value is deducted from the future land value, which 

takes into account delivery of all 1,200 dwellings. The analysis uses land values specific to 

Bristol where possible from the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government 

(MHCLG) Land Value Estimates for Policy Appraisal (2017) data set.  

 The benefit stream derived from the land value uplift has been modelled based on the housing 2.15.6.4

delivery profile provided by BCC.  Each dwelling delivered brings about a respective change in 

the current use per hectare. The profile provided indicates the first dwelling will be delivered 

in 2019 with the last dwellings proposed to be delivered in 2031. As such, this has been 

adopted as the appraisal period for the analysis. It is envisaged that the 100 proposed 

dwellings in Lockleaze deemed not to be dependent on the LSTI scheme  will occur by 2021. 

                                                           
13

 No LVU analysis has been undertaken for the proposed new secondary school. 



 

 As mentioned, 100 of the dwellings at Lockleaze can come forth without the need for LSTI or 2.15.6.5

HIF funding by 2021. These dwellings will be delivered across 2.4 hectares of land. Based on 

estimates from the MHCLG (2017), these 2.4 hectares have a value of £1.1m (2019 prices, 

undiscounted). The delivery of the 100 dwellings across the 2.4 hectares of land will have a 

value of £8.5m (2019 prices, undiscounted). The gross land value uplift associated with the 

delivery of the initial unlinked 100 homes is therefore £7.5m (rounded value). This has been 

estimated by subtracting the future value from the current value. 

 The 23.45 hectares across which the c.a. 1,200 dwellings will be delivered has a land value of 2.15.6.6

£16.6m (2019 prices, undiscounted) based on estimates form the MHCLG. Delivery of the c.a 

1,200 dwellings across this land will lead to a land value of £83.2m (2019 prices, 

undiscounted). Thereby the estimate land value uplift would be the land value with the 

dwellings delivered minus the land value without the dwellings. This generates a gross land 

value uplift of £66.7m (2019 prices, undiscounted) for 1,100 units enabled by LSTI and other 

complementary HIF funded infrastructure between 2021-2031. 

 To establish the land value uplift associated with the delivery of the 1,100 home enabled 2.15.6.7

developments solely, the gross land value uplift of unlinked development is subtracted from 

the £66.7m (2019 prices, undiscounted)). This is because the £7.5m (2019 prices, 

undiscounted) LVU related to unlinked development of 100 homes can materialise without the 

delivery of the LSTI and complementary HIF funded infrastructure measures.  

 The additional land value uplift is therefore £59.2m (2019 prices, undiscounted) that is 2.15.6.8

enabled by the delivery of the LSTI scheme, complementary HIF funded infrastructure and 

subsequent delivery of the 1,100 dwellings. 

 Following principles outlined within WebTAG, this benefit is required to be presented in 2010 2.15.6.9

prices and present values.  To deflate the LVU, GDP deflators sourced from WebTag Data Book 

have been obtained (November 2018), whilst the discount factors have been obtained from 

HM Treasury’s Green Book (2018). In 2010 prices and values the gross land value uplift is an 

estimated £31.8m (2010 prices and values) enabled by LSTI and other complementary HIF 

funded infrastructure. 

 Net Residential Land Value Uplift 2.15.6.10

Guidance within Tag Unit A2.2 outlines that various other impacts should be deducted from the 
gross land value uplift to establish a more robust benefit value. These are summarised by the 
following equation: 

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐵𝑒𝑛𝑒𝑓𝑖𝑡𝑠 =  𝐿𝑉𝑈𝐷 + 𝑂𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝑉 − 𝑇𝐸𝐶𝑉 − 𝐿𝐴𝑉 − 𝑁𝑇𝐶𝐼 

 Land Value Uplift Adjusted for Displacement 𝑳𝑽𝑼𝑫 2.15.6.11

The gross land value uplift is adjusted for displacement using benchmarks from the HCA 
Additionality Guide (2014). Further, the LVU adjusted for displacement is also corrected to 
reflect market prices using the indirect tax correction figure in the WebTag Databook 
(November 2018). Following these various adjustments the gross land value uplift enabled by 
LSTI and other complementary HIF funded infrastructure is an estimated £23.0m (2010 prices 
and values).   



 

 𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒔𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕 𝑬𝒙𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒏𝒂𝒍 𝑪𝒐𝒔𝒕𝒔 𝑻𝑬𝑪𝒗 2.15.6.12

An estimate of congestion disbenefits on Muller Road from traffic generated by 1,100 new units 
in the Lockleaze area has been made using the marginal economic cost of congestion approach. 
This approach is based on estimating a change in congested car kilometres in the Muller Road 
area caused by new development. The analysis estimates the disbenefit of this to be -£8.7m in 
2010 prices and values. 

 𝑳𝒂𝒏𝒅 𝑨𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒊𝒕𝒚 𝑽𝒂𝒍𝒖𝒆 𝑳𝑨𝑽 2.15.6.13

The amenity dis-benefit as a result of the loss of greenfield land can be quantified by application 
of the amenity per hectare of greenfield land in an urban core. This value is estimated to be 
£80k14 per hectare, applying this to the circa 8 hectares of greenfield land generates an amenity 
loss value of -£0.62m 2010 prices and values. 

 𝑵𝒐𝒏 𝑻𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒔𝒑𝒐𝒓𝒕 𝑪𝒐𝒎𝒑𝒍𝒊𝒎𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒂𝒓𝒚 𝑰𝒏𝒕𝒆𝒓𝒗𝒆𝒏𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏𝒔 (𝑵𝑻𝑪𝑰) 2.15.6.14

The NTCI costs have been estimated through the various successful funding awards to enable 
the 1,200 dwellings at Lockleaze. These awards have related to non-transport measures 
required to facilitate the delivery of the 1,200 homes. The awards comprise of a DCLG Estate 
Regeneration Grant of £1.081m and the HIF award of £6.7m. Of the £6.7m, £3.6m is being used 
to help deliver the LSTI improvements. The residual £3.1m will be used to deliver other 
complementary interventions. 

The expenditure profile for both the grants is not available. As such it has been assumed that 
the DLCG grant funding was incurred in the year the funding was awarded (2017, i.e. 2017 
prices). Whilst the HIF funding will be delivered in 2019, i.e. 2019 prices. 

Discounting and deflating this cost generates an NTCI of £2.7m (2010 prices and values). 

 Summary of LVU 2.15.6.15

Following the equation outlined in section 2.2.6.2 and undertaking the necessary deductions, 
the net land value generated as a result of the provision of the LSTI scheme and HIF funding to 
enable 1,100 homes is £11.61m (2010 prices and values). A detailed methodology, including 
assumptions and the assessment of the impacts, is presented in the Economics Forecasting 
Technical Note in Appendix 5. 

As previously mentioned, HIF have already claimed the Land Value Uplift which is associated 
with the delivery of 893 dwellings. As outlined earlier, 207 gross dwellings can be attributed to 
WECA funding. To apportion the LVU benefits across the funding providers, a proportionate 
approach has been undertaken. WECA funds will enable 207 of the 1,100 gross dwellings as a 
result of the LSTI scheme. This is corresponds to 18.8% of the 1,100 dwellings enabled by LSTI 
and HIF funded infrastructure. Thus, 18.8% of the £11.6m (2010 prices and values) can be 
attributed to WECA funds. This generates a net LVU of £2.2m (2010 prices and values). 
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 Value obtained from DCLG’s Appraisal Guide has been discounted and deflated to 2010 values  



 

2.16 Value for Money Statement 
 

2.16.1 The LSTI scheme will be delivered by WECA and HIF funding. 

2.16.2 The economic impacts associated with the LSTI scheme can be summarised as follows:- 

 Conventional transport economics: £15.00m of conventional transport economic benefits 2.16.2.1

relating to bus journey time reduction, network decongestion, bus access improvements and 

an uplift in walking and cycling trips. All of these benefits are attributable to WECA funding;  

 Construction stage jobs and GVA: 144 construction stage jobs and a construction stage GVA 2.16.2.2

uplift £3.5m (2010 prices and values). All of these benefits are attributable to WECA funding; 

 Operational stage dwellings enabled: 1,100 gross new dwellings enabled, 207 of which are  2.16.2.3

attributable to WECA funded LSTI scheme, as the remaining have already been attributed to 

HIF funding; 

 Operational stage LVU enabled: Net land value uplift £11.6m (2010 values and prices), of 2.16.2.4

which £2.2m (18.8%) can be attributable to WECA funded LSTI scheme, the remaining have 

already been attributed to HIF funding; and 

 Operational stage jobs enabled: 147 gross operational stage jobs; all these benefits are 2.16.2.5

assumed to be attributable to WECA funding. 

