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Executive Summary 
 

This document seeks to set out an agenda for change to maximise the value of the railway to the 

economy of Gloucestershire. 

Rail services – their quality, frequency and speed – are vital components in the economic prosperity 

and competitiveness of the County. Rail travel in Gloucestershire has nearly tripled in the last 20 

years, facilitating the County’s competitiveness and economic advancement, and supported by 

improvements in long distance services in that period. The County expects c.3,500 houses per 

annum to be built over the next decade, and significant infrastructure investment will be needed to 

support this growth, enabling its residents to travel smoothly and efficiently and enhancing the 

productivity of its businesses. 

However, the rail lines through the County are largely full, and many bodies are undertaking 

planning work to improve services on them through investment in capacity at key nodes. This 

includes Midlands Connect, West of England Combined Authority and Transport for Wales. This 

document is Gloucestershire County Council’s and the GFirst LEP’s strategy for which service 

improvements will deliver most for the County’s economy, backed up by evidence of the GVA uplift 

that will result from those improvements. 

A series of tests of enhanced train services were developed, based on an assessment of the 

County’s development plans and the gaps in the current rail service provision to support them. 

These tests were modelled to assess their impact on the County’s economy. All the tests looked at 

the impact of proposed development in the local plans, as well as the current base.  

The results show that an enhanced regional service between Bristol and Birmingham would deliver 

substantial economic benefits and improve connectivity along the M5 corridor south of Gloucester, 

transform connectivity between Gloucester/Cheltenham and Worcester and greatly improve 

Gloucester’s connectivity to Birmingham.  Whilst a combination of an enhanced fast Bristol-

Birmingham service and a regional service would deliver even more GVA uplift, it is unlikely to be 

deliverable because of the limited number of additional train paths into Birmingham that are being 

created by the Midlands Rail Hub project. However, a regional service performs better than 

Midlands Connect’s current plan for enhanced train services on the corridor. 

There is a strong economic value from improving Cheltenham/Gloucester to London services to 

two per hour from the current one. There are various options for the calling pattern of the 

additional train, but there is little difference between the economic value of the variants. 

The value of enhanced services to South Wales appears limited beyond the frequency 

improvements already being planned by Transport for Wales.  We looked at a number of options for 

introducing services to Sharpness and for improving connectivity for the Forest of Dean. The 

Sharpness options did not create significant economic value compared to other improvements we 

tested, particularly compared to the substantial capital costs involved. However, improved services 

from Lydney to Bristol via enhanced interchange at Severn Tunnel Junction have value proportionate 

to their costs.  
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Connectivity with the East Midlands (the “A46 corridor”) cannot easily be delivered via the existing 

rail network. There is, however, a material value for Gloucestershire, and it is recommended that 

improved connectivity is pursued via interchange at the proposed Midlands Rail Hub/HS2 

interchange at Birmingham Moor Street/Curzon Street. 

We investigated the potential value of two major hub interchange stations on the Bristol-

Birmingham Main Line: Gloucestershire Central Hub Interchange, in the vicinity of Junction 11 of 

the M5, midway between Gloucester and Cheltenham, and Gloucestershire South Hub Interchange, 

south of Gloucester in the vicinity of Junction 12 of the M5. The Central Hub Interchange performed 

strongly, increasing the economic value of enhanced services between Bristol and Birmingham by 

50%. The South Hub did not perform strongly in the tests, but this situation might change were 

significant development in the immediate area to be assumed. The concept of interchange stations 

is therefore recommended for further investigation, with particular emphasis on the Central Hub 

Interchange. 

We also considered the impact of a new settlement of up to 30,000 new homes between 

Cheltenham and Gloucester (which is beyond the scope of the current local plans). This settlement 

would double the economic value of the Central Hub Interchange, and indeed the new station would 

almost certainly be a prerequisite for a development of this size.  

The table below summarises the main conclusions of the strategy in the form of six conditional 

outputs. 

Corridor No. Conditional Output GVA (£m pa) 

Bristol-Birmingham CO1 Two additional regional train services per hour 
calling between Bristol Temple Meads and 
Birmingham calling at Filton Abbey Wood, Bristol 
Parkway, Yate, Cam & Dursley, Gloucester Central, 
Ashchurch for Tewkesbury, Worcester Shrub Hill, 
Bromsgrove and University. 

9.3 

South Cotswold Line CO2 Additional train per hour between London 
Paddington and Cheltenham Spa – calling pattern to 
be subject to further analysis. 

9.0 to 9.8 

South Wales CO3 Improved connectivity at Severn Tunnel Junction 
between 2 tph services calling at Lydney between 
Gloucester and Cardiff and 2 tph services between 
Cardiff and Bristol. Improved interchange 
experience.  

1.8 

North Cotswold Line CO4 Additional train per hour London Paddington to 
Worcester and Kidderminster in line with the North 
Cotswold Line Taskforce proposals.  

Included in 
NCLTF 

business 
case 

Central 
Gloucestershire Hub 
Interchange 

CO5 New station in the vicinity of Junction 11 of the M5 
on the line between Gloucester and Cheltenham. 

Up to 14, 
depending 
on level of 

development 
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A46 Corridor CO6 Associated with CO1, connectivity at Birmingham 
Moor Street/Curzon Street with MRH services to 
Leicester and Nottingham and HS2 services to East 
Midlands Interchange 

8 to 9 

 

The challenge is for Gloucestershire’s needs to be heard in the railway planning now underway, so 

that the right solutions are designed that maximise the economic value for the County, its residents 

and businesses. 

We have identified what we believe to be four priorities, based upon a combination of the relative 

economic values, and the perceived ease of delivery. In each case we have also considered the steps 

required in order to deliver the conditional objectives:  

CO1 Birmingham – Bristol – 2 Additional Regional Services per Hour.  

(1)  Create consensus in terms of shared aspiration 

(2) Understand the wider benefits 

(3) Quantify infrastructure enhancements 

(4) Actively engage with Midlands Connect 

(5) Then, create a consensus for delivery 

CO2a South Cotswold Line – an Additional TPH between Gloucestershire and Swindon 

There is little immediate prospect of an additional service from Gloucestershire to London (CO2) but 

there is a prospect of a first stage with an additional service between Gloucestershire and Swindon 

(CO2a). In order to develop this aspiration, the steps are: 

(1) Prove that there is capacity within the timetable for the proposed services 

(2) Engage with Great Western Railway  

(3) Build consensus with other stakeholders (e.g. Wiltshire Council, Swindon Borough Council, 

LEPs) 

(4) Then, produce a business case  

C05 Central Gloucestershire Hub Station - a New Station in the Vicinity of J11 of the M5 

If new housing is dependent upon a new station and a new station is dependent upon housing, then 
the mutual reliance on the two schemes suggests a close degree of collaboration during the early 
planning phases. To that end, we suggest an iterative relationship is developed between housing 
planners and the railway industry. This may lead to a pre-feasibility report to establish whether there 
is a strong enough case to commit the resources to develop a Strategic Outline Business Case (SOBC) 
for the new station. Acceptance of the SOBC by the Department of Transport would be the initial 
formal stage of the process to deliver the station.  

