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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The aim of the pilot study was to investigate the representation of political support for a 

transport scheme in the business case during its development stage. 

 

The inclusion of political support within business case best practice requires links with 

government transport policy and a narrative covering sponsors commitment and 

endorsement for the project, no metrics are suggested.  The fact remains that promoters 

still face an uncertain future whether their project receives central government approval 

and funds and in doing so still need to commit their own development funds and time. 

 

Political support is not overtly included within the business case other than through the 

government’s policy objectives and its New Approach to Transport Appraisal (NATA) 

framework; and a narrative of endorsements by promoters and third party supporters.  

However this is not sufficient for the scheme to progress as was demonstrated with the 

Croxley Rail link and Cross River Tram.  Despite a project’s business case meeting 

policy objectives and passing all recognised Benefit to Cost Ratio (BCR), Value for 

Money (VfM) and Affordability thresholds, its ultimate progress is dependent not only 

upon political support from promoters but the political support from decision-makers.  

This significant uncertainty remains for promoters as trying to ‘read’ a politician’s mind is 

virtually impossible.    

 

Three further improvements were investigated for representing political support 

information within a project’s business case on the promotional side an Advocacy metric 

and on the decision-making side, within central government, an Engagement metric and 

Documentary Evidence.   The limitations of these are that we will never know what 

happens in central government behind closed doors! 

 

Recommended further research work to assess the effectiveness of the metrics outlined 

is required.  Further interviews with the Department for Transport (DfT) and Her 

Majesty’s Treasury (HMT) to investigate the criteria used to prioritise projects when 

funds are constrained is suggested. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Political Support in Context for Major Transport Projects 

  

‘What is the level of political support?’   

 

This is the fundamental question that any public sector transport promoter is continually 

trying to assess.  In a political context transport policy making by central government is 

subject to significant uncertainty.   As a result of this uncertainty projects can remain at 

the planning stage for protracted periods of time as demonstrated with Crossrail in the 

nineties (Gannon, 2008); and the Croxley rail link (Gannon, 2009).  With most LRT 

projects the true test of ‘genuine’ political support comes at the transaction stage.    

 

In July 2004 three LRTs in the United Kingdom (UK), intended to be financed and 

procured using Public-Private-Partnership (PPP), Manchester Phase 3, Leeds 

SuperTram and South Hampshire Rapid Transit (SHRT) were revoked by the Secretary 

of State for Transport. The decision was justified in terms of ‘modestly’ exceeding 

affordability targets which was in stark contrast to London Underground Limited’s PPP 

that ‘significantly’ exceeded original affordability targets, Gannon (2006).  With SHRT the 

project sponsors, Hampshire County Council and Portsmouth City Council, promoted the 

project incurring £10m in development, believing they had ‘genuine’ political support 

from central government (Gannon, 2007).   

 

Empirical evidence from approved projects demonstrates that central government will 

not commit capital funds for schemes until late in the planning process; and in some 

cases deliver reduced funding levels (Gannon, 2006).  Despite this situation local 

authority sponsors still need to commit funds to develop the scheme; and with 

increasingly rationed capital funds and constraints on local authorities raising funds, by 

central government, for transport projects the assessment of political support has 

become even more significant.   As part of a the author’s doctoral research conducted at 

Leeds University (2004-2007) political support was an area identified that warranted 

further study (Gannon, 2007).     
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1.2 Research Aim and Objectives  

The aim of the pilot study is to investigate the representation of political support for a 

transport scheme in the business case during its development stage.   The study 

objectives are to: 

I. Review literature covering business case best practice and guidelines, central 

government transport and wider policy agenda, local government transport 

planning and funding process; 

II. Investigate industry practice for the representation of political support in the 

business case for transport schemes; and  

III. Qualitatively assess the effectiveness of representing political support in either 

case from (ii); and make recommendations for a further research study on the 

representation of political support in public transport business cases 

 

2 NATURE OF POLITICAL SUPPORT AND RISK 

2.1 Tensions between Central and Local Government 

There is considerable uncertainty in the public sector concerning what transport 

decisions need to be taken at central government and local government level.   Whilst it 

is recognised that central government needs to lead national transport strategy and be 

consistent and equitable in the distribution of funds; at the local government level the 

conditions vary considerably.  For instance London’s transport needs are quite different 

from rural areas. The transport policy needs to reflect these differences and 

management and financial mechanisms need to be in place to support policy delivery.    

According to Terry (2005), ‘currently there is a remarkable lack of clarity about which 

issues belong where; government seems inclined to funk many of the truly strategic 

issues whilst meddling with the local detail’.   

 

The reasons for the delays to transport delivery and need for sponsors to assess central 

government political support are relatively easy to see.   For transport schemes over 

£5m the local authority is required to appraise the scheme according to the DfT’s 

methodology and bid for central government funds.   This arose due to tensions between 

local government and central government and consequently placed central government 

in full control of the purse-strings.  Some believe that this unnecessary supervising of 

local transport policy, (Glaister et al, 2004), has led to schemes being delayed, projects 

rejected at the bid stage despite significant development funds having been spent by 
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local authorities and uncertainty in political support and commitment to local transport 

schemes.    