2.16.3 The scheme’s PVC is estimated at £4.9m (2010 prices and values). This, when compared with the 

£15.0m (2010 prices and values) of conventional transport benefits, results in a BCR of 3.1. 

2.16.4 The benefits are summarised in Table 2.7. As mentioned earlier, a detailed methodology 

including assumptions and the assessment of the impacts is presented in the Economics 

Forecasting Technical Note in Appendix 5. 

 
Table 2.7 LSTI Benefits 

Total cost £7,739,200 
15

( (2019 prices) 
 

WECA ask £ 3,350,000 (2019 prices) (rounded) 
 

PVC £4,869,380 (2010 prices and values) 
 

Net Quantified Benefits Conventional Transport Economics Impacts (2010 prices and 
values) 

Bus journey time savings: £881,090 (1,100 dwellings 
delivered); £846,330 (728 “more than likely” dwellings) 
 
Decongestion: £295,046 (1,100 dwellings delivered); 
£284,444 (728 “more than likely” dwellings)  
 
Bus stop facilities: £2,282,941  
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 HIF will contribute £3,600,000 to the delivery of the LSTI improvements.  



 

Active Mode Travel: £11,549,735 
 
WECA Attributable Wider Benefits 

Construction Stage Impacts - Employment: 72 direct FTE 
jobs and 72 indirect FTE jobs. 
Construction Stage Impacts - GVA (2010 prices and values):  
£3.5m 

 

LVU: £2.2m (2010 prices and values) 

Gross homes enabled: 207 or a net 112 

Gross jobs (operational stage) enabled: 147 or a net 80 

FTEs 

 

VfM indicator* Conventional Economics 

Level 1 BCR of 3.1.  This is based on DfT’s Active Mode 
Toolkit benefits, journey time reductions, decongestion 
and bus infrastructure improvement benefits. 
 

Additional VfM indicators as per WECA guidance 

Gross cost per gross (attributable) home enabled: £37,387 
Gross cost per gross (attributable) job enabled: £52,64816 
 

* Benefit compared to total cost including match funding 

2.16.5 The benefits summarised in Table 2.7 above highlight that the scheme will deliver a  high BCR of 

3.1 (Level 1 BCR) for conventional transport economic appraisal following DfT’s guidance. 

2.16.6 Furthermore, homes enabled considering the £7.8m 17 project investment will also deliver good 

value for money when the metric of gross cost per gross home enabled is considered. 
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 Please note that Lockleaze development sites are predominantly related to housing. The jobs enabled and the 
subsequent cost per job indicator is based on employment enabled as part of the development of a new school 
which will be delivered in the area. The delivery of infrastructure and housing is likely to enable further 
employment in service industries such as retail. Estimates of these employment opportunities are not currently 
available. Once enabled, such jobs will significantly enhance LSTI’s performance for cost per job indicator.  
17

 Of which £3,600,000 will be funded through HIF funds. 



 

2.17 Sensitivity Testing  
 

2.17.1 The following sensitivity tests have been undertaken as part of this appraisal: 

 Existing residents achieve only half of the proposed uplift in walking and cycling. That is; 2.17.1.1

instead of a 36% and 27% uplift in cycling and walking an 18% and 13% uplift in walking and 

cycling respectively will be achieved.  

 Residents of the c. 1,200 dwellings being proposed will also benefit from the proposed active 2.17.1.2

mode infrastructure. It is assumed that of the 1,300 inhabitants 11% currently cycle to work 

and 15% currently walk to work. Delivery of the scheme will result in 15% of the residents 

cycling to work and 19% of the residents walking to work.  

 The minimum uplift in walking and cycling for existing commuters required to achieve a BCR of 2.17.1.3

2 

2.17.2 Active mode benefits – Sensitivity  

 Existing Residents 2.17.2.1

 To demonstrate the schemes value for money a scenario where only half of the uplift factors 2.17.2.2

applied are achieved. The core scenario adopts uplifts of 36% and 27% for cyclists and 

pedestrians respectively. However, under this sensitivity an 18% uplift in walking and a 13% 

uplift in cycling has been adopted. The analysis estimates that achieving these lower uplift 

factors could generate a PVB of £5.6m (2010 prices and values). 

 New Residents 2.17.2.3

 New residents choosing to commute sustainably will also generate benefits. The analysis is 2.17.2.4

based on the housing profile which shows that an additional 1,200 dwellings will be delivered 

by 2035. Therefore, new commuters are estimated by applying the average commuter per 

household figure in the Lockleaze area to the housing profile. This estimates there to be 1,300 

residents. Of these, in line with the commuter based toolkit, 11% of those are assumed to 

currently cycle whilst 15% of the potential residents currently walk to work. This is in line with 

the Lockleaze wide average.  

 Delivery of the active mode infrastructure as part of the LSTI would result in an uplift in the 2.17.2.5

proportions of individuals cycling and walking to walk. The uplift factors applied are 36% and 

26% for cyclists and pedestrians respectively. This would result in a mode share of 15% for 

cyclists and 19% for pedestrians. This will generate a PVB of £1.02m (2010 prices and values) 

  



 

 

Table 2.8 Active Mode Benefit Summary table 

Impact 

Drivers 

Estimates, present value in 2010 prices £ 000’s 

Total 

Existing 

commuters - 

Sensitivity 

Additional 

commuters 

(from the 

developments) – 

Sensitivity 

Primary 

School 

Secondary 

School 

UWE 

students 

Congestion benefit 82.08 20.10 4.68 22.6 49.25 178.71 

Accident 23.25 5.55 1.33 6.4 13.95 50.48 

Local Air Quality 0.10 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.06 0.22 

Noise 1.55 0.37 0.09 0.43 0.93 3.37 

Greenhouse Gases 4.13 0.97 0.24 1.14 2.48 8.96 

Reduced risk of 

premature death 
1,874.18 408.82 138.91 286.85 587.83 3296.59 

Absenteeism 1,344.64 290.12 0 0 0.00 1634.76 

Journey Ambience 2346.92 302.00 474.12 640.52 173.89 3937.45 

Indirect Taxation -15.87         -3.02 -0.9 -4.37 -9.52 -33.68 

PVB 5,660.98          1024.92 618.47 953.59 818.87 9076.83 

 

2.17.3  Existing Residents 

A switching values test has been undertaken as part of this analysis. The purpose of which is to 
determine the lowest uplift in walking and cycling for existing commuters that would result in a 
BCR of 2.0. The analysis estimates that an uplift of 6% in cycling and 0.3% in walking for existing 
commuters , ceteris paribus, will generate £2.9m of benefits (2010 prices and values). Combined 
with the other transport benefits this will result in a BCR of 2.0  

2.17.4 Sensitivity Summary Table 

 

 The sensitivity testing depicts that if only half of the uplifts for existing commuters is realised a 2.17.4.1

BCR of 2.57 would be generated. This still demonstrates the schemes high value for money, 

given the wider benefits that are also attributed to the scheme. These have been presented in 

Table 2.7 

 Undertaking the “switching values “ tests demonstrate that even with an uplift of only 6% for 2.17.4.2

existing cyclists and 0.3% for existing pedestrians , all other benefits being constant, the 

scheme still delivers a high BCR of 2.0.  