 

CO4 North Cotswold Line – an Additional TPH between Worcester and London Calling at Moreton 

in Marsh 

This work is already in hand as part of the North Cotswold Line Task Force and an SOBC was recently 

completed.  
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1. Introduction  
 

1.1 The Brief 

In August 2019 Gloucestershire County Council commissioned SLC Rail to develop a rail strategy to 

support the proposed economic development planned in the County. SLC Rail in turn asked SYSTRA 

to conduct an assessment of the wider economic impacts of a range of service improvements being 

considered as part of the strategy.  

The work has considered options covering all of the existing rail corridors in Gloucestershire, plus 

two new corridors. These corridors are as follows:  

• Birmingham – Bristol Mainline 

• Birmingham – South Wales and Forest of Dean services 

• Gloucestershire – London 

• North Cotswold Line 

• Sharpness and Severn Bridge (New Route) 

• A46 Corridor (New route Gloucestershire to Leicester via Warwickshire)  

In addition to the routes above consideration has already been given to the impact of potential new 

Hub Interchange stations: a Gloucestershire Central Hub Interchange between Cheltenham and 

Gloucester and a Gloucestershire South Hub Interchange on the Bristol – Birmingham mainline to 

the south of Gloucester. 

Finally, SLC Rail were asked to comment on proposals for a possible extension of railway 

infrastructure to connect Cheltenham racecourse to the mainline railway network. 

1.2 Document Structure 

This document is arranged as follows: 

Section 3 includes a review of current travel markets and rail services. 

Section 4 summarises Gloucestershire’s development proposals. 

Section 5 then reviews the current rail industry plans, and assesses the weaknesses in the current 

rail service provision, leading to the identification of the detailed train service tests to be undertaken 

in the economic model 

Section 6 explained the methodology used in the modelling 

Sections 7 to 12 then present the results of the modelling by corridor 

Section 13 summarises the results and sets out the priorities for service development that emerge 

from the analysis 

Section 14 considers the challenges of connecting Cheltenham racecourse to the mainline. 

Finally, section 15 sets out a plan of action to support the delivery of the priorities for development.  
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2. Current Travel Markets, Train Services and Accessibility 
 

2.1 Introduction 

Gloucestershire and Worcestershire are the two main shire counties situated between the growing 

conurbations of Birmingham and Bristol in an area which might be described as south west midlands 

or north of the south-west. Both counties are characterised by the strategic transport links through 

them connecting the midlands with the south-west. The primary modes being the M5 Motorway and 

the Birmingham to Bristol mainline railway, which run roughly north to south. There are three other 

rail routes in the county. To the north in Worcestershire – where Worcestershire County Council is 

currently constructing Worcestershire Hub interchange station - the North Cotswold Line connects 

London Paddington, Reading and Oxford with Moreton-in-Marsh, and Worcester. To the south west 

of Cheltenham the main route splits with a line from Gloucester through the Forest of Dean to 

Lydney and onward to Cardiff.  At Stonehouse, the north to south route splits again with a route that 

heads through Stonehouse, Stroud, Kemble to Swindon and London.  

 

Figure 1 - Railway route network through Gloucestershire 
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2.2 Main Customer Markets 

From a railway perspective Gloucestershire points omnidirectionally. The north of the county is 

readily accessible to the centre of Birmingham and beyond (subject to adequate frequency of 

service). Similarly, the south of the county is more readily accessible to Bristol. The major 

conurbations of Cheltenham and Gloucester are accessible to both Birmingham and Bristol and 

Cardiff. Cheltenham and Gloucester and the smaller towns of Moreton-in-Marsh, Stonehouse, 

Stroud and Kemble are accessible to London.  

The location of Gloucestershire gives the potential for excellent connectivity to these markets, but 

for sustainable rail potential to be maximised a customer requires a reliable, frequent service, and 

good accessibility to the station. In addition, there is a balance between fastest journey time – which 

implies a reduced number of station calls - and a maximum number of station calls which results in 

an unacceptably increased journey time for end to end journeys.   

2.3 Service Patterns 

The main railway provision for Gloucestershire is as follows: there is, broadly, a 30-minute frequency 

service between Bristol and Birmingham which calls only at Cheltenham; there is an hourly service 

between Cheltenham and Gloucester and London (with calls at Stonehouse, Stroud and Kemble); 

there is also an hourly service between Birmingham and Cardiff calling at Cheltenham and 

Gloucester with some calls at Ashchurch for Tewkesbury and Lydney). There is a local stopping 

service every two hours between Worcester and Bristol (and beyond) which calls at Ashchurch, 

Cheltenham, Gloucester and Cam and Dursley. There is also a local hourly service from Gloucester to 

Cardiff (and beyond) calling at Lydney (meaning that between Gloucester and Cardiff there are two 

trains per hour, with some gaps in the current service which Transport for Wales intend to fill). Along 

the North Cotswold Line there is also an hourly service between Worcester and London Paddington 

that calls at Moreton-in Marsh. 

  Via Operator Service provision 

1 Birmingham - Bristol Cheltenham Cross Country Trains 2 TPH 

2 Birmingham - Cardiff Cheltenham & Gloucester 
(some via Ashchurch/Lydney) 

Cross Country Trains 1 TPH 

3 Cheltenham -
Gloucester -London 

Stonehouse, Stroud, Kemble Great Western Railway 1 TPH 

4 Worcester - London Moreton-in-Marsh Great Western Railway 1 TPH 

5 Worcester - Bristol Ashchurch, Cheltenham, 
Gloucester, Cam & Dursley 

Great Western Railway 1 TPH every 2 
hours 

6 Cheltenham - Cardiff Gloucester/Lydney Transport for Wales 1 TPH 
Figure 2 - Current service patterns 

2.4 Usage 

Passenger usage at Gloucestershire railway stations increased by 300% over 17 years from a little 

over 2 million journeys per annum to around 6 million. There have been no new stations opened in 

the county since Cam and Dursley opened in 1994 and Ashchurch for Tewkesbury in 1997, and 

therefore each station is now serving many more customers. Station patronage is dominated by 

Cheltenham (42% of the county total) and Gloucester (30% of the county total). By footfall these 
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stations are of national significance ranked as 244th and 386th by footfall. Over the same period the 

percentage of customers served by Cheltenham has increased from 36-42% of the total county 

journeys whereas Gloucester has fallen from 30% to 26%. The relative growth of Cheltenham and 

decline of Gloucester is probably best explained by the difference in connectivity and frequency of 

service enjoyed by Cheltenham. Put simply, in most cases from a railway timetabling perspective it is 

far more convenient for a customer to catch a train at Cheltenham than elsewhere in the county. 

 

Figure 3 - Passenger journeys per rail at Gloucestershire stations 

Whilst the share of customers at Cheltenham has grown at the expense of Gloucester the actual 

passenger numbers at both stations have increased significantly. The trajectory of increase at 

Cheltenham significantly exceeding that of nearby Gloucester. 
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Figure 4 - Passenger usage at Cheltenham and Gloucester 

This dominance of Cheltenham over other county stations, whilst due in part to its catchment area, 

cannot in the long-term be good for the county as a whole. Eventually disbenefits such as access 

difficulties, car parking, congestion will begin to outweigh the benefits of connectivity.    