 

According to Glaister et al (2004) in their report, ‘Investing in Cities’, the Treasury gave 

the strong impression of wanting to see more public spending on transport projects and 

stated, ‘The Treasury are constantly bombarded with unmeetable requests for money 

without adequate cases (value for money and no impact on the PSBR) for support…’.    

However project sponsors tell quite a different story, despite submitting a business case 

which is robust and conforms to all the central government requirements the projects to 

not move forward and delays occur in the form of additional requests for information 

from the DfT (Gannon, 2007).    Empirically this position was demonstrated, between 

July 2005-06 when the DfT received 38 major capital scheme bids of which initial 

approval for 15 schemes were granted; 13 are still under consideration with outstanding 

issues to resolve; 6 are unlikely to be funded within the next 10 years; and 4 are 

expected to be funded but significantly later that the sponsor’s had hoped (HC, 2006).      

 

However despite the more rigorous DfT requirements for local authorities bidding for 

major capital works there still remains the case of the local authority being able to 

access the degree of political support for their scheme; as it is clearly evident despite a 

technically robust business case there is clearly a difference between that of central 

government’s transport policy and what is actually approved and funded.  

 

2.2 Business Case Best Practice 

The business case is a document to capture the appropriate project information capable 

of being utilised by decision makers to justify the project at various stages of project life 

cycle.  Although, more cynical observers have described it as a document to justify a 

decision already taken.   The OGC (2005) view the business case as a means of 

obtaining management commitment and approval for investment in business change by 

means of a clearly presented rational for the investment; and to provide a framework for 

informed decision-making in planning and management of the business change and 

subsequent benefit realisation. 
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Best practice guidance for the preparation of business cases is available from a number 

of bodies including the Association for Project Management (APM) (APM, 2000), the 

Office for Government and Commerce, OGC, (OGC 2002, 2005) and 4Ps (4Ps, 2004).   

 

For major transport schemes the business case is structured into five separate cases 

comprising the Strategic Case (fit with transport objectives), the Value for Money Case 

(NATA appraisal of scheme’s benefits and dis-benefits compared with cost), the Delivery 

Case (robust arrangements for delivery), the Financial Case (funding and commitment 

from sponsors) and the Commercial Case (procurement strategy). 

 

Appraisals for transport schemes must conform to the New Approach to Appraisals 

(NATA) introduced as part of the 1998 Integrated Transport White Paper.  NATA 

assesses the impact of the scheme against five criteria that are linked to the 

Government’s transport policy objectives, these cover: Environment, Safety, Economy, 

Accessibility and Integration (covering land-use policy and other government policies).  

Supporting analysis is also included that covers distribution and equity, affordability and 

financial sustainability; and practicality and public acceptability (DfT, 2005).  Public 

acceptability covers level of support from public and stakeholders and risk of challenge, 

Political support for the scheme, complexity/conflicts and Enforcement.  Political support 

in this context is with regard to likely opposition to the scheme or option. 

 

2.3 Political Support 

Political support is a concept that is frequently associated with political support of a 

parliamentary party and within political science literature.   For instance Easton (1975) 

distinguishes between specific support (voters support outputs from a political party) and 

diffuse support (voters tolerant of a political party whose outputs they oppose); he further 

provides a framework for further analysis that is based on three political objects: 

authorities, the regime and the political community.  However this framework is more 

suited to the wider political party support and not specific to transport projects and 

project management. In other areas of literature political support and commitment is 

bounded as a critical success factor for projects by the 4Ps (2004) and HMT (2005).  In 

each of these cases the properties and meaning of political support in the context of 

transport schemes has not been fully addressed. 
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2.4 Political Risk 

Whilst risks are frequently classified into two categories, project risks and general risks, 

it is well recognised with public sector transport projects that political support and the 

evaluation and communication of the political risk associated with the degree of support 

for a public sector project, are fundamental to achieving a successful project outcome. 

From investigations into political risk, its analysis and management in an international 

business context from over the last two decades, it was evident: (i) academics are still 

unable to reach a consensus on a clear definition, Simon (1982) and (ii) political risk has 

proved difficult to quantify, Robock (1971). 

 

Political risk is frequently referred to in an operational business context or in relation to 

Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), ((Micallef, 1981), (Sethi et al, 1986)).  Furthermore, 

political risk has been broadly defined as the risk arising from adverse interference of 

central government on an organisation’s business operations (i.e. forced divestment, 

confiscation of assets or expropriation) or as a result of political decisions (i.e. changes 

in taxation or policy) or societal events (i.e. strikes, terrorism, protests or kidnapping) 

impacting on an investment already made in that country that results in reduced returns, 

major losses or managerial control. 

 

Despite authors focusing on political risk in an international context minimal attention has 

been given to political risks in a domestic context and its relevance during the early 

stages of project development.  Political risk has been recognised as a critical 

component that influences investment decisions in the host country, Wagman (2008); 

however with some major projects it can be an obstacle that prevents project 

development, Dunn and Perl (1996).  