 

Table 2.9 Sensitivity Summary Table 

 Core Scenario Sensitivity 1 & 2 Sensitivity 3 
Quantified 
Benefits 
 

Conventional Transport Economics 
Impacts 
Bus journey time savings: £881,090 
Decongestion: £295,046 
Bus stop facilities: £2,282,941  
 
Active Mode Travel:  
Existing commuter: £9,158,806 
Primary school: £618,465 
Secondary school: £953,591 
University students: £818,872 
 

Conventional Transport 
Economics Impacts 
Bus journey time savings: 
£881,090 
Decongestion: £295,046 
Bus stop facilities: £2,282,941  
 
Active Mode Travel:  
Existing commuter: £5,660,979 
New commuters: £1,024,918 
Primary school: £618,465 
Secondary school: £953,591 
University students: £818,872 
 

Conventional Transport 
Economics Impacts 
Bus journey time savings: 
£881,090 
Decongestion: £295,046 
Bus stop facilities: £2,282,941  
 
Active Mode Travel 
Existing commuter: : £2,923,245 
New commuters: £1,024,918 
Primary school: £618,465 
Secondary school: £953,591 
University students: £818,872 
 

Present Value of 
Benefits 

 £15,008,812   £12,535,904   £9,798,169 

Present Value of 
Costs  

£4,869,380 £4,869,380 £4,869,380 

BCR 3.1 2.57 2.01 

 



 

3 Financial Case 
 

3.1 Chief Financial Officer sign off 

3.1.1 Final sign off of the bid, to be progressed in conjunction with BCC Section 151 Officer, with 

approval is set out in Appendix 6. 



 

3.2 Scheme Cost 

3.2.1 Any on-going revenue costs will be met by BCC and bus operators, as deemed appropriate. 

Capital cost elements are shown in Table 3.1 below. 

3.2.2 An inflationary increase of 7.14% (two years) has been incorporated into the scheme cost 

figures. 

3.2.3 BCC will design and deliver the LSTI scheme by in-house delivery teams, supported by external 

consultants and services as deemed necessary.  Both the Muller Road project and Stoke Park 

Path projects have been designed in detail. Work on completion of statutory consent processes 

and procurement will continue during 2019/20, in preparation for commencement of the main 

engineering works in 2020, with completion due by March 2022. 

3.2.4 Spend to date includes the cost of preparing this bid, economic appraisal and Environmental 

Impact Assessments. There are also costs associated with preliminary designs, Outline Business 

Case submission, public consultation, detailed designs and commencement of various statutory 

consents.  Cost estimates for the delivery stage are the result of experienced engineers’ 

assessments based on previous similar schemes. 

3.2.5 Summary delivery stage cost figures are given for the LSTI scheme in Table 3.2. More detailed 

cost breakdowns are set out in Appendix 2, although they contain information considered 

commercially sensitive prior to completion of the procurement stage and award of tenders. 

3.2.6 The cost for contingency below has been calculated through the use of a Quantified Risk 

Assessment procedure. 

3.2.7 Construction costs include the cost of commuted sums provided to internal teams such as Parks 

in order to maintain new features, such as the Stoke Park path, SUDs features, and the area near 

Fairfield School Playing Fields.  

 

Table 3.1 Capital Elements – Delivery Stage 

Cost Heading Total projected  expenditure Amount to be claimed 

Muller Road construction £4,713,000 £4,713,000 

Stoke Park Path construction £1,323,000 £1,323,000 

Design changes/supervision £250,000 £250,000 

Procurement £20,000 £20,000 

TRO/Comms £30,000 £30,000 

LSTI Project Management £100,000 £100,000 

Contingency £734,000 £734,000 

HIF funding  (£3,600,000) 

S106 funding  (£224,375) 

Total £7,170,000 £3,345,625 

Total (rounded) £7,170,000 £3,350,000 

 



 

3.3 Spend Profile and Funding Sources 

3.3.1 A rounded figure of £3.35m is sought from WECA for the delivery stage of the LSTI scheme. 

There is an additional £0.224m confirmed as match funding, via two approved S106 agreements 

with a private developer, as outlined in the tables below. This match funding is for the design 

and implementation of traffic signals at the Muller Road/Ralph Road junction and public 

transport infrastructure improvements, as requirement of the Lidl development.  Technically, it 

is a standalone project but is now proposed to be constructed during implementation of the 

Muller Road improvements. 

3.3.2 The majority of the individual sites are also likely to be required to implement local 

improvements as conditions of planning.  Because these sites are owned by BCC, it is not 

possible for the Council to enter into any S106 agreement with itself and, therefore, individual 

sites cannot contribute towards wider schemes, such as LSTI. 

3.3.3 It should be noted that WECA previously awarded BCC £0.569m towards the development stage 

of the LSTI scheme. The development stage covers design, consultation and submission of the 

OBC and FBC 

3.3.4 In addition, BCC Housing intends to provide £3,600,000 funding from a successful HIF bid. 

 
Table 3.2 Capital Spend (£000s) – Development Stage 

 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 

WECA 0 438 131 0 0 

S106 0 0 0 0 0 

Public Match 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 0 438 131 0 0 

 

Table 3.3 Capital Spend (£000s) – Delivery Stage 

 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 

WECA 0 0 340 3,010 0 

S106* 0 0 40 0 184 

Public Match 
(BCC) 

0 0 0 0 3,600 

TOTAL 0 0 380 3,010 3,784 
* Agreed S106 funding from private developers 

 

Table 3.4 Revenue  Spend (£000s) 

 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 5 
 

  



 

 

Table 3.5 Total Spend (£000s) 

 17/18 18/19 19/20 20/21 21/22 

WECA 0 438 471 3,010 0 

S106 0 0 40 0 184 

Public Match 
(BCC) 

0 0 0 0 3,600 

TOTAL 0 438 511 3,010 3,784 



 

4 Commercial Case 
 

4.1 Procurement   

4.1.1 The LSTI scheme will be delivered through a range of existing procurement arrangements 

established by BCC for its transport projects.  For construction of the two projects, BCC has an 

OJEU-consistent framework contract in place to appoint contractors from an established list of 

approved providers. 

4.1.2 The Transport Team for BCC has a ‘Highways Asset and Associated Works Framework’ (HAAWF) 

in place to ensure that the Department can draw upon the services of contractors via an OJEU 

compliant process. The HAAWF is re-tendered every four years, inviting contractors and 

suppliers to provide highway works related services for various lots of work.  Tenderers price 

the Bill of Quantities and a number of tenderers are approved for each lot. Rates apply for the 

term of the Framework. The HAAWF essentially allows BCC to test the market and ensure value 

for money through a mini-tender process based on the bill of quantities and specification set by 

the client. The HAAWF has a £70m ceiling with two years (out of four at contract start) 

remaining. 

4.1.3 It is proposed that the LSTI scheme would procure services through the HAAWF through ‘Lot 7’ 

that applies to projects greater than £150,000 in value. For each project, BCC will choose one of 

the five approved contractors permitted to bid to the Lot, which currently includes ETM, Alun 

Griffiths, Dyer and Butler, Eurovia and North Midland Construction. This is a restricted mini-

tender process and the contractors can elect to change any of the approved rates, if they deem 

it appropriate. Previous awards tend to have limited variations, which helps budget estimating. 

4.1.4 All procurement activities will follow authority procurement regulations and comply with State 

Aid rules. 



 

4.2 Operation and Financial Viability 

4.2.1 The LSTI scheme is a capital funded programme of work that will see two significant 

infrastructure improvement projects implemented across the Lockleaze ward of Bristol. The two 

projects will result in improved transport-related infrastructure that will be owned and 

maintained by BCC.  Delivery of the projects will not create a particular future revenue funding 

burden upon BCC, who will be able to incorporate any relatively minor additional revenue 

requirements within the constraints of its existing budgets.  Should it be decided to implement a 

Bus Lane Enforcement Camera on Muller Road, any revenue burden associated with it is 

expected to be covered by income from infringements on the bus network. 

4.2.2 It is not intended the Stoke Park Path become an adopted highway but it will be maintained by 

BCC Parks as part of the Stoke Park path network. BCC Parks already maintain the existing grass 

path that is to be replaced by the new path. 



 

4.3 Social Value  

4.3.1 Improving the quality and reliability of local bus services has a strong social benefit, particularly 

for disadvantaged groups, in terms of improving access to employment and other opportunities. 

4.3.2 Providing and improving active travel infrastructure encourages more walking and cycling trips. 

These can contribute to a range of benefits, such as reducing congestion, improving air quality, 

improving access to trip destinations and providing health and well-being impacts. These 

contribute social benefits.  