In terms of the seven smaller stations within the county station usage has increased almost every 

year although at differing rates. The smallest number and the lowest growth is at Ashchurch, where 

there is both a limited railway service and few car parking spaces (which are generally taken by 

9am). There is, however, good bus connectivity which is more frequent than the railway service. 

 

Figure 5 - Passenger usage at seven smaller stations in Gloucestershire 
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Stroud and Kemble have the highest passenger numbers after Cheltenham and Gloucester and with 

strong annual growth, and this may be attributable to the good connectivity to Cheltenham but 

particularly to London.  

The highest growth over this time period has been, though, at the smaller stations of Cam and 

Dursley and Lydney. 

 

Figure 6 - Percentage increase in passengers 2001 to 2019 

2.5 Accessibility  

A railway station’s primary function is to serve as an access point to the railway network. Most 

railway stations were constructed during the industrial revolution between 1860 and 1890 and may 

not be best suited to modal interchange in the twenty-first century. For a station patronage to 

flourish there needs to be easy access from multiple modes of transport ranging from walking, 

cycling, access for the mobility impaired, bus interchange, taxi, ‘kiss-and-go’ drop off, and for car 

parking. Interchange per-se is a wider issue than the scope of this stage of the Rail Investment 

Strategy. However, an important element that concerns the function of a railway station and the 

viability of any investment is the connectivity between car parking and station access, and this 

matter should be subject to special scrutiny.  

In simple terms, for a station to be well used a customer needs ready access to it. In the urban 

context this means that a station is conveniently located for buses, walking etc. But in a rural 

environment it frequently means that a station requires adequate car parking. Gloucestershire has a 

high proportion of rural dwellers and therefore to make sustainable rail travel attractive the 

customer proposition requires not only a frequent and reliable service to where that customer 

wants to go, but also the ready and equally reliable means for that customer to park. Because of the 

importance of the railway car park for the stations in Gloucestershire it is worth considering this 

aspect of modal interchange in more detail.   

According to Gloucestershire LEP, 33.7% of the population live in rural areas. 1 The population of 

Cheltenham and Gloucester combined amounts to some 245,000, or 39% of the total county 

 
1https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/88147/g
loucestershire.pdf  
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population. It is likely that near to 100% of the population of these boroughs live in urban areas. In 

which case the rural population amounting to some 209,000 people is distributed around the 

remaining four districts. This would mean that 55% of the population of the four large districts is 

rural.  

A Total population of the County 623,000  100% 

B Combined population of Cheltenham and Gloucester 245,000  39% 

C Remainder of the county population split between the four districts  378,000 A-B 61% 

D Proportion of the County population in rural locations 33.7% 209,000  34% 

E Urban population of four other districts 169,000 C-D 27% 

F Urban population with railway stations (see footnote 2)  82,000  13% 

G Urban population without railway stations   77,000 E-F 12% 

H Rural and urban populations without ready access to train stations 286,000 D+G 46% 
Figure 7 - Distribution of the population in Gloucestershire 

In total 52% of the county population are situated in urban locations with a railway station, that is 

the 39% who live in Cheltenham and Gloucester plus 13% who live in the urban vicinity of the other 

stations in the county.2 The remaining 48% (286,000) – including the residents of the towns of 

Cirencester, Bishops Cleeve, Winchcombe are not so well connected to railway stations.  

In order to make rail travel opportunities inclusive for the whole of the county it is important to 

consider accessibility and car parking provision. In total there are only 1,953 station car parking 

spaces in the whole of the county.3 That number reduces to only 1,222 when Cheltenham and 

Gloucester are excluded – which because of their location within the urban environment are 

probably more likely to be used by urban residents. They are also likely to be less attractive as 

parking locations to rural dwellers because of the potential time taken to access them in the centre 

of large towns. The recently opened Worcestershire Parkway station, in contrast, is served initially 

with 500 spaces with space for future expansion, and Warwick Parkway has a provision for 900 cars. 

 Spaces4 Daily rate £ Annual £ 

Ashchurch 55 Council owned Free 

Cam and Dursley 90 Council owned Free 

Cheltenham 254 5.40 650 

Gloucester 477 8.90 557 

Kemble 674 3.70 430 

Lydney 85 Free  

Moreton-in-Marsh 137 4.40 746 

Stonehouse 22 2.80 488 

Stroud 159 3.30 648 

    

Total  1,953   
Figure 8 - Station car parking 

 
2 Lydney: 9,000, Stroud: 33,000, Tewkesbury: 20,000, Moreton-in-Marsh: 4,000, Stonehouse: 8,000, Dursley: 
7,000, Kemble, 1,000. 
3 These are spaces connected with the railway stations and shown on the National Rail Enquiries website. 
There may be other private or council owned car parks not included within these numbers.  
4 Source: National Rail Enquiries website. 
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It has already been shown how usage at Cheltenham station has grown since 2000 but since there is 

a limit to the number of car parking spaces that can be provided, the proportion of drivers who can 

be accommodated is falling. Whilst it might be tempting to think that such a situation is congruent 

with sustainability policies, in fact the reverse may be true. If customers cannot access the railway 

station they are less likely to use the railway and more likely to use the car. In a simple comparison 

of Cheltenham with other similar sized stations it can be seen that the volume of car parking spaces 

is low. In contrast the number of car parking spaces at Gloucester station is comparable with other 

similar sized stations. In respect to both Cheltenham and Gloucester the fare to park seems 

comparatively low in comparison to other locations. This might indicate that there is an under-

utilised lever to manage supply and demand and/or a commercial opportunity being lost.  

 Ranking Parking spaces Daily rate Annual rate 

Cheltenham 244 254 £5.20 £650 

Wakefield Westgate 242 900 £11 £1,099 

Plymouth 250 312 £8 £1,328 

Darlington 252 382 £12 £1,497 

     

Gloucester 386 477 £8.90 £557 

Taunton 398 193 £6.70 £751 

Grantham 415 263 £12 £1,530 

Loughborough 423 180 £12 £1,150 

Nuneaton 430 175 £8.50 £816 
Figure 9 - Comparison of similarly ranked stations by footfall with car parking facilities 

The key question though is whether this apparent lack of parking acts as a disincentive for potential 

rural customers to use the railway, and as a result whether rural customers are somewhat 

discriminated against because of their comparative lack of access to railway stations. The total car 

parking capacity of all the stations in the county would accommodate less than 1% of the county’s 

rural population.  

  % of daily customers who could 
park on a week day 5 

No of spaces 

Ashchurch 33 55 

Cam and Dursley 28 90 

Cheltenham 6 254 

Gloucester 18 477 

Kemble 103 674 

Lydney 21 85 

Moreton 30 137 

Stonehouse 8 22 

Stroud 17 159 
Figure 10 - Number of car parking spaces and % of daily customers who could park 

A comparison between the number of car parking spaces and the daily weekday customer footfall 

shows that in the urban locations of Cheltenham and Gloucester only between 6% and 18% of the 

total users could access a car parking space. Whilst this is a low number it should be considered that 

 
5 For the purposes of this example it is assumed that 85% of the station footfall is on weekdays. 
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these stations are located within large towns, where public transport is reasonable and for many the 

station is a comparatively easy walk.  