 

2.5 Political Support, Risk and the Business Case  

Project sponsors have experienced problems in identifying and representing political 

information (political support and associated risk) within a project’s business case and 

using this information to make decisions.    In many instances there is a tendency for 

project sponsors to focus on the quantifiable aspects for the business case for decision-

making and keep the qualitative political information for decision-making outside of the 

business case.    
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Fundamentally, a project’s business case is used as a tool to support project decision-

making and planning.  Clearly, it is essential for good decision-making that a robust and 

credible business case containing the best possible project information is represented in 

the business case otherwise poor decisions will result that leads to significant wasted 

cost and time for the public and private sector.     Therefore, it follows that the content 

and structure of a business case needs to provide the critical project information 

necessary to facilitate a successful decision.       

 

2.6 Stakeholder and Political Analysis 

Techniques used in practice and referenced in literature to assess political support for 

projects follow Stakeholder and Political Analysis.  From initial discussions with projects 

sponsors and the authors own experience Public affairs or Political Consultants are 

tasked with identifying the political support for a project and any changes in this support 

over time.  

 

Stakeholder analysis has its roots in policy analysis, strategic management and political 

development (Brugha and Varvasovsky, 2000).  This is a well documented technique 

undertaken by a project or policy sponsor to identify the key players or actors, their area 

of interest (or support) in its outcome and the power they have in influencing the 

project’s future direction.  According to Brucha and Varvasovsky (2000a),  ‘stakeholder 

analysis …generates knowledge about the relevant actors to understand their 

behaviours, intentions, interrelations, agendas, interest, and the influence or resources 

they have brought – or could bring – to bear on the decision-making process’.  The 

technique is used for either policy or project development and implementation. 

 

The Stakeholder process comprise of identifying the stakeholders, qualitatively (using 

high, medium or low) or quantitatively rating (using a 1-5 scale) their level of support with 

the project’s outcome and level of influence on the project.  This information is 

represented graphically in a matrix with support on the y-axis and influence on the x-

axis.    Data on stakeholder positions is collected using a variety of techniques; semi-

structured interviews, Delphi techniques, Likert scales or ordinal scales.  Some criticism 

is levelled at the technique in that bias can creep in to the data collection however this 

can be triangulated or by using explicit criteria for making assessments (Varvasovsky 

and Brugha, 2000).  Importantly stakeholder analysis needs to be dynamic as the actors 
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positions might change overtime by their own movements or through the guided 

influence of a project sponsor.  A Force-field matrix can be used to show these changes 

and has been used to show predicted changes in stakeholder changes in a national 

alcohol policy (Shretta (1999) cited in (Varvasovszky and Brugha, 2000b). 

 

According to Coplin and O’Leary (1983) there are four schools of political analysis: 

Storytellers which gather pertinent information and piece it together; Ideologies provide a 

single minded viewpoint into an ideological framework; Systems builders typically 

academics who build a systems model of politics; and Data crunchers who analyse 

patterns and forecast election results.  The authors propose a political map to guide 

forecast that is essentially a typical two dimensional stakeholder map with Importance in 

decision-making on the y-axis and Orientation on the x-axis 

 

2.7 Shortcomings in Literature and Practice  

Business case best practice includes minimal information on political support.   Existing 

political support information is restricted to links to transport policy objectives as set by 

Government for scheme appraisal; and commitment and support from stakeholders.  

The definition and properties of political support although frequently mentioned in 

transport and project management literature have not been investigated. 

 

Stakeholder analysis, Political Analysis and traditional Monte Carlo risk analysis 

techniques are not sufficient to assess the degree of political support for a sponsor 

project.  Stakeholder analysis according to literature is focused on two dimensions, 

‘Power/influence’ and ‘Support for project outcome’ that typically is qualitatively 

assessed (H/M/L) or quantitatively (scale of 1-10) through surveys.  These two 

dimensions are ground in literature as being the main determinants of stakeholder 

analysis in assessing support for a project; and this assessment scale is too basic to be 

meaningful to a project sponsor to assess political support for a project. 

  

3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  

3.1 Research Strategy 

A Case Study research strategy was used to investigate the representation of political 

support with a transport scheme.     
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3.2 Cases Selected 

The four projects selected for the pilot study include Crossrail, Cross River Tram (CRT), 

Croxley Rail Link and Nottingham Express Transit Phase II (NET2). These projects have 

been categorised into four categories: Suspended (Cross River Tram), Delayed (Croxley 

rail link), In-Process (Nottingham Express Phase II), Approved In Construction 

(Crossrail).   

 

3.3 Data Collection and Interviewees 

Seventeen semi-structured interviews were conducted with project members: 4 

Directors, 7 Sponsors, 3 Consultants (2 Transport and 1 Political) and 2 academics. The 

interview protocol is shown in Appendix 1 with interview codes in Appendix 2.   In most 

cases interviewees requested to remain anonymous by name and position and this has 

been respected by the author, with each interviewee being denoted by a letter from A to 

Q.  