4.3.3 BCC published its updated Social Value Policy in January 2019, which sets out the Council’s 

ambition for seeking meaningful Social Value from its suppliers. One aim is to spend at least 40% 

of the Council’s total procurement budget with micro, small and medium size businesses, social 

enterprises and voluntary / community organisations. The development stage of the LSTI 

scheme has involved a range of supporting services being provided by various external 

businesses, consultants and organisations of varying sizes. 

4.3.4 Delivery of both the Muller Road and Stoke Park Path projects is likely to be undertaken by 

approved contractors engaged via the HAAWF (see above) framework contract, although mini-

tenders will  be required. When applying to be accepted onto the framework contract, 

successful contractors were required to demonstrate how they would deliver social value to 

BCC.  The category was attributed a 10% overall weighting and included encouraging tenderers 

to adopt the Living Wage for all staff employed on the Framework. Other examples include 

commitments to use a percentage of the local workforce, provide apprenticeships, engage with 

local communities and implement environmental measures, as appropriate. 

4.3.5 The LSTI scheme will also meet some of the objectives of BCC’s Social Value Policy by 

contributing to the following social value targets:- 

 Regeneration – aid the delivery of new housing in Lockleaze, a significant proportion of 

which is to be affordable; 

 Economic – construction of the scheme will generate a number of construction and chain 

supply employment opportunities; 

 Environmental – contributing to the reduction in local traffic congestion, carbon emissions 

and air pollution associated with new development in Lockleaze by delivery of enhanced 

sustainable transport infrastructure that will encourage mode shift; and 

 Social Inclusion – improving accessibility into and through Stoke Park for people with 

certain types of mobility impairment; and 

 Social inclusion – improving walking and cycling infrastructure improves access to facilities 

for people with limited access to a private vehicle.  It also improves access to local schools 

and can contribute to health benefits. 

  



 

5 Management Case 
 

5.1 Promoter and Delivery Arrangements 

5.1.1 BCC will act as scheme promoter. 

5.1.2 BCC has been delivering these types of transport schemes, as the Local Highway Authority, for 

many years and is well placed, in terms of capacity and capability, to continue this rollout. Well-

established in-house and third party arrangements for the identification, design, procurement 

and delivery of schemes of this type are in place. 

5.1.3 All new and improved highways and parks infrastructure and assets, delivered by the LSTI 

scheme, will remain in the ownership of BCC, which will also maintain them. 

5.1.4 Delivery of the LSTI scheme will allow BCC Housing to deliver the housing sites.  BCC Housing will 

progress some of these sites through the planning process and oversee construction, whilst 

other sites will be marketed and released to interested parties.   



 

5.2 Project Governance and Delivery 

5.2.1 Implementation of the LSTI scheme required to unlock development will be governed by BCC’s 

Transport Delivery Board, with BCC Programme Team supporting delivery of the scheme and 

one of its project managers overseeing delivery. The implementation of housing delivery will be 

managed by BCC's Housing Delivery Team, under the supervision of the Housing Delivery Board. 

Figure 5.1 is a summary organogram.  

 

[Information redacted] 

Figure 5.1 LSTI Scheme Delivery Organogram 

5.2.2 With regard to delivery of the LSTI scheme, it will be overseen as follows:- 

 Transport Delivery Board 
o responsible for providing overall direction and management of the infrastructure 

project and making key decisions, such as the commitment of resources; 

 Transport Programme Team 
o the ‘PMO’ for BCC Transport Service, this team supports the delivery of the projects that 

form the Transport Capital Programme; 

 Project Sponsor  
o has overall accountability for the project 

 Project Executive  
o has overall responsibility for budget accountability, as well as taking reports and 

briefings through decision making process 

 Project Manager 
o responsible for day-to-day management of the project and work tasks and will delegate 

responsibility for the delivery of these to the Project Team, specialists or consultants as 
appropriate; and 

 Project Team 
o will deliver work packages as identified by the Project Manager through utilisation of 

internal resources, consultants and technical specialists as appropriate e.g. Framework 
contract. The project team will comprise officers from Traffic Signals, Network 
Management, Engineering Design, Procurement, Legal Services, and others as 
appropriate. 

5.2.3 With regard to Construction and Design Management regulations (CDM), the following roles 

shall be allocated:- 

 Client   Shall be represented by the Project Manager 

 Principal Designer  Shall be BCC Engineering Design 

 Principal Contractor Shall be the appointed contractor, following procurement 

5.2.4 Delivery of transport projects by BCC Transport shall comply with the requirements defined in a 

Programme manual, which is based on PRINCE2 principles. The Transport Programme Team 

(TPT) will approve a project initiation document, the programme plan, risk register and consider 

highlight and exception reports, changes to the risk log and other key deliverables. Tolerances, 

in terms of time and budget, will be explicitly defined. Key changes to the project outside of the 

tolerances of the TPT will be escalated to the Transport Delivery Board. 



 

5.2.5 BCC Engineering Design will be responsible for progressing the procurement process for the 

civils works, inviting tenders and assessing tender submissions. The project manager will be 

responsible for obtaining approval to accept winning tenders. 

5.2.6 BCC Engineering Design will supervise the civils works and any other site-related activities.  



 

5.3 Programme Plan 

5.3.1 The LSTI OBC was submitted to WECA in September 2018 and approved by WECA Committee on 

30 November 2018. 

5.3.2 Table 5.1 sets out key milestones for the LSTI scheme. A current delivery programme is included 

in Appendix 7. 

 

Table 5.1 LSTI Milestones 

Milestone completion dates Baseline 

Submission of Outline Business Case Sep 2018 
Approval of Outline Business Case Nov 2018 
Preliminary Designs Dec 2018 
Detailed Designs May 2019 
Planning Consent – Stoke Park Path Nov 2019 
Submission of Full Business Case  Nov 2019 
Planning Application – Muller Road Dec 2019 
Full Business Case Approval/Offer letter signed Dec 2019 
Statutory TRO approvals Sep 2020 
Procurement Sep 2020 
Advance construction works – Muller Road Nov 2020 
Advance construction works – Stoke Park Path May 2020 
Construction Start on Site – both projects Apr 2020 
Construction Start on Site – Muller Road Nov 2020 
Construction Practical/Substantial Completion Mar 2022 
Operational Apr 2022 

5.3.3 Construction programme plans will be prepared by the contractor(s) awarded the tenders. 



 

5.4 Risks, Constraints and Dependencies 

5.4.1 A Quantified Risk Assessment (QRA) is attached as Appendix 8. This details all the identified 

risks, expected costs and likelihoods (based on the expertise of the project team and Principal 

Designers).  

5.4.2 The project team have also taken the decision to use a P80 figure for calculating risk costs, 

rather than the P50 figure.  

5.4.3 This is for a number of reasons: 

 A number of the top risks in the QRA are political in nature, where the risk is ‘accepted’ rather 5.4.3.1

than minimised. This means we are less in control of the outcome of these risks than might be 

desired. 

  Although there are a manageable number of risks, a small number of the risks represent a 5.4.3.2

large amount of the possible risk cost. With this in mind, a conservative attitude to risk is 

appropriate.  

 The status of the project (before tendering and construction, and awaiting the outcome of a 5.4.3.3

planning decision) also justifies a conservative attitude to risk.  

5.4.4 Further details regarding the QRA are available in Appendix 8.  



 

5.5 Land Acquisition, Planning and Other Consents 

5.5.1 All housing land is in the ownership of BCC. In addition, all of the land required to deliver the 

finalised LSTI scheme is in the ownership of BCC technically.  However, affected land at the 

Fairfield High School playing fields, whilst owned by BCC, is currently subject to a long-term 

lease to the School Academy.  There has been a requirement, therefore, to agree a change to 

the lease in order for the affected land to be included in the Muller Road project. 

5.5.2 A preliminary design option for Muller Road did consider seeking to acquire a small parcel of 

land from 248 Muller Road. Discussions were held with the land-owner, who subsequently 

decided not to sell any land. As the area of land was not considered critical for delivery of the 

Muller Road project, the decision was taken not to proceed with this aspect. 