Cheltenham station which has the best overall rail connectivity of the Gloucestershire stations is, 

because of the limited car parking spaces, largely inaccessible to rural customers unless they can 

access the station by other means or park elsewhere.  

The exception in respect to car parking provision is Kemble, which has two car parks (an additional 

333 spaces were opened in 2017) and a total of 674 spaces. There are currently more than enough 

spaces for every weekday customer to park at the station. This small village with a population of only 

1,000 boasts over one third of the county’s total station car parking spaces. Nevertheless, if 

passenger footfall continues to grow then even this surplus capacity will soon be used up. If growth 

continues at the current rate than by 2025 the number of daily weekday passengers at Kemble will 

exceed the car parking capacity by 109 spaces per day. Or, put another way, the percentage of daily 

customers who could park would have fallen to 86%.    

It is important to note that Figure 10 compares the number of car parking spaces against the total 

number of daily customers and that no attempt has been made to categorise how those customers 

access the station. Many customers will (and must in the case of Cheltenham and Gloucester) access 

the station by means other than car parking. The situation in Kemble, though, is less clear cut since 

the population of the village is only 1,000, which indicates that a high proportion of rail users are 

travelling from further afield.  

The Kemble situation exemplifies the problem, which is that whilst most stations in Gloucestershire 

provide only a limited number of car parking spaces, even at this location there could be insufficient 

even in the fairly short term. The solution is likely to involve Gloucestershire County Council, the 

relevant local authorities, Great Western Railway and Network Rail working together to scope a 

longer-term station access strategy to include car parking and interchange. It emphasises the 

important of placing new development close to accessible means of public transport.  

It seems, then, that with the possible exception of Kemble (and even at Kemble possibly only in the 

short term), the rurally located stations are not geared up to accommodate even today’s rural 

customers. It is likely that this is a dissatisfier for customers and also a reason for them to consider 

not taking the train. Conversely, given the size of the rural population and the comparative lack of 

car parking facilities there is a significant opportunity for the development of Hub interchange 

locations in Gloucestershire.  

2.6 Sustainability, Decarbonisation and the Climate Change Agenda 

High quality rail connectivity with regular frequency trains that enable people to make easy journeys 

from close to their homes to their destination is a green and sustainable form of travel. Increasingly, 

future housing growth plans are associated with existing or potential rail connectivity because of the 

green premium compared to schemes which rely more upon road transportation. Modal shift from 

road to rail will result not only in a reduction in potential congestion on major trunk roads, but also a 

reduction in noise and pollution and a reduction in carbon emissions. Rail transportation is 

increasingly being seen as a means to improve the environment both locally and globally. 
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Railway connectivity is only one element in the ingredients required to achieve a sustainable shift of 

customers off the road networks. It is, though, a critical pre-requisite to unlocking the opportunities 

derived from a less car dominated environment. The right structure (of stations, facilities, train 

services going to the right places) needs to be in place along with the supporting infrastructure (such 

as bus/tram etc connectivity) to facilitate first and last mile travel as well as the main railway section. 

Ultimately, if the alternative to road travel is perceived as a better option for travellers they are 

likely to choose that option. Conversely, whilst it is perceived that road is the better option 

individuals are less likely to choose rail.  

So, in formulation of this rail investment strategy consideration should be given to the potential 

opportunities which will accrue in respect to the climate change agenda if the right building blocks 

are put in place at the right time.  

The railway is, compared to car travel, a significantly more environmentally friendly option. Although 

the railway in Gloucestershire is not electrified, overall 80% of all rail journeys per kilometre use 

electrified trains. There are some innovative developments being trialled such as bi-mode and 

battery powered trains which may ply none electrified lines. In any case the rail industry has a target 

to be net carbon zero by 2040.6  

In due course, as part of the development of next steps the value of modal shift and reduction in 

carbon output can be calculated as part of the individual business case for future investment 

schemes.  

2.7 Conclusion 

The geography of Gloucestershire is such that it has the potential to create good service connections 

between stations in the county and Birmingham, Bristol, Cardiff and beyond as well as to London. 

The existing railway infrastructure and station locations have provided a good base level of 

connectivity. However, much of the county connectivity is dominated by Cheltenham and to a lesser 

degree Gloucester and these stations may not be ideally located to respond to future growth.  

Passenger usage across the county has increased significantly over the past 20 years, and there is no 

indication that growth will not continue. Whilst this is a positive, continued growth may eventually 

result in disbenefits to rail travel. One particular issue is how to make stations accessible to rural 

customers equally as well as urban dwellers. Whilst car parking is not the only answer to this 

problem provision of adequate car parking facilities is likely to be a growing issue as trunk road 

commuting becomes more difficult due to increased congestion and more demand is created by 

significant residential development, especially on green field sites on the urban fringe, in rural 

locations or in towns without a railway station.   

  

 
6 rail-industry-decarbonisation-taskforce-final-report-for-the-minister-for-rail-july-2019 
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3. Gloucestershire’s Development Proposals 
 

3.1 Population, Economy and Development 

The population of the six districts that comprise the County of Gloucestershire amounted to 621,000 

in 2016. The County supports 319,800 workers and 344,000 jobs.7 In the 25-year period between 

2016 and 2041 the population in the districts of the county is set to increase between 10% and 20%.8 

    

 

Figure 7 - Percentage increase in projected population growth 2016-2041 

There are 35,000 businesses in the county which together generate a total GVA £15.8 bn p.a. (2015). 

The GFirst LEP has identified a number of strengths to the county economy which include: a high 

proportion of start-up businesses and also a high propensity for many of these businesses to survive. 

Another strength is cyber specialisation created by GCHQ in Cheltenham which is attracting many 

related organisations to the area. However, there are a number of significant challenges to the 

economy. From a transport perspective the primary road networks are reaching capacity, rail 

connectivity is considered to be limited and there are pockets within the county of limited public 

transport availability.9 

District GVA 2015 Population 2016, 000s 

Cheltenham 3.2 bn 117 

Cotswold 2.5 bn 86 

Forest of Dean 1.4 bn 85 

Gloucester 3.4 bn 128 

Stroud 2.7 bn 117 

Tewkesbury 2.6 bn 88 

Gloucestershire 15.8 bn 621 

South Gloucestershire 10  8.7 bn  
Figure 8 - GVA and population by District 

 
7 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), May 2014, and Version 2.0 update of 2018.  
8 Gloucestershire Draft Local Transport Plan, November 2019.  
9 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018. 
10 Outside of the Gloucestershire County area but included for comparison. 
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A particular concern is that there is an ageing population which, whilst a national phenomenon, 

appears to be more acute in Gloucestershire. This problem is especially pronounced in the rural 

areas of the county.11 On top of the ageing population the county suffers from a higher propensity of 

emigration out of the county of young people (especially recent graduates).12 In contrast, it seems 

that there are indications that Gloucestershire is attracting inward migration of 30-44 years olds 

attracted by the life style that the county has to offer.13     

3.2 Simplified SWOT Analysis  

STRENGTHS WEAKNESSES 

Cyber specialisation 
Innovative businesses 
Entrepreneurial start-ups and business survival 
rates 
Standard of living 

Capacity constraints of road network 
Limited rail connectivity – especially to London 
Pockets of limited public transport 

 

OPPORTUNITIES THREATS 

Internationally significant cyber security sector 
Projected growth in the number of households 
Innovation assets 
Planned investment in infrastructure 
Improved direct line services to London and 
Bristol 
Housing allocations to support growth 

Business unable to fill skilled vacancies 
Ageing population – especially in rural areas 
Young people leaving the area.  