 

3.4 Cross Rail 

Crossrail has three objectives (DfT, 2003): firstly to support the development of London 

as a World City, and its role as the financial centre of Europe and the UK; secondly to 

support the economic growth of London and its regeneration areas by tackling 

congestion and the lack of capacity on the existing network; and finally to improve rail 

access into and within London.  The Crossrail route is provided in Appendix 3 with 

further details provided in Gannon (2008). 

 

The impetus for CLRS was: overcrowding and congestion experienced during peak 

times on the national rail and underground networks and the roads, plans to regenerate 

Docklands; and the need to identify a transport strategy to meet future demand up to 

2000 (Heath, 2001).  CLRS was a joint strategic study between the Department of 

Transport (DoT), British Rail (BR), London Regional Transport (LRT) and London 

Underground Limited (LUL). 

 

On 5th October 2007 it was announced that a £16bn funding package had been 

approved to cover costs and inflation increases for Crossrail (GLA, 2008). In essence 

the DfT and TfL are responsible for £5.6bn and the Greater London Authority £7.6bn; 



 

 

 

 

11 

and contributions are to come from British Airports Authority (BAA), the City of London 

Corporation, Canary Wharf Group and Berkley Homes (GLA, 2008).   

 

It was acknowledged by all Crossrail interviewees that third party lobbyists and the 

London Mayor were significant in gaining political support from central government for 

Crossrail.    

 

Existing political information within two versions of the business case, published in July 

2003 and 2010, provides a link to the Mayor’s Transport strategy, how the project 

supports the government’s policy (10 year Transport plan), The Strategic Rail Authority 

policy and London Planning and Transport Policy (Crossrail, p43, 2003), (Crossrail, p18 

2010); and a narrative on the support from third parties for the project (Crossrail, p5 

2003).  

 

Crossrail, was viewed by the former Labour government as a project of national 

importance rather than a project just for the London economy. Crossrail was 

championed by the former Mayor of London Ken Livingstone who was able to build 

strong political support from third party supporters London First, London Chamber of 

Commerce (LCC) and other business groups in the City and two key local authorities 

City of London and Westminster City Council.  Critically he was able to convince 

businesses to provide funding for the scheme through a hypothecated tax, namely the 

Business Rate Supplement Tax.   The funding sources for Crossrail are provided in 

Appendix 4. 

 

3.5  Cross River Tram 

CRT’s core route runs from Waterloo (south of the river Thames) over Waterloo Bridge, 

through Kingsway, Bloomsbury and on to Euston (north of the river Thames) with 

possible branches to King’s Cross, Camden Town in the northern section and Peckham 

and Brixton in the southern section (see Appendix 5).  Between Euston and Waterloo the 

maximum service would be 30 trams per hour in each direction; the tram could stop at 

up to 30 stops and carry up to 9.500 passengers per hour in each direction (TfL, 2008). 

 

In 2001/02 TfL undertook a public consultation on the principles of CRT.   From this 

positive feedback a core route alignment was identified and further planning and scheme 
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design was required.   At the end of 2004 TfL released the business case for the CRT 

and allocated £24.1m in its budget, at the request of the former Mayor of London, to take 

the scheme through the Transport and Works Act order. Between November 2006 and 

June 2007, TfL undertook a further consultation exercise with the aim of establishing the 

public support for the scheme and seek the views of stakeholders on three route options.  

 

On 6th November 2008 it was announced that £4.2bn worth of transport related savings 

were to be made, of which £1.2bn came from CRT.  The scheme was therefore axed 

and the project team disbanded.   

 

The main political stakeholders for CRT included Cross River Partnership (CRP), the 

London Development Agency who had an observer status on the CRT Board, The 

London Borough of Camden as a member of the CRT Board and the GLA (TfL, 2008). 

The CRPs Board met quarterly and is chaired on a rotating basis by one of the four local 

authorities.  The management team meets on a quarterly basis and overseas activities 

of three sub-groups responsible for Transport and Light at the End of the Tunnel, 

Economic and community benefit and Cross River Tram report to the Board.  Further 

details of CRP are provided in Appendix 6. 

 

Within the GLA Ken Livingstone and Val Shorecross (representing Southwark and 

Lambeth) were strong supporters of the Tram. According to interview F Labour MP’s 

Kate Hoey (Vauxhall), Harriet Harman (Camberwell and Peckham) were generally 

supportive of the scheme; and Frank Dobson (Holborn and St Pancreas) never really 

raised any issues.  There was robust political support at officer level in the London 

boroughs of Southwark, Lambeth, Westminster, City of London and Camden in most 

cases at political level.  The significant political issue came from Camden where there 

were a number of issues requiring of CRT towards Kings Cross and the Sommers Town 

area and the position of the Tram stop within Kings Cross redevelopment site.  