5.5.3 Some land adjacent to Muller Road, at the new Lidl development, was transferred to BCC, as 

part of the planning negotiations, in order to help deliver the Muller Road improvements. A 5m 

wide section, along the frontage of the site, was transferred. 

5.5.4 All of Stoke Park Estate is owned by BCC but the east section of the Park is located within the 

boundary of South Gloucestershire Council (SGC). 

5.5.5 As the Muller Road project impacts on school playing fields land at Fairfield High School, there is 

a requirement to obtain approval from the Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA), being an 

agency of the UK Department for Education. Following discussions between BCC and ESFA, an 

application is likely to be submitted in July 2019, with approval expected to be granted by the 

end of 2019. 

5.5.6 The pedestrian/cycle path that runs through the acquired school land is outside of the existing 

highway boundary and, therefore, requires planning consent.  Delay to consultation and 

protracted discussions with the School mean the necessary planning application will be 

submitted later than desired, as detailed in the delivery programme. 

5.5.7 The Stoke Park path requires planning consent. As the proposed path crosses the boundaries of 

both BCC and SGC, identical planning applications were submitted in March 2019. Consents are 

expected to be granted in November 2019, subject to a number of planning conditions. 

5.5.8 As the alignment of the path runs through the site of the historic Purdown heavy anti-aircraft 

battery, a Scheduled Monument Consent application was required. The application was 

submitted in March 2019 and consent was granted in April 2019. A copy of the consent is 

included in Appendix 9. 

5.5.9 The various housing sites will require their own individual planning applications, in order to 

obtain the necessary consents.  It is likely BCC Housing will progress applications for some sites, 

whilst entering into agreements for other sites with third parties, who will be responsible for 

progressing some planning applications. 

5.5.10 Traffic Regulation Orders (TROs) and Statutory Consents are required for the new bus lanes, 

waiting restrictions and new signal-controlled pedestrian/Toucan crossings. The preparation of 



 

draft TROs, based on the detailed design, will commence shortly. Some pre-statutory 

consultation with the emergency services has been undertaken. 

  



 

5.6 Service Diversions 

5.6.1 The majority of the Muller Road improvements will be delivered within existing highway 

boundaries, thereby having limited impact on services and utilities. At the school playing fields, 

where it is intended to build a new path and convert the existing public footway into 

carriageway, there is a requirement to move services, located in the affected existing footway, 

into the new path. 

5.6.2 The C2 to C4 process forms part of the design delivery of new or diversionary utility works on 

the public highway operating under the legal framework of the New Roads And Street Works 

Act 1991 (NRSWA).  The process entails the following stages:- 

C2 – Scheme identification (Preliminary Inquiry).  The Project Sponsor or in this case 
Overseeing Organisation (OO) (being a highway authority) seek from the Undertakers (utilities 
company), details of their apparatus within the specific section of the highway which is being 
considered for improvement without making any commitment to the scheme.   

C3 – Budget Estimate.  The OO submit a preliminary design to the Undertakers.  The 
Undertakers should respond with preliminary details of the effects on their apparatus and 
provide budget estimates for the necessary works and an indication of any special 
requirements involved. 

C4 – Detailed Budget Estimate.  The OO submits a final detailed design with working drawings 
and an outline programme.  The Undertakers should come back within 25 days with (a) their 
detailed design of their works (b) a detailed specification of the works required; (c) a detailed 
estimate with itemised costs; (d) provisional programmes and timescale for works; and (e) all 
necessary information for the civil engineering work required if the Undertaker’s works are to 
be undertaken by the OO’s contractor. 

5.6.3 The project is about to conclude stage C3 and move into stage C4.  

5.6.4 The Muller Road project includes the renewal of existing street lighting lanterns, to improve 

lighting levels along the corridor. Approximately 80 existing lanterns are to be replaced. There is 

also a requirement to relocate a number of existing lighting columns, where footways are to be 

widened or realigned. 

5.6.5 The Stoke Park Path project does not impact on any existing services or utilities.   



 

5.7 Traffic management arrangements 
 

5.7.1 The draft Traffic Management arrangements are attached as Appendix 17. 

5.7.2 Caution must be applied to relying on these arrangements as they are draft and the Principal 

Contractor, once appointed, will be responsible for Traffic Management. 

5.7.3 However, these arrangements reflect the importance of the Muller Road corridor in aiming to 

keep traffic flow consistent on Muller Road as much as possible. 

5.7.4 Where possibilities exist to reduce impact on Muller Road, the least impactful option on Muller 

Road has been chosen. 

5.7.5 In addition, close liaison with Highways England is required to ensure a relief route from the 

M32 is available. 

5.7.6 Significant traffic management requirements are: 

 Construction of Ralph Road junction: This is being funded by the Lidl development, and is a 5.7.6.1

planning condition. While it is likely to cause disruption to Ralph Road and to bus services, this 

is required under the agreement signed with Lidl. It is being delivered as part of this project so 

that we’re able to achieve the greatest benefit by tying it in to the proposed bus gate and bus 

lane. 

 Junction construction at Glenfrome Road junction: This is a key upgrade that will improve 5.7.6.2

both the existing congestion and the development impact, with significant upgrades to signals. 

While traffic management here is likely to be disruptive, road closures are not proposed and 

temporary traffic lights will be synchronised with the M32 junction. 

 Junction construction at Shaldon Road junction: Shaldon Road/Romney Avenue is a key route 5.7.6.3

from the development and is already congested, as shown by LinSig modelling. This upgrade 

will allow for improved access to the new Ashley Down station, improved signal infrastructure 

and better access for buses, as well as one of the most popular elements of the scheme – 

junction protection at the junction to prevent dangerous parking. 

 Eastgate Road/Muller Road junction: This work to upgrade the Heath Road southbound bus 5.7.6.4

stop is relatively small scale, but resolves a key issue identified by the Road Safety Audit and 

feeds into the overall improvement of public transport infrastructure as part of the scheme. 

This work will be off-peak and limited to lane closure. 

 Between Stottbury Road and Tackley Road: This tree cutting work is to enable the significant 5.7.6.5

improvement in cycling infrastructure that is both a response to our transport planning 

objectives and resolving a key Road Safety Audit issue (re discontinuous, unsafe cycling 

provision). Options have been considered here to enable us to use the least disruptive option 

that is still safe for workers. 

5.7.7 A key aspect of our traffic management policy is to ensure the safe passage of pedestrians and 

cyclists, especially those accessing schools in the area. School holiday times and other 

opportunities to reduce impact on school users will form part of the construction programme.  



 

5.7.8 The primary goal of the traffic management is safety, but we have sought to minimise disruption 

caused as part of these works.  



 

5.8 Engagement and Consultation 

5.8.1 During the development phase, BCC has sought to engage and consult with appropriate 

stakeholders, local residents/businesses and the general public.  Internal stakeholders include 

other BCC teams and Departments, Councillors and the Mayor’s Office. External stakeholders 

include bus operators, statutory bodies (Historic England and Natural England), community and 

interest groups, businesses, schools, Police and the media. 

5.8.2 Informal public consultation for the Stoke Park Path project was undertaken. Meetings with 

various stakeholders and interest groups were held. A public consultation ran from 1 October to 

4 November 2018.  Information regarding the proposal, together with a plan of the suggested 

path alignment and its sub-options, was presented to website visitors, who could click on items 

to view further information, such as FAQs and a larger plan. Visitors were then invited to 

complete a questionnaire. A number of drop-in sessions and a public meeting were held. A total 

of 235 responses were received, with a slight majority supporting the proposal. 

5.8.3 Statutory consultation for the Stoke Park Path project has been undertaken in the form of 

submission of the related planning applications.  Both the BCC and SGC applications were 

advertised, with stakeholders and the public able to comment. 

5.8.4 Informal public consultation for the Muller Road project was undertaken. Meetings with various 

stakeholders and interest groups were held. A public consultation ran from 24 February to 7 

April 2019.  Information regarding the proposal, together with plans of the suggested 

improvements, was presented to website visitors, who could click on items to view further 

information, such as FAQs and a larger plan. Visitors were then invited to complete a 

questionnaire. Six drop-in sessions held. A total of 583 responses were received, with 258 

supporting the principle of the improvements, 283 not supporting them and 42 not expressing a 

preference. 