Figure 9 - Simplified SWOT analysis.14 

3.3 GFirst LEP’s Perspective on Transport  

It is clear from the GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan that improved transport infrastructure is 

integral to the delivery of the economic potential of the county. However, until recently the LEP has 

seen much of the strategic opportunity to be dependent upon road and not rail improvement. Apart 

from improvements to Gloucester and Cheltenham station interchange the remaining significant 

schemes concern the highways network. However, GFirst LEP are now beginning to recognise the 

importance of rail in the delivery of the strategic ambitions of the county. 

 
11 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018. 
12 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018. 
13 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018. 
14 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018, p.12. 
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Figure 10 - GFirst LEP strategic enablers for growth .15 

Included within the SEP are a number of ‘Asks’ to government and whilst GFirst LEP specifically 

request highways improvement, there is currently little mention of improvements to railway 

infrastructure. This rail investment strategy will provide the necessary background and evidence to 

assist the LEP in formulating a policy in respect to rail infrastructure improvement priorities. This Rail 

Strategy document recognises and fills that gap.  

3.4 Housing  

The 2018 GFirst LEP update refers to an increase of 61,575 new houses by 2031, which over the 14-

year period 2017 to 2031 would amount to 4,400 new houses per annum across the county. 16 The 

Joint Core Strategy of Cheltenham, Gloucester and Tewkesbury amounts to 35,175 houses within 

this total. These figures were, though, approved in 2017. 17 A more recent document for 

Gloucestershire County Council suggests that the annual housing requirement based upon updated 

 
15 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018 
16 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018, p.23. 
17 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018, p.23. 
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central government guidance amounts to 3,277 housing units per annum. It seems likely that the 

continual process of revision of local land use plans will mean that these numbers are regularly 

changing. The Tewkesbury Garden Town scheme, for example, has the potential to create 

somewhere between 8,000 and 10,000 new dwellings over a significant period (only 4,500 are 

expected to be built by 2031). 18 Irrespective of whether the higher or lower number is more likely to 

be achieved, it is certain that this level of housing growth will create additional pressures on the 

road, rail and bus transport systems. 

Local Authority Housing need per annum 

Cheltenham 539 

Gloucester 652 

Tewkesbury 580 

Stroud 638 

Cotswold 495 

Forest of Dean 374 

Gloucestershire (total) 3,277 

Figure 11 - Gloucestershire new house construction need per annum19 

3.5 Transport Plan 

The draft Gloucestershire Local Transport Plan 2015-2041 raises:  

‘The fundamental question for Gloucestershire’s future transport network will be how to 

balance the demand for clean growth and improved connectivity with an increasingly 

congested transport system that is in many places at capacity.’ 20 

 

The plan states that ‘ensuring that the existing infrastructure is used to its maximum efficiency will 

be at the core of the future of mobility in the County’. It recognises that this ambition can only be 

achieved with a modal shift towards public transportation.  It also points out that the modal share of 

rail in Gloucestershire is low at only 1% versus a national average of 5%. 21 The plan envisages that 

sustainable economic growth can be achieved by a combination of improvements to infrastructure, 

services and access to stations.22 

 
18 Tewkesbury Area Draft Concept Masterplan: Report, January 2018. 
19 McDonald, N., Implications of the Government’s new standard housing need formula for Gloucestershire, 
September 2018. 
20 Gloucestershire Draft Local Transport Plan, November 2019, p.10. 
21 Gloucestershire Draft Local Transport Plan, November 2019, p.10. 
22 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018, p.27. 
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As part of the transport hub initiative improvements to Gloucester station (£3.75m) and Cheltenham 

station (£1.5m) has been funded. These improvements to access and car parking should be 

completed by 2021.23 

The transport plan recognises, though, that improved access to a station is only part of the solution 

and that an integrated rail strategy requires improved access from the station i.e. sufficient regular 

train services going to where customers want to travel. The draft plan tables an ambition for a 20-

minute service on the Bristol to Birmingham line stopping at Ashchurch, Cheltenham, Gloucester and 

Cam & Dursley, as well as a 20 min services from Cheltenham/Gloucester to Cardiff (Stopping at 

Lydney). 24  The plan recognises that such a service provision will only be possible with substantial 

investment in railway infrastructure. This draft document also considers whether there is a 

requirement for a new station between Cheltenham and Gloucester.25    

                                    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 
23 GFirst LEP Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), Version 2.0 update of 2018, p.27. 
24 Gloucestershire Draft Local Transport Plan, November 2019, p.20. 
25 Gloucestershire Draft Local Transport Plan, November 2019, p.21. 
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4. Rail Industry Plans and Gap Analysis 
 

4.1 Economic Value of Rail 

The economic value of rail is now widely understood. This was not always the case. Up until the mid-

2000s rail was not generally viewed by policy makers as a central consideration in economic planning 

(other than for London commuting). This has now completely changed. Good rail connectivity is 

understood as important to UK and regional competitiveness, and a major forward planning effort is 

being made that reflects this, including HS2, Transport for the North and other similar transport 

bodies such as Transport for Scotland and Midlands Connect. 

This sea change has come about because, starting in c.1994, there has been a substantial, sustained 

and continuing growth in passenger rail usage, such that more people now travel by train in the UK 

than has ever been the case in the history of the railways. There are many complicated reasons for 

this, and some of these are highlighted in the table below. 

Push Factors Pull Factors 

Population growth Increase in train frequencies 

GDP growth Improvements in customer service 

House price rises have extended travel to work times Fares regulation 

Road congestion  

No new motorways  

Increase in student population  

Reduced car ownership amongst younger people  
Figure 12 - Factors influencing growth in rail usage since 1994 

The consequence is that the rail industry has responded by running more trains, to more 

destinations than ever before, and there has been a sustained increase in investment which, 

nevertheless, has hardly been able to keep pace with demand. On all lines of significance, the 

railway is running at or near full capacity, and further investment is needed. 

Gloucestershire is no different from this. Figure 3 shows that over the last 20 years the number of 

passengers using the station has almost trebled. The rail industry has delivered significant 

enhancement in order to support this growth. Compared to 20 years ago, for example: 

• The Cardiff-Nottingham service is hourly compared to two-hourly 

• There is now a regular hourly local service to Bristol 

• The service from Cheltenham and Gloucester to London is now hourly, whereas 20 years ago 

it was three per day 

4.2 Rail Policy Context – Future Investment  

Railways are a long-term business, with long planning horizons to enable investment in long term 

fixed assets, such as infrastructure and rolling stock. These are also expensive, and passenger fares 

cannot in most cases fund the full costs of this investment.  
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Because all the main trunk routes are operating at close to capacity, the opportunity to run more 

trains at marginal cost within the current constraints of the infrastructure is limited. The 

consequence of this is that the planning of future services is now largely a public sector activity 

(rather than being left to operators to respond to the market).   

Therefore, regional and national planning are important, and this planning requires partnerships 

across the public sector. There are a number of live examples of this that may affect rail services in 

Gloucestershire as shown in the table below. 