 

CRT provides an example of a LRT scheme that had a politically high profiled champion 

Ken Livingstone who had a vision of a tram scheme within central London and strong 

political support from the London boroughs, businesses and the public.  However 

despite this strong political support for CRT there was institutional unease within TfL with 

undertaking CRT.  This unease arose from the failure of West London Tram which had 
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significant development funds however was not politically supported by local councillors, 

the problems with Croydon Tram with its PPP arrangements, objections form the bus 

lobby and disruption within central London for up to 6 years of construction.  In essence 

CRT was in the ‘all-too-difficult’ category for TfL and was a prime target to save funds 

which were desperately needed by TfL to meet its efficiency savings due to LUL’s PPP 

fiasco which is well documented. 

 

3.6 The Croxley Rail Link 

The proposed Croxley Rail Link project seeks to extend the Croxley branch of the  

Metropolitan Line to Watford Junction in Central Watford instead of its current  terminus 

in the suburbs in Western Watford (see Appendix 7).  LUL was effectively the lead 

promoter for the scheme with co-sponsor support from Railtrack (now Network Rail), 

London Transport (now Transport for London), HCC and the former Strategic Rail 

Authority (SRA).  Between 1992 and 1995, LUL conducted a feasibility study of the 

scheme, an Environmental Assessment (Aspinwall, 1995) and developed an outline 

economic business case.   LUL’s intended model for delivering the scheme was by 

means of a capital grant from Central Government.   However, throughout this period the 

scheme has always had a benefit to cost ratio that has been considered by sponsors as 

‘healthy’ for a rail extension; and that is currently estimated to be 2.4:1 (EERA, 2008).  

 

In 2005 this resulted in HCC submitting a proposal for joint funding to the Department for 

Transport (DfT) that comprised of a £18m contribution by TfL towards the £65m capital 

cost of the scheme (TfL, 2005).  The TfL contribution was based on LUL achieving a 

neutral cashflow during operations envisaged in 2010 and contributing this towards the 

funding of the scheme.  LUL’s Managing Director Tim O’Toole provided public support 

for the project stating, ‘This scheme has been long in the making and will bring 

considerable benefits to LUL passengers.  It is great news to see such positive steps 

being taken towards its realisation’ (TfL, 2005).  Additionally, HCC reiterated the scheme 

was a fundamental part of HCC’s Local Transport Plan (LTP).  

 

In February 2007 a revised business case was submitted to the DfT that was rejected in 

March as no financial backing had been received by TfL (Watford Observer, 2008).  For 

further details of the Croxley Rail Link see Gannon (2009). 
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The project stakeholders include Hertfordshire County Council (Local Members and 

Executive Members and the Cabinet); London Underground Limited (LUL), Transport for 

London (TfL), Greater London Authority (GLA), The Mayor of London, Network Rail; and 

Watford Borough Council and its Mayor. 

 

The major scheme business case developed by Hertfordshire county council involved a 

NATA (economic analysis and environmental impact assessment) framework and within 

that submission letters of support form stakeholders were included.  TfL also had its own 

business case of the scheme that made reference to the Mayor’s Transport Strategy.  

 

The scheme was actively supported by all three main political parties in South-west 

Hertfordshire: Watford Borough Council (Labour), the Mayor of Watford (Liberal 

Democrat) and the MP for West Watford (Conservative). However is passively supported 

by the Mayor of London. Despite the scheme being referred to in the Mayor’s Transport 

Strategy, which is a list of unfunded projects, it has failed to progress for the past twenty 

years.  This has been primarily due to not having a political champion, lack of lobbying 

by third parties (business groups) and the lack of political will from the GLA and central 

government to see the scheme progress.   

 

3.7 Nottingham Express Transit Phase II 

NET Phase one was delivered under the Private Finance Initiative arrangements using a 

Design, Build, Operate Finance and Maintain (DBFOM) model.  The contract was signed 

in March 2000 and the system was operational in March 2004.   The existing tramway is 

a 14km of tramway that runs between Hucknell and Nottingham Station with a spur out 

to Phoenix Park in the west.   There are 23 tram stops along the route with 

approximately 3,000 park and ride spaces (4Ps, 2006).  Nottingham Express Transit 

Phase II (NET2) is an extension to Phase one that was opened in 2004, see Appendix 8.  

 

The preliminary business case for the scheme was submitted in 2003 and there was a 

significant time delay by the DfT before it was awarded Programme Entry in 2006. The 

TWA was submitted in 2007, with the inquiry lasting seven weeks during November-

December 2007.  The powers were granted in June 2009.  An outline business case was 
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submitted in July 2009 and the DfT granted Conditional Approval meant promoters could 

commence the PPP transaction.    

 

Between May and October 2010 bid clarification was underway between bidders and 

promoters; and promoters were awaiting the coalition governments’ approval for the 

scheme and this was granted in October 2010.  It is expected that financial close will 

occur late 2011. 

 

The business case has been prepared in accordance with the DfT’s NATA appraisal 

framework and in accordance with HM Treasury’s guidance and appraisal in Central 

Government (The Green Book).   Although only a redacted version of the Outline 

Business Case is available on-line with financial and commercial figures omitted.  The 

BCR for NET2 with 0% optimism bias is 2.82:1 and with 40% optimism bias is 2.14:1 

(NET, 2009). 