5.8.5 Statutory consultation for the Muller Road project is to be undertaken in the form of submission 

of the related planning application for the new remote pedestrian/cycle path.  The application 

will be advertised in due course, with stakeholders and the public able to comment. 

5.8.6 Further statutory consultation for the Muller Road project, relating to the associated TROs, is to 

be undertaken in 2020. 

5.8.7 Both Muller Road and Stoke Park projects were adapted in response to consultation feedback, 

and the consultation reports that detail these changes are attached as appendices 18 (Muller 

Road) and 19 (Stoke Park). 

5.8.8 Note that the design has changed since the end of the informal consultation period so not all 

details have remained the same as expressed in the consultation reports. This is particularly the 

case for Muller Road, as cycling provision proposals have been further improved. 

5.8.9 A short summary of major concerns and our response is as follows: 

5.8.10 Muller Road 



 

 Impact on parking outside the Old Library would imperil this community asset. The original 5.8.10.1

design proposed a 24-hour bus lane outside the Old Library that would necessitate 24-hour 

parking restrictions on both sides of the road. The Old Library has a large number of physically 

disabled users and this change would not be a positive change from an equalities perspective. 

As a result, the proposed bus lane in this area was shortened to finish before the Old Library, 

with improvements at Glenfrome Road junction providing sufficient time for buses to still pass 

the junction in one signal cycle. 

 Poor provision for cyclists (specifically use of shared use and lack of space). The original 5.8.10.2

design proposed a 3m shared path for much of Muller Road (between Stottbury Road and 

Tackley Road, with 4m shared path between the railway bridge and Stottbury Road). As a 

result, we have now improved the design to include segregation between cyclists and 

pedestrians wherever possible, and widened the width to at least 3.5m 

 Changes to local roads, with concomitant impacts on parking and commuter use of 5.8.10.3

unsuitable roads. The original design proposed closing access between Muller Road and 

Springfield Avenue, but leaving Brent Road and Draycott Road unchanged. Residents were of 

the view that this would result in traffic currently using Springfield Avenue to redirect to Brent 

and Draycott, both small residential roads. As a result, we held a significant additional mini-

consultation with a resident meeting and two alternative options drawn up, and residents 

were given the opportunity to ‘vote’ by email or letter on which one was preferred. Residents 

preferred the closure of all three accesses (Brent, Draycott, Springfield), and as a result we 

have changed our design to reflect this. 

5.8.11 Stoke Park 

 Concern that Stoke Park should remain wild. Many respondents regard Stoke Park as one of 5.8.11.1

the last remaining areas of wildness in Bristol. In response to this, we have ensured that the 

design of the path does not look to urbanise the park – we are not building the proposed  

Option 1A, which went through an area of woodland; the path will not be lit as there are 

significant bat populations; the path route is that set out in the Conservation Management 

Plan that details how the park should be developed. 

 Concern regarding the behaviour of cyclists. Some respondents were concerned that the path 5.8.11.2

would result in speeding cyclists, especially as the existing path in Stoke Park is on a steep hill 

and has relatively high speeds. As a result, we are ensuring that access barriers are provided 

that limit cyclist speed (and reduce the use of the park by motorbikes); emphasising the use of 

a code of conduct within the park; and reiterating that other work within the path will result in 

two gates on the path itself that will require cyclists to slow down and open the gates.  

 Concern regarding the width of the path. We provided an option for the path to be 3m wide 5.8.11.3

or wider than 3m, and most respondents did not want the path to be wider than 3m. Our 

guidance suggests we would ideally provide a 4.5m path, but this isn’t something that 

respondents wanted 

5.8.12 Further community engagement will be taken, in relation to construction activities.  The BCC 

Communications and PR Team will provide advice on appropriate publicity requirements. The 

TravelWest website will be used to give regular progress updates and the official BCC Facebook 



 

and Twitter accounts will also be utilised.  As Muller Road works will take a significant period, 

transport bodies, such as the bus operators and emergency services will be informed on work 

programmes and key events.  Local stakeholders, such as schools, businesses/shops and 

community facilities will also be kept informed, making use of contact details obtained during 

the public consultation. Close contact will be maintained with Fairfield High School, given the 

direct impact on its playing fields and the need to ensure safety of students getting to and from 

school.  The contractor will be obliged to keep residents notified of key events, although BCC 

will probably also undertake regular progress leaflet drops. 

5.8.13 For Stoke Park, regular progress updates will be issued to various local groups. Particular focus 

will be only any necessary path and access closures required during the construction works. The 

official BCC Facebook and Twitter accounts will be utilised. 

  



 

5.9 Project Assurance  

5.9.1 The LSTI scheme will be managed by BCC Transport staff, following procedures set out in the 

TPT Programme Manual.  The Manual has been produced to help deliver a consistent approach 

to programme and project management.  A number of layers of management are defined for all 

projects – a project manager with day-to-day responsibility, a project sponsor leading from the 

team that will benefit from the project’s products, and the TDB taking an over-seeing and 

decision-making role. 

5.9.2 Design aspects have been subject to an internal Quality Assurance process, with a QA Board or 

QA Board representative signing off the emerging designs at various stages:- 

 Stage 1 Concept (signed off) 

 Stage 2 Preliminary Design (signed off) 

 Stage 3 Detailed Design (sign off in progress) 

5.9.3 Monthly internal highlight reports are produced, setting out technical and financial progress on 

the LSTI scheme.  Quarterly highlight reports are produced for submission to WECA. 

  



 

5.10 Monitoring and Evaluation 

5.10.1 A monitoring and evaluation plan is attached in Appendix 10. 

 



 

5.11 Benefits Realisation 

5.11.1 In order to ensure that project benefits are successfully realised, a number of systems are in 

place. 

5.11.2 These systems are largely not project-specific, as the Council has a number of different projects 

focusing on improvements to sustainable travel provision. 

5.11.3 A team of officers is employed to engage with businesses, communities and schools to 

communicate improvements to sustainable travel, as well as encouraging its use. These officers 

provide on-site roadshows, doorknocking of associated businesses, and printed materials to 

raise awareness of completed schemes.  

5.11.4 In addition, a team of officers is employed to speak to residents of new developments. This 

team can provide a rolling series of doorknocking sessions as residents move into their new 

houses to speak to residents as close as possible to their transition point, a strategy shown to be 

the best way to encourage use of sustainable travel modes rather than the car. 

5.11.5 The project works closely with the schools in the area. At the design and construction stages, 

this is principally a question of communicating project benefits and ensuring that organisational 

views are represented in the project development. Once construction is nearly complete, 

communication will shift to working towards promotional incentives in relevant local schools.  

5.11.6 This engagement project is currently fully-funded by DfT grant.  

5.11.7 Community Development Officers work with Lockleaze residents, with a dedicated officer for 

Lockleaze and Stoke Park. The Community Development Team has already been an integral part 

of the project throughout engagement and consultation, and will also communicate project 

benefits and outputs to local stakeholders.  

5.11.8 Through the planning process, all new developments in Bristol are held to a high standard of 

sustainable development. With the Lockleaze Sustainable Transport Improvements providing 

integrated transport improvements, planning officers will be able to tailor development 

requirements. Examples include requiring higher standards of cycle parking, advertising new 

routes or bus services in leaflets provided to residents, and circulation of the Bristol cycle map. 

5.11.9 These methods are well-tested through previous schemes and will provide an effective way of 

maximising project benefits.  

5.11.10 Beyond these well-tested methods, continuous improvement is also underway to ensure we 

realise the benefits of each of our schemes. Going forward, the Council will be formalising a new 

engagement approach that increases the importance of both early engagement and benefits 

realisation, two key areas that result in higher resident satisfaction, greater likelihood of project 

success, and can always be improved.  

5.11.11 This new approach will be applied to the Lockleaze Sustainable Transport Improvements going 

forward, meaning a benefits realisation plan will be drawn up by the Engagement Manager 

including a launch event, leaflets distributed to schools, businesses and community 



 

organisations, and greater publicity of existing council interventions and offers to ensure 

maximum take-up of sustainable transport. 