Body Potential Impact 

Transport for Wales Is planning an increase in the service between Cardiff and 
Cheltenham to operate hourly. 
Is planning investment in new stations between Severn 
Tunnel Junction and Cardiff. 

Midlands Connect Is planning as part of the Midlands Rail Hub project 
additional services between Birmingham and the South 
West via Cheltenham – the current proposal is for 1 TPH to 
Bristol and 1 tph to Cardiff via Bristol Parkway. These 
services would operate “as fast as possible” in order to meet 
Midlands Connect’s objective of improving city-centre to 
city-centre connectivity. 

North Cotswold Line Task Force This group of Local Authorities and LEPs, of which 
Gloucestershire is a member, is seeking investment to 
increase the Worcester to London frequency to 2 TPH. 

Department for Transport Is negotiating with Cross County Trains to address some of 
the on train capacity challenges faced by that operation, 
which could result in longer trains at Gloucestershire 
stations. 

West of England Combined 
Authority 

Are promoting Metrowest – a much enhanced local network 
around Bristol, including an aspiration for 2 TPH between 
Yate and Bristol. 

Figure 13 - Public sector bodies planning service changes that may affect Gloucestershire 

The challenge is for Gloucestershire’s needs to be heard in these developments, so that the right 

solutions are designed to support the County’s economy. For example, is it right for the new services 

proposed by Midlands Connect described above as the express trains operating “as fast as possible” 

between Birmingham and Bristol, or would more economic value result for Gloucestershire if these 

services were semi-fast services delivering improved regional connectivity? 

4.3 Identifying the Gaps to Support Gloucestershire’s Economy 

The following map illustrates the weaknesses in the current rail service through the County if the rail 

industry is to support its economic growth and development plans. 
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Figure 14 - Gaps in Gloucestershire's rail services 

The weaknesses are as follows: 

Key Weakness/Gap 

A Connectivity between Gloucester, Cheltenham and Worcester is poor (one train every two 
hours), despite this being one of the most important regional links. 

B Regional rail connectivity along the M5 corridor is poor, with an hourly service between 
Bristol and Gloucester. 

C The natural economic link between the Forest of Dean and Bristol is not serviced well, 
requiring a change of trains at Severn Tunnel Junction – which has very basic facilities and 
an infrequent service. 

D Gloucester has only one train per hour for all of its key connectivity requirements: to 
Birmingham, Bristol and South Wales (although there are some additional services in 
some hours), the exception being services to Cheltenham. 

E Moreton-in-Marsh, the one North Cotswold Line station in the County, has a service of 
only 1 TPH. 

F The South Cotswold Line has only an hourly service, meaning that connectivity between 
London/Swindon and Kemble, Stroud, Stonehouse, Gloucester and Cheltenham is limited. 
The combined populations of Cheltenham and Gloucester would – in other places – justify 
two trains per hour to London. 

G Connectivity for significant planned development around Ashchurch/Tewkesbury is 
currently poor with (generally) only a train calling every two hours at the station. 
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H Journeys between Gloucestershire and the Coventry, Birmingham Airport and the East 
Midlands are difficult and slow by rail.  

Figure 15 - Key weaknesses/gaps in current rail provision for the County 

There is also an important wider consideration. The location of the main stations in the centres of 

Gloucester and Cheltenham, when combined with the infrequent service at more rural/location 

stations, makes the link between new development and the railway more challenging. Accessing 

town centres from new development sites will often involve a long bus journey or an extended car 

trip, adding to congestion and carbon emissions, and acting as a disincentive for travel by train. 

4.4 Connectivity Tests 

A series of connectivity tests of enhanced trains services were designed in order to establish the 

potential economic benefits that could be achieved by addressing these connectivity weaknesses. 

These results of these tests were then used to create a series of evidence priorities to support the 

County Council and LEP in seeking to secure the best results from the planned developments shown 

in Figure 13. 

The tests were: 

4.4.1 Corridor 1 - Bristol-Gloucestershire-Birmingham  

• BASE SERVICE: 1TPH Plymouth-Cheltenham Spa-Edinburgh plus 1TPH Bristol-

Cheltenham Spa-Manchester (as current May-December 2019 timetable).  

• TEST 1A: Additional 2TPH Bristol Temple Meads-Birmingham calling at Bristol Parkway, 

Cheltenham Spa, Ashchurch for Tewkesbury/Worcestershire Parkway (alternate 

services in each hour) and University.  

• TEST 1B: As 1A with new services calling at Gloucester Central.  

• TEST 1C: As 1A with calls at a notional Gloucestershire Hub Interchange capable of 

serving both Cheltenham Spa and Gloucester catchments, as well as wider county 

catchments.26   

• TEST 1D: As 1A plus 2TPH regional service between Bristol Temple Meads and 

Birmingham calling at Filton Abbey Wood, Bristol Parkway, Yate, Charfield, Cam & 

Dursley, Stonehouse Bristol Road, Gloucester Central, Ashchurch for Tewkesbury, 

Worcester Shrub Hill, Bromsgrove and University.  

  

This set of tests would provide an understanding of the value of Midlands Connect’s proposed 

additional express 2 tph between Bristol and Birmingham with a variety of calling options within 

Gloucestershire (which Midlands Connect may not have yet assessed), including the relative merits 

of calls at Gloucester Central or a new Gloucestershire Hub Interchange (Tests 1A-1C).  

Test 1D would not only assess the value of aspirational new stations, but enable a view to be 

reached of the relative merits of the Midlands Connect express concept and a regional service 

 
26 In this context the test was against a notional interchange station, whereas in later tests specific locations 
for both a Central and South Hub Interchange station are tested.  
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serving the intermediate cities, towns and rural catchments of both Gloucestershire and 

Worcestershire.  

    

4.4.2 Corridor 2 - South Wales-Gloucestershire-Birmingham  

• BASE SERVICE: 1TPH Cardiff Central-(some trains stopping at Lydney) -Gloucester 

Central-Cheltenham Spa-(some trains stopping at Ashchurch) -Birmingham-

Nottingham, plus 1TPH Maesteg-Cardiff Central- Lydney - Gloucester Central-

Cheltenham Spa  

• TEST 2A: 2TPH Cardiff Central-(some trains stopping at Lydney) - Gloucester Central-

Cheltenham Spa-(some trains stopping at Ashchurch) -Birmingham-Nottingham 

(replacing the Cheltenham Spa-Cardiff Central-Maesteg); (plus a sensitivity test with 

an additional call at a Central Gloucestershire Hub Interchange)  

• TEST 2B: As Base Service with 1TPH Cardiff-Nottingham extended to/from Swansea; 

(plus a sensitivity test with an additional call at a Central Gloucestershire Hub 

Interchange)  

  

These tests examine the value of Gloucestershire’s connectivity with the economies of Newport and 

Cardiff, and whether there is any value to be obtained by direct connectivity further west towards 

Swansea. Sensitivity tests on a Central Gloucestershire Hub Interchange serving the catchments of 

both Cheltenham Spa and Gloucester are included as this enables us to develop as comprehensive a 

view of the economic value of a Hub interchange as possible within the Rail Strategy (upon the 

assumption that such a Hub interchange would generate overall Journey Time benefits for several 

catchments across Gloucestershire given easier highway access for some that, for example, to 

Cheltenham Spa or Gloucester Central stations).  