 

Nationally the Labour party had provided significant support to the project. The 

Conservative Liberal Democrat coalition government and DfT has confirmed that NET2 

can proceed however the government contribution to the £680m is less clear; they have 

informed Nottingham City Council that they need to ‘tighten their budget’ (Railway 

Gazette, 2010). 

 

NET2 provides an example of a successful LRT that has built on the success of line one 

implemented under a PPP arrangement. Critical to its achievement, up to May 2010, 

having a politically astute champion, consistency of Labour political party support at local 

and central government; and the introduction of Work Place Levy that will contribute up 

to 25% of the funds for the scheme (see section 3.3).  Within the business case political 

support is represented demonstrating how NET2 meets the governments transport 

policy and with a narrative endorsing commitment form sponsors and stakeholders. 

 

4 KEY FINDINGS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

4.1 Introduction 

This section consolidates the key findings from the four cases and analyses the 

strengths and weaknesses of the existing representation of political support in the 

business case and outlines opportunities and threats for representing political support. 
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4.2 Properties of Political Support 

Although political support is an amorphous concept it was described,  ‘as a coalition of 

will power behind a project to really get it moving’ by interviewee I.   It was agreed by 

most interviewees that the aim of political support was to build and maintain a 

consensus of those in favour of the project; albeit at arms length from the project. 

Interviewees C and G perceived active political support as a euphemism for financial 

commitment by central government for their project.  Interviewee C stressed that if a 

project required tax-payers support then tax payers need to be persuaded that tax 

payers should release the funds via HMT. 

 

Critically a project needs to link its projects objectives to those of its political 

stakeholders.  Lobbying typically by third-party business groups and constituency MPs 

and councillors at an early stage was a critical activity that is conducted in parallel to the 

submitted business case.  The significance of lobbying at this stage is to maintain 

political support for the project whilst the business case is under consideration, with an 

aim of achieving the end result – project approval.   

 

Further probing the properties of political support on major projects the following were 

key findings from interviewees with A to Q were: 

 Project sponsors tended to divide political support between Promotional support 

(sponsoring team and those mobilised to build a consensus of opinion to support 

the project) and those who consider the projects case on behalf of the 

Government that is the Transport Minister and HMT;  

 Political support is critical for project success within the institution, local authority 

and central government;  

 It is critical to have third party lobbying machinery in place with lobbyists stating 

the project’s case to local and central government seeking to influence the 

decision-makers in parliament; 

 It was generally agreed by project sponsors interviewed that the political aim 

when promoting a project is to build and maintain a consensus of political support 

with elected and unelected.  However this must be at arms length from the public 

sector project promoters; 

 Political support was either active support (funding based) and passive support 



 

 

 

 

17 

(general supportive view but not their main priority); 

 Route MP’s and Councillors were notably focused upon by sponsors when 

promoting a scheme; and within this dimension MPs were either in opposition or 

supportive of the scheme; 

 Political support was dynamic in nature and open to change – likened to a lottery 

from the outside by one promoter; 

 Institutional support with a high profile champion was critical to the successful 

promotion of a project; 

 Support of the third party lobby groups is critical for project success; 

 Raising the profile within the House of Commons through a debate is critical for 

exposure of the project; or an All Party Parliamentary Group for a large scheme. 

 

4.3 Analysis of Political Support in the Business Case 

From the four cases investigated existing political support information within a business 

case comprised: central government’s Transport Policy objectives linked to the New 

Approach to Transport Appraisal (NATA) and narrative endorsements from stakeholders 

and sponsors. With London based projects policy links with the London Plan and the 

Mayor’s Transport Strategy were evident. 

 

Strengths and Weaknesses 

Whilst it is clearly necessary for the project to have alignment with the Government’s 

expressed policy desires and a standardised framework for all transport projects 

sponsors have no guarantee that projects proceed to receive approval or funding, 

despite having robust business case.   This is primarily due to the level of competition for 

public funds in the transport sector which forces central government to prioritise 

competing projects on some criteria which is unknown to sponsors. We can only 

speculate what these factors could include, perhaps the financial climate, central 

government interest, economic interest to UK plc or vote impact.  

 

An advantage of representing political support at a generalised level in the form of policy 

objectives allows manoeuvrability by promoters in build political consensus with 

stakeholders; and the project is tied into a parties political agenda.   If the business case 

remains a technical assessment of the project then political negotiations can continue 

whilst the business case is being reviewed by central government in parallel without 
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having to be transparent and recorded in public.  Also, frequently projects overlap 

political administration therefore by limiting political support to policy objectives and a 

technical representation of the project preserves the business case beyond government 

changes. 

 

Opportunities and Threats  

Political support was characterised as being comprised of political support on the 

promotional side and the decision-makers side.  On the promotional side there are clear 

opportunities for improving the representation of political support within the business 

case by using an Advocacy Promotional Metric; however on the decision makers side 

there are limitations in representing political support mainly due to the lack of 

transparency and unpredictability of Government’s decision-making, changes in policy; 

and the fact they will want to leave making decisions on projects as late as possible and 

not reveal their position.   Despite this limitation there are opportunities that could be 

trialled and these will include using Engagement metrics frequently used by lobbyists 

and Documentary evidence.  These are further explained below. 