5.11.12 This approach is at present funded by an existing grant. 

5.11.13 Another major development in the area is the new Trinity Academy, which has its own 

mitigation package to ensure limited impact on the highway network and encourage sustainable 

transport. A full transport assessment has been performed; as the new school is not part of this 

project but the mitigation package is relevant to our overall goals of ensuring uptake of 

sustainable travel, the key measures are described here: 

 Waiting restrictions and TRO’s on Romney Avenue; 5.11.13.1

 Build-outs at Cotman Walk and Landseer Avenue junctions on Brangwyn Grove; 5.11.13.2

 Speed tables at Romney / Brangwyn junction and Romney / Mulready Junctions; 5.11.13.3

 Build-out at on Brangwyn Grove opposite pedestrian access to school; 5.11.13.4

 Romney Avenue zebra crossing; 5.11.13.5

 Relocate and improve bus stops on Romney Avenue at site frontage; 5.11.13.6

 Reinstatement of redundant footway crossovers in Romney Avenue; 5.11.13.7

 Constable Road parallel crossing; 5.11.13.8

 Link between Cotman Walk and Railway Bridge; 5.11.13.9

 Concorde Way improvements between Constable Road and Railway Bridge 5.11.13.10

 Station Lane improvements; and 5.11.13.11

 A scheme of waiting restrictions in Brangwyn Grove and Landseer Avenue to deter 5.11.13.12

footway parking and reduce traffic speeds 

 Associated ancillary measures including but not limited to signing lining resurfacing 5.11.13.13

lighting 

5.11.14 Furthermore, each individual housing development will be required (as seen in the outline 

planning consent granted for the Romney House development) to integrate the development 

into existing active travel  links and ensure that the development doesn’t adversely impact on 

existing public transport links. 

5.11.15 The above-mentioned outline planning consent was conditioned on wayfinding signage being 

provided to existing cycling links, as well as reconstruction of affected bus stops, a full 20mph 

speed limit in the development, and details of pedestrian links to UWE and Cheswick Village. 

5.11.16 The examples provided show that successful benefits realisation is more likely as each of the 

developments, including the Trinity Academy school, is working towards the same goals of 

increased sustainable transport uptake, increased attractiveness of public transport, and 

improved walking and cycling links. 

 



 

6 Appendices 
 

 



 

6.1 Appendix 1 Design Drawings 
 
The following design drawings are submitted separately as supporting documents:- 
 
Muller Road 
 
E18013-01-PD01-J – Muller Road General Arrangement  Sheet 1 of 5 
E18013-01-PD02-J – Muller Road General Arrangement  Sheet 2 of 5 
E18013-01-PD03-J – Muller Road General Arrangement  Sheet 3 of 5 
E18013-01-PD04-J – Muller Road General Arrangement  Sheet 4 of 5 
E18013-01-PD05-J – Muller Road General Arrangement  Sheet 5 of 5 
 
 
Stoke Park Path 
 
E18013-02-P1111A – General Arrangement   Sheet 1 of 8 
E18013-02-P1112A – General Arrangement   Sheet 2 of 8 
E18013-02-P1113A – General Arrangement   Sheet 3 of 8 
E18013-02-P1114E – General Arrangement   Sheet 4 of 8 
E18013-02-P1115E – General Arrangement   Sheet 5 of 8  
E18013-02-P1116A – General Arrangement   Sheet 6 of 8 
E18013-02-P1117A – General Arrangement   Sheet 7 of 8 
E18013-02-P1118D – General Arrangement   Sheet 8 of 8 
 
 
 



 

6.2 Appendix 2 Scheme Costs 
 
The following scheme costs are provided and set out below:- 
 

 LSTI Summary Costs    

 Muller Road Improvements Project Summary Costs  

 Stoke Park Path Project Summary Costs    
 
  
LSTI Scheme Summary Costs 
 
 

 
 
 
  

Scheme Name:                                                                                     

Lockleaze Sustainable Transport 

Improvements

Estimated WECA spend profile per year 

& excluding funds secured through the 

development funding application

Year 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22

£ 0 340,000 3,010,000

Key Dates/Milestones Start Date

Construction Mar-20

Oct-19 v11

LSTI Delivery Costs *

Build costs £6,036,000 Muller Road Construction £4,713,000

Design change/procurement/supervision £270,000 Stoke Park Path Construction £1,323,000

TRO/Comms/Misc £30,000

Project Management £100,000 Total £6,036,000

Sub-total £6,436,000

Quanitified Risk (P80) £734,000

Total £7,170,000

Lidl S106 Ralph Road signals Balance £184,375

S106 PT infrastructure £40,000 6670

HIF Contribution £3,600,000

WECA delivery stage funding £3,345,625

WECA development stage funding £569,200

Total WECA bid funding £3,914,825

Overall scheme Cost £7,739,200

Total public account cost £7,514,825 Less S106

WECA delivery bid £3,350,000 rounded

*  Includes cost of Muller Road signals, 

although technically a separate element, 

funded by Lidl. But would be installed as 

part of the LSTI works.

End Date

Mar-22



 

Muller Road Improvements Project Summary Costs 
Note that the figures for Muller Road below include the inflation included as a separate line in the Stoke 
Park Path figures. 
 

  
 
  
Stoke Park Path Project Summary Costs 
 

  
 

 

 

 

 

Civils £2,465,000

Bus shelters/RTI £95,000

Signs/markings £130,000

Signals £245,000

Lighting £80,000

Elec Connections £25,000

Utilities £750,000

Resurfacing £460,000

BNET £90,000

Tree replacement £108,000

Land/comp/com 

sum
£265,000

Total £4,713,000

Section Total Cost

A - Barnwood No Dig 61,436.00£              

B - Carriage Drive 201,298.50£            

C - Carriage Drive 60,068.00£              

D - Carriage Drive 107,932.00£            

E - AAC No Dig 43,257.50£              

F - Romney Ave Spur 38,420.25£              

G - Cycle Path Spur 62,694.25£              

Path Sub total 575,106.50£            

Highway Works 28,138.25£              

Access Improvements 15,000.00£              
Site Compound 154,207.25£            

Works Total 772,452.00£            

Inflation + 7.14% 827,605.07£            

Mitigation & Planting 20,000.00£              

Site supervision & PM 70,000.00£              

Commuted Sum 405,000.00£            

Total 1,322,605.07£        

Rounded £1,323,000.00



 

 



 

6.3 Appendix 3 Environmental Impact Assessments 
 

The following documents are attached separately: 

 Muller Road Environmental Appraisal 

 Stoke Park Path Environmental Appraisal 

 Summary of Stoke Park Path and Muller Road Environmental Appraisals 



 

6.4 Appendix 4 Ecology and Equality Impact Assessments 
 

The following are submitted separately as supporting documents:- 

 Lockleaze Regeneration Ecology Impact Assessment 

 Lockleaze regeneration Equality Impact Assessment 

 Stoke Park Path Equality Impact Assessment 

 Muller Road Improvements Equality Impact Assessment  

 



 

6.5 Appendix 5 Economic Technical Note 
 

The Economic Technical Note, which should be read in conjunction with the Economic Case chapter of 

the LSTI FBC, is provided as a separate document. 



 

6.6 Appendix 6 Section 151 Officer Approval 
 

 

       

 

 

Date…………………………………………………………………….. 

 

LSTI Full Business Case Submission 
 
 
To whom it may concern:- 
 

 I have approved the final Full Business Case for submission to the West of England Investment 
Board; 

 All relevant financial approvals are in place within Bristol City Council to deliver the project, as set 
in the Full Business Case; 

 All appropriate financial due dilligence has been undertaken by Bristol City Council, in respect of 
the Full Business Case; and 

 I am a responsible and accountable for ensuring that the project delivers good value for money in 
the use of public rsources, that being the suitability and effectiveness of the project as well as the 
economic growth and wider societal outcomes achieved in trurn for the public resources received. 

 
 
Signed…………………………………………………………………. 
 
Name………………………………………………………………….. 
 



 

6.7 Appendix 7 Indicative Delivery Programme 
 
The current LSTI indicative delivery programme is attached separately. The Programme is reviewed and updated on a regular basis. Construction delivery 
programmes will be prepared by and agreed with the successful tendering contractors. 