4.4.3 Corridor 3 - South Cotswold Line – Gloucestershire-Swindon-London Paddington  

• BASE SERVICE: 0.5TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon-London Paddington 

plus 0.5TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon (as current May-December 

2019 timetable).  

• TEST 3A: 1TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon-London Paddington (as 

per GWR’s December 2019 committed timetable)  

• TEST 3B: 1TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon-London Paddington plus 

1TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon  

• TEST 3C: 2TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon-London Paddington  

• TEST 3D: 1TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucestershire Hub Interchange-Swindon-London 

Paddington direct, 1TPH Gloucester Central-Swindon-London Paddington   

• TEST 3E: As Test 3D but 1TPH Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-Swindon extends to 

Southampton via Salisbury.  

This range of tests firstly enables us to quantify the benefit to come of the new 1 train per hour 

Cheltenham Spa-Gloucester Central-London Paddington service being introduced by GWR in 
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December 2019, possibly the most transformative change to the route’s services for some years, 

avoiding the current need to change trains at Swindon every 2 hours.  

It tests whether there is any significant value in a future aspiration for a 2 trains per hour service to 

and from London, and whether in such a 2TPH scenario a Gloucestershire Hub Interchange, offering 

a much faster 1 TPH Cheltenham Spa-London journey time with a retained 1TPH Gloucester Central-

London service generates any additional benefits.  

Given work already done in the Swindon and Wiltshire LEP RIS (2019) on South Coast-

Wiltshire/Gloucestershire connectivity (and the potential partnership of Gloucestershire and 

Wiltshire authorities within the Western Gateway Sub-National Transport Body) Test 3E also cross-

references this for this corridor.  

4.4.4 Corridor 4 - Sharpness and Severn Bridge 

• TEST 4A:  1 TPH Sharpness-Bristol 

• TEST 4B:  2 TPH Sharpness-Bristol  

• TEST 4C:  1 TPH Sharpness – Cam & Dursley 

• TEST 4D: 2 TPH Sharpness – Cam & Dursley 

• TEST 4E:  1 TPH Sharpness-Gloucester-Cheltenham 

 

4.4.5 Corridor 5 - North Cotswold Line – Hereford-Worcester-Moreton-In-Marsh-Oxford-London 

Paddington  

• TEST 5A: The Rail Strategy references the outputs of North Cotswold Line Task Force 

(NCLTF) work on the 2TPH Worcester-Moreton-in-Marsh-Oxford-London Paddington 

service.  

• TEST 5B: Moreton-in-Marsh to Birmingham/Bristol/Cheltenham/Gloucester via 

connections at Worcestershire Parkway relative to existing options via Worcester 

Shrub Hill  

• TEST 5C: As 4B but with enhanced connections at Worcestershire Parkway with 2TPH 

NCL service and additional Birmingham – Bristol services  

  

These tests would value enhanced connectivity between North Gloucestershire/Cotswold District 

and the Bristol-Birmingham Main Line that will be available via Worcestershire Parkway and 

aspirational levels of service on Corridors 1, 2 and 3.  

4.4.6 Corridor 6 - A46 Corridor East Midlands to South West Midlands  

We have included a range of tests on this corridor given: 
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• Midland Connect’s developing strategic concept of an enhanced A46 between the East 

Midlands, Coventry, Warwickshire, Worcestershire and Tewkesbury and 

Gloucestershire, branded as ‘A Road to National Success’.27  

• The scale of potential development that may be served/generated by the A46 in the 

Tewkesbury Borough Council area.  

• Continuing interest in the potential of the Stratford-upon-Avon to Honeybourne route, 

and work already done for Worcestershire and Warwickshire County Council using the 

SYSTRA model on the economic value this route could offer.   

• Inclusion of the Stratford-upon-Avon-Honeybourne route on the agenda of the NCLTF 

(albeit its lowest programmed priority as at June 2019)  

• The protection of the Honeybourne-Cheltenham corridor afforded by the heritage 

Gloucestershire-Warwickshire Steam Railway.  

The tests proposed are:  

• BASE SERVICE: None – these tests assume a wholly new group of services via Stratford-

upon-Avon  

• TEST 6A: Referencing previous tests undertaken for Warwickshire/Worcestershire 

County Councils covering East Midlands-Coventry-Stratford-u-Avon-Worcester-

Gloucester-Bristol services  

• TEST 6B: As 5A but to Cardiff Central rather than to Bristol  

• TEST 6C: As 5A & 5B via reinstated Honeybourne-Cheltenham route and NOT via 

Worcester.   

  

4.5 Potential Hub Interchange Locations 

The map below shows the approximate location of potential Hub Interchange stations used in the 

connectivity tests. 

 
27 https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/  

https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/
https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/
https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/
https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/
https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/
https://www.midlandsconnect.uk/key-projects/the-a46/
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Figure 16 - Potential Hub Interchange locations used in connectivity tests 
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5. Economic Testing of Connectivity Options - Methodology 
 

5.1 Approach to Modelling 

The modelling has carried out this work using a Wider Economic Impacts model based on an 

approach developed by Network Rail as part of their series of Market Studies in 2013. The model 

produces an estimated change in the GDP as a result of changes to rail services. These results are 

based largely on the impacts of agglomeration between economies. For example, if Gloucester and 

Birmingham are brought closer together then there will be an increase in the level of interaction 

between the two economies.   

5.2 Agglomeration Economies 

At their broadest level, agglomeration economies occur when individuals benefit from being “near” 

to other individuals, and exist when the spatial concentration of economic activity gives rise to 

increasing returns in production. Transport and communications play a crucial role because, in most 

contexts, speed and low costs in transportation and communication provide a direct substitute for 

physical proximity28. 

Research29 has identified that improved rail connectivity between places of different size may 

provide economic benefits. The obvious example in UK terms is the effective distance between 

London and provincial cities; better connectivity will enable the smaller centre to become, in the 

words of Rosewall and Venables,  “a more attractive location; it starts off with lower wages and 

rents, and improved connectivity means that it will get better access to London’s large economic 

market and large base of suppliers”. 

5.3 The Modelling Work 

The model that we have used allows the impact of different sectors of the economy to be 

disaggregated in the results. The importance of this segmentation by economic sector has been 

highlighted in research on agglomeration and the ‘connectedness’ of locations; “there is some 

evidence that suggests that the strength of these relationships changes by economic sector, with 

some sectors likely to benefit more from concentration of activity than others”30 . 

The data incorporated into the modelling to define economic sectors was taken from Department 

for Transport WebTAG guidance on wider impacts (WebTAG Unit A2-1). The four sectors of the 

economy defined within the modelling are: 

• Construction 

• Manufacturing 

• Consumer services 

• Producer Services 

 
28 Daniel Graham & Patricia Melo, Advice on the Assessment of Wider Economic Impacts: a report for HS2, March 2010   
29 Bridget Rosewell (Volterra Partners) and Tony Venables (University of Oxford) High Speed Rail, Transport Investment and Economic 

Impact, 2013 
30 Daniel Graham & Patricia Melo, March 2010, op cit 



A Rail Strategy for Gloucestershire 

33 | P a g e  
 

While the first two sectors are relatively self-explanatory, the components of the last two perhaps 

requires further definition, provided in the table below: 

 

As well as economic inputs, the model also utilises information on journey times, frequency, the 

need for interchange and access time to and from stations, as well as fares. The approach taken to 

estimating the relevant frequency and interchange penalties for the assumed service level follows 

the Rail Delivery Group, Passenger Demand Forecasting Handbook guidance. 