 

An Advocacy Promotional Metric  

Promotional political support is comprised of elected and non-elected, each could be 

used to develop a political advocacy metric:   

 Elected Political support information would include the number of active and 

passive supporters and opponents within the region within local and central 

government; the MPs need to be characterised by their constituency, their party 

and where each lies in relation to the route, local government support covers 

councillors and similar information is required; and    

 Non-elected political support covering promoting third party lobby groups that 

includes local business groups, chamber of commerce, parliamentary groups; 

and institutional support. 

 

This metric provides sponsors with improved information on elected and non-elected 

political support for their scheme that is not currently represented within the business 

case.   
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Engagement Metrics 

Political support metrics on the decision-makers side could comprise of formal 

engagement based information: 

 Parliamentary Questions – Duration and number of debates in the House of 

Commons and reactions from transport minister in narrative form; 

 Sessions with minister, special advisor (SPAD) and/or DfT – number and 

duration, issues raised and feedback from the minister; 

 Early Day Motions tabled - although rare this can be useful to raise a debate in 

the House of Commons. 

An informal engagement metric could also capture information on access to ministers 

and SPADS by ministers lobbying for a scheme.  

 

Documentary Evidence 

Additionally other documentary evidence to identify political support on the decision-

makers side could cover information from: 

 Extracts from House of Commons debates, Public Accounts Committees or 

National Audit Office reports 

 Manifesto statements – however this are open to change once in power 

 Political statement made by ministers 

 

Limitations with these three proposed measures are that we will never know exactly 

what criteria central government has used to evaluate and approve projects for funding 

unless they are made public.  However these measures further strengthen the 

confidence promoters can in representing political support in the business case for 

effective decision-making. It might be appropriate due to the concern by most 

interviewees with representing political support in the business case that a separate 

political case is constructed for the use of promoters to make a judgement rather than 

include within the technical business case.  Either way promoters are making a decision 

on the level of political support outside the business case framework based on 

information that is suggested to be included as a metric. 
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5 CONCLUSION 

5.1  Conclusion 

The whole matter of political support and uncertainty with funding transport schemes 

arises for sponsors mainly because of central government’s continued control over local 

transport schemes. The consequence of this control is that local authorities and the 

private sector commit significant resources in developing and bidding for schemes in the 

knowledge that the scheme could be halted.   Surprisingly a significant factor such as 

political support that will make or break the project is not overtly measured and included 

in the business case by promoters however other technical intangible factors (for 

instance social benefits) are exhaustedly assessed.    

 

For the first time political support for a project in a transport context has been 

investigated, improvements and the limitations with its representation examined.  

Although the representation of political support and/or opposition on the promotional side 

is feasible, on the decision-making side it becomes problematic and non-transparent.  

However, It is suggested by the author that there should be more transparency by 

central government on the methods and criteria for approving publically funded projects. 

 

5.2 Further Work 

Further research work to assess the effectiveness of the metrics outlined in section 5.1 

is recommended.  Additionally further interviews with MPs, DfT and HMT, if they are 

willing, to investigate the criteria used to priorities projects when they compete for 

constrained funds are suggested. 
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APPENDICES 

 

Appendix 1:Interview Protocol for Semi-Structured Interviews 

 

All interviewees were provided with a background to the study. 

 

The research is titled 'A Pilot study to Assess the Representation of Political Support in 

the Business Case for Public Transport Capital Projects in the UK. The study is being 

funded by the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport as part of its Seed-Corn 

Research grant funding.  The study mainly focuses on the Metro and LRT sector.   

Please note that all interviewees are to remain anonymous if requested. 

 

The areas I would like to cover in the interview are: 

 

- What is meant by political support in the context of your Project; 

 

- What is the extent of existing political support information in general and with 

regard to financial support is included within a business case - (strengths and 

weaknesses of this information) 

 

- What are the existing practices for identifying, assessing and measuring political 

support with a project 

 

- How might political support be usefully included in a business case? 

 

Do you have anything further to add? 
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Appendix 2: Semi-Structured Interviews Conducted 

Code Interview Date Project Interview Form 

A 8/6/2010 CRT Notes 

B 11/6/2010 General Notes 

C 28/7/2010 Croxley Notes 

D 30/7/2010 LRTs General Recorded and Transcribed 

E 2/8/2010 Crossrail Recorded and Transcribed 

F 3/8/2010 CRT Recorded and Transcribed 

G 2/8/2010 Crossrail Notes 

H 9/8/2010 GLUAS Telephone and Notes 

I 12/8/2010 NET P2 Recorded and Transcribed 

J 16/8/2010 General Notes 

K 17/8/2010 CRT Recorded and Transcribed 

L 20/8/2010 Crossrail Recorded and Transcribed 

M 27/8/2010 Croxley Recorded and Transcribed 

N 27/8/2010 Croxley Recorded and Transcribed 

O 6/9/2010 Croxley Notes 

P 22/8/2010 Crossrail Recorded and Transcribed 

Q 5/10/2010 Crossrail Recorded and Transcribed 
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Appendix 3: The Crossrail Route 