 

6.8 Appendix 8 Quantified Risk Assessment 
 
Risk costs are based on the Quantified Risk Assessment (QRA) attached, which includes details of 
identified risks going forward.  
 
The QRA will be reviewed and updated on a regular basis. 
 



 

6.9 Appendix 9 Statutory Consents 
 
 
A number of statutory consents are required for the LSTI Scheme. 
 
Muller Road Improvements 
 

 DoE Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA) approval of school playing fields land transfer. 
Pre-application discussions held.  Application submitted in September 2019 
 

 Planning consent for segregated path through school playing fields.  Application to be submitted in 
December 2019 

 

 Traffic Regulation Orders and Statutory Notices required for bus lanes, waiting restrictions, toucan 
crossings and road closures to vehicular access. Statutory consultation to be undertaken during 
Winter 2019 

 
 
Stoke Park Path 
  
 

 Planning consent for new path.  Applications submitted to Bristol City Council and South 
Gloucestershire Council in March 2019.  Decisions due November 2019.  

 
 

 Scheduled Monument consent required for section of path running through the historic Purdown 
heavy anti-aircraft battery site. The application was submitted in March 2019 and consent granted 
April 2019.  Consent letter included below. 



 

 HISTORIC ENGLAND SOUTH WEST OFFICE  

 
 29 QUEEN SQUARE BRISTOL BS1 4ND Telephone 0117 975 1308 HistoricEngland.org.uk Historic England is subject to both the 
Freedom of Information Act (2000) and Environmental Information Regulations (2004). Any Information held by the organisation can be 
requested for release under this legislation. We respect your privacy and the use of your information. Please read our full privacy policy for 
more information <https://www.historicengland.org.uk/terms/privacy-cookies/>  

 
Mr Simon Bonvoisin  
Nicholas Pearson Partnership LLP  
1 St Paul Street Our ref: S00214806  
Tiverton  
Devon  
EX16 5HT 15 April 2019  
 
Dear Mr Bonvoisin  
Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (as amended); Section 2 control 
of works  
Application for Scheduled Monument Consent  
SECOND WORLD WAR HEAVY ANTI-AIRCRAFT BATTERY 590M NORTH EAST OF 
HIGHWOOD HOUSE, PUR DOWN, BRISTOL  
Scheduled Monument No: SM BS 184, HA 1004531  
Our ref: S00214806  
Application on behalf of Bristol City Council  
 
1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media & Sport to advise you of the 
decision regarding your application for Scheduled Monument Consent received 11 March 2019 
in respect of proposed works at the above scheduled monument concerning the installation of a 
new surface to public footpath route. The works were detailed in the following documentation 
submitted by you:  
BCC.177.14_rev.3_PROW Surfacing Plan  
Cross-sectional detail drawing E-18013-P1121C  
General Arrangement drawing E-18013-P1111A  
Stoke Park - Proposed All Weather Accessible Path - Heritage, Design and Access Statement  
2. In accordance with paragraph 3(2) of Schedule 1 to the 1979 Act, the Secretary of State is 
obliged to afford you, and any other person to whom it appears to the Secretary of State 
expedient to afford it, an opportunity of appearing before and being heard by a person 
appointed for that purpose. This opportunity was offered to you by Historic England and you 
have declined it.  
3. The Secretary of State is also required by the Act to consult with the Historic Buildings and 
Monuments Commission for England (Historic England) before deciding whether or not to grant 
Scheduled Monument Consent. Historic England considers the effect of the proposed works 
upon the monument to be beneficial for the preservation of the monument, with arrangements 
for necessary archaeological recording included within the application.  
I can confirm that the Secretary of State is agreeable for the works to proceed providing the 
conditions set out below are adhered to, and that accordingly Scheduled Monument Consent is 
hereby granted under section 2 of the 1979 Act for the works described in paragraph 1 above, 
subject to the following conditions:  
(a) The works to which this consent relates shall be carried out to the satisfaction of the 
Secretary of State, who will be advised by Historic England. At least 4 weeks' notice (or such 
shorter period as may be mutually agreed) in writing of the commencement of work shall be 
given to Hugh Beamish, Historic England, 29 Queen Square, Bristol BS1 4ND in order that an 
Historic England representative can inspect and advise on the works and their effect in 
compliance with this consent.  
(b) The specification of work for which consent is granted shall be executed in full.  



 

(c) Photographs shall be prepared of the path through the monument after completion of the 
works and a set of the digital images shall be sent to Historic England, Hugh Beamish, 29 
Queen Square, Bristol BS1 4ND within 3 months of the completion of the works (or such other 
period as may be mutually agreed).  
(d) This consent may only be implemented by Alan Berridge, Bristol City Council or Kurt 
Scheibl, Bristol City Council.  
(e) No ground works shall take place until the applicant has confirmed in writing the 
commissioning of a programme of archaeological work during the ground works (watching-brief) 
in accordance with a written scheme of investigation which has been submitted to and approved 
by the Secretary of State advised by Historic England.  
(f) All those involved in the implementation of the works granted by this consent must be 
informed by the applicant, lead contractor or project archaeologist that the land is designated as 
a scheduled monument under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (as 
amended); the extent of the scheduled monument as set out in both the scheduled monument 
description and map; and that the implications of this designation include the requirement to 
obtain Scheduled Monument Consent for any works to a scheduled monument from the 
Secretary of State prior to them being undertaken.  
(g) Equipment and machinery shall not be used or operated in the scheduled area in conditions 
or in a manner likely to result in damage to the monument other than that which is expressly 
authorised in this consent.  
4. By virtue of section 4 of the 1979 Act, if no works to which this consent relates are executed 
or started within the period of five years beginning with the date on which this consent was 
granted (being the date of this letter), this consent shall cease to have effect at the end of that 
period (unless a shorter time period is set by a specific condition above).  
5. This letter does not convey any approval or consent required under any enactment, bye law, 
order or regulation other than section 2 of the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 
1979.  
6. Your attention is drawn to the provisions of section 55 of the 1979 Act under which any 
person who is aggrieved by the decision given in this letter may challenge its validity by an 
application made to the High Court within six weeks from the date when the decision is given. 
The grounds upon which an application may be made to the Court are (1) that the decision is 
not within the powers of the Act (that is, the Secretary of State has exceeded the relevant 
powers) or (2) that any of the relevant requirements have not been complied with and the 
applicant's interests have been substantially prejudiced by the failure to comply. The "relevant 
requirements" are defined in section 55 of the 1979 Act: they are the requirements of that Act 
and the Tribunals and Inquiries Act 1971 and the requirements of any regulations or rules made 
under those Acts.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
Hugh Beamish  
Inspector of Ancient Monuments  
E-mail: Hugh.beamish@HistoricEngland.org.uk  
For and on behalf of the Secretary of State for Digital, Culture, Media and Sport  
cc Mr P Insole, City Archaeologist, BCC 

 



 

6.10 Appendix 10 Monitoring and Evaluation Plan 
 

The LSTI Monitoring and Evaluation Plan has been prepared and is submitted as a separate document. 



 

6.11 Appendix 11 LSTI Options Appraisal Summary 
 

The LSTI Options Appraisal Summary is attached as Appendix 11. 



 

6.12 Appendix 12 - Traffic counts 
 

Appendix 12 is attached separately.  



 

6.13 Appendix 13 – Bus punctuality information 
 

Appendix 13 is attached separately. This information has been redacted. 

 



 

6.14 Appendix 14 – Lockleaze Development Assessment 
 

Appendix 14 is attached separately. 



 

6.15 Appendix 15 – LinSig Modelling 
 

Appendix 15 is attached separately.  



 

6.16 Appendix 16 – Muller Road – all changes and reasons for changes 
 

Appendix 16 is attached separately. 



 

6.17 Appendix 17 – Traffic management arrangements 
 

Appendix 17 is attached separately. 



 

6.18 Appendix 18 – Muller Road consultation report 
 

Appendix 18 is attached separately. 



 

6.19 Appendix 19 – Stoke Park Path consultation report 
 

Appendix 19 is attached separately. 

  