The Crossrail scheme is comprised of four sections (Crossrail, 2005): a western section, 

a central area and an upper and a lower eastern section, see Figure below.   In the west, 

the route runs on existing Great Western rail tracks from Maidenhead and Heathrow to 

Paddington.  A new 23km twin bore tunnel will run under the central London area from 

Royal Oak to Whitechapel and then branch at a point near Stepney Green into an upper 

and lower section.   On the eastern section the upper branch will surface at Pudding Mill 

Lane and then use existing Great Eastern tracks to Shenfield.   The lower eastern 

branch will surface at Victoria Dock Road and then runs through to a new tunnel under 

the Thames resurfacing near Abbey Wood.   Tunnels with a diameter of approximately 

6m (10 m at stations) will be constructed mostly 25-35m below London’s street level and 

to depths of 35m, 40m and 50m at Hyde Park, Liverpool Street and The Isle of Dogs 

respectively (Crossrail, 2005). 

 

 The Crossrail Route (www.crossrail.co.uk) 

Crossrail will serve a total of 35 stations: 14 stations on the western branch, 7 in the 

central area; and 12 on the upper eastern branch and 2 on the lower eastern branch.  
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Appendix 4: Funding sources for Crossrail (Butcher, 2010) 

 

Estimated Capital Costs (including Contingency)  15.9 

   

TfL Underwritten:   

GLA (NNDR1) 3.5  

TfL –core contribution 2.7  

LUL Interface savings 0.4  

Sales Surplus Land & Property 0.5  

Developer Contributions 0.3  

London Planning Charge 0.3  

  7.7 

DfT Underwritten:   

DfT grant contribution 5.1  

BAA/City of London Corporation2 (guaranteed) 0.5  

  5.6 

Other (including unguaranteed):   

Network Rail (ONW) 2.3  

Depot (operating lease) 0.5  

City Corporation (additional) 0.1  

Less other residual costs (0.4)  

  2.5 

Total Sources  15.9 

 

All prices March 2007 prices (nominal) 

1 NNDR = National Non-domestic rate of Tax 

2 BAA is refusing to publically commit to a specific sum however it is believed to be 

£250m with the City of London Corporation raising £350m whereby £150m comes from 

London firms and £200m from the corporation’s own funds. 
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Appendix 5:  The Cross River Tram Route 

CRT’s core route runs from Waterloo (south of the river Thames) over Waterloo Bridge, 

through Kingsway, Bloomsbury and on to Euston (north of the river Thames) with 

possible branches to King’s Cross, Camden Town in the northern section and Peckham 

and Brixton in the southern section.  Between Euston and Waterloo the maximum 

service would be 30 trams per hour in each direction; the tram could stop at up to 30 

stops and carry up to 9.500 passengers per hour in each direction (TfL, 2008).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CRT Routes Consulted on in 2006/7 (TfL, 2008) 
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Appendix 6:  14 Members of the Cross River Partnership 

 

Better Bankside 

City of London Corporation 

Leaning and Skills Council 

London Borough of Southwark 

Port of London Authority 

InHolborn 

Visit London 

Business Link London 

Groundwork London 

London Borough of Lambeth 

Network Rail 

South Bank Employers’ Group 

Transport for London 

Westminster City Council
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Appendix 7: The Croxley Rail Link Route 

The proposed Croxley Rail Link project seeks to extend the Croxley branch of the 

Metropolitan Line to Watford Junction in Central Watford instead of its current terminus 

in the suburbs in Western Watford, see below.   

 

 

Croxley Rail Link Route Map (TfL, 2004) 

 

The proposition is to close Watford Metropolitan station (not in Watford town centre) and 

the track that leads up to it, divert the track one kilometre north of Croxley station to 

follow the disused Croxley Green Branch track (closed in 1996 on economic grounds) 

and then link with existing lines to Watford High Street and Watford Junction (TfL, 2005).   

A new viaduct over the A412 Watford Road near to the Grand Union Canal will be built 

to connect the existing Metropolitan line to the disused Croxley Rail Green Branch and 

new stations will be built at Ascot Road and Watford Health Campus.    From January 

2014 six trains per hour will be operating from Watford High Street and Watford Junction 

to Baker Street.   
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Appendix 8:  Nottingham Express Transit Route 

NET2 extends the existing system from the north of Nottingham station over the station 

and through the Southside Regeneration Zone and then divides into line 2   southwards 

to Clifton for 7.5km and line 3 to Beeston and Chilwell for 10km.  On line 2 there will be 

twelve tram stops and on line 3 there will be fourteen tram-stops.  Construction is 

expected to commence autumn 2011 with opening of the two extensions are expected 

late 2014. 

 
 

 
 

Nottingham Express Transit Line Phase One  
and Phase Two (NET, 2009) 

 

 