The year chosen for the modelling work is 2019, however we have also considered what the impact 

of planned future development in the area might be. This has been based on the interpretation of 

Local Plan data provided by the district councils within Gloucestershire. This provided data up to 

2031.  

The figure on the following page presents the changes in jobs across each station catchment over 

the period from 2018 to 2031.  

In the case of the proposed “Central Gloucestershire Hub interchange” station we have also 

assessed the impact of a much higher level of development in the area between Gloucester and 

Cheltenham.   

Catchment areas for the stations in the model have been derived at relatively disaggregate level, 

being formed of LSOAs. (Lower Super Output Areas). 

Consumer Services Producer Services 

Motor Trade Financial 

Wholesale Insurance 

Retail Auxiliary/Financial 

Hotels/Restaurants Machinery Renting 

Land Transport Computer Services 

Water Transport Research & Development 

Travel Support Other business services 

Post and Telecoms  

Figure 17 - Definition of consumer and producer services segments 
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Figure 18 - Change in employment by station catchment 2018-2031 
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6. Birmingham-Bristol Corridors and Hub Interchanges 
 

6.1 Service Options 

On the Birmingham – Bristol corridor four different service options have been considered to provide 

improved connectivity. These are as follows:  

• 2TPH Fast Service – An additional two trains per hour between Birmingham and Bristol 

calling at University, Worcestershire Parkway (alternate services), Ashchurch (alternate 

services), Cheltenham, Gloucester, Bristol Parkway, Bristol Temple Meads.  

• 2TPH Regional Service between Birmingham and Bristol via Worcester and Gloucester calling 

at all stations 

• Both Options – Operation of the two services above 

• Midlands Connect – Delivery of an additional 2tph based on Midlands Connect aspirations 

for an additional 1tph from Birmingham to Bristol, and 1tph Birmingham – Cardiff via Bristol 

Parkway.  

For the fast service and Midlands Connect options we have tested versions both with and without 

calls at Gloucester, to understand the relative impacts of services running direct from Cheltenham to 

Bristol versus the impact of improved connectivity from Gloucester.  

6.2 Results 

The table and figures below present the aggregate impacts of these service options. It should be 

noted that our modelling work has only accounted for flows with an origin or destination within 

Gloucestershire, and therefore these results represent the impact from a Gloucestershire 

perspective. The table covers the impact with and without stops at Gloucester and with and without 

the forecast local plan growth. 

  2TPH Fast 2TPH 
Regional 

BOTH Midlands 
CONNECT 

Via Gloucester Current Dev £4.15 £6.46 £7.01 £4.52 

With Local 
Plan 

£6.39 £9.33 £10.16 £6.88 

Avoiding 
Gloucester 

Current Dev £3.22 £6.46 £8.27 £3.71 

With Local 
Plan 

£4.99 £9.33 £11.89 £5.65 

Figure 19 - Bristol-Birmingham results (£m GVA pa) 
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Figure 20 - GVA impact via Gloucester 

 

Figure 21 - GVA impact avoiding Gloucester 

The tables and figure highlight a number of features. The first of these is that the fast service in 

isolation generates a greater level of GVA when operated via Gloucester than when operated direct 

from Cheltenham to Bristol. This impact is particularly pronounced when Local Plan development is 

included. This result is in many ways intuitive as the service duplicates existing services from 

Cheltenham but provides additional connectivity for Gloucester by providing a substantial frequency 

increase (1tph to 3tph) from Gloucester to Birmingham and introduces a high frequency fast service 

to Bristol.  
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The regional service (which runs via Gloucester in all cases) has a very strong impact with over £9m 

GVA generated. Whilst this appears high relative to the fast service it is intuitive as the service 

contains a range of flows which are currently poorly served and provides a step change in service 

frequency for flows such as Gloucester – Birmingham.  

The options considering both fast and regional services produce results that are sensitive to service 

routing. In the option where both fast and regional services operate via Gloucester it can be seen 

that the impact relative to the regional service alone is muted. This is driven by the two services 

essentially duplicating each other for key movements rather than serving distinct markets. The 

regional service improves connectivity to Gloucester whilst the fast service provides improved fast 

services for Cheltenham  

In contrast when the regional service operates via Gloucester and the fast service avoids Gloucester 

the two services serve distinct markets with approaching £12m GVA per annum attached to the 

service.  

The results for Midlands Connect service options are relatively muted, and are similar to the results 

of the 2tph fast service, reflecting their relative similarity in terms of specification.  

6.3 Hub Interchange Options 

Two Hub Interchange station options have been considered. These examine longstanding aspirations 

for improving access to the rail network and through their position on the Bristol – Birmingham 

route present an opportunity to provide the Gloucester area in particular with improved services 

with the need to go through the time consuming process of services reversing at the existing 

Gloucester station. The two sites considered were:  

• Central Hub Interchange – located close to M5 Junction 11 

• South Hub Interchange – located close to M5 Junction 12 

We have assessed the Hub Interchange options by examining the impact they have on the four 

service options described above. The tables below compare the impact of the Central and South Hub 

Interchange options with services running via or avoiding Gloucester and are thus comparable with 

Figure 19. 

  2TPH Fast 2TPH 
Regional 

BOTH Midlands 
CONNECT 

Via Gloucester Current Dev £6.03 £9.19 £9.60 £6.71 

With Local 
Plan 

£9.07 £15.55 £15.76 £9.33 

Avoiding 
Gloucester 

Current Dev £3.65 £9.19 £10.96 £4.55 

With Local 
Plan 

£5.96 £15.55 £18.10 £6.72 

Figure 22 - Central Hub Interchange results (£m GVA pa) 
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  2TPH Fast 2TPH 
Regional 

BOTH Midlands 
CONNECT 

Via Gloucester Current Dev £4.27 £7.24 £8.23 £4.78 

With Local 
Plan 

£5.48 £12.47 £12.93 £6.50 

Avoiding 
Gloucester 

Current Dev £3.69 £7.24 £7.94 £4.22 

With Local 
Plan 

£5.18 £12.47 £12.93 £6.22 

Figure 23 - South Hub Interchange results (£m GVA pa) 

The overall pattern of results for the Hub Interchange options reflects those of the previous options 

presented above with the fast and regional services performing in a similar manner.  

However, as will be shown below both Hub Interchange options are additive rather than abstractive 

from existing stations on the network. This is an intuitive result especially in case of Gloucester 

where for northbound passengers towards Birmingham a Hub Interchange station may well be more 

accessible that the city centre station for car users, whilst the rail service itself would also have a 

lower journey time.  

In the figures below we compare the impact of operating the combined fast and regional services, 

with no hub interchange, with a Central Hub Interchange, and with a South Hub Interchange, and 

with services operating via or avoiding Gloucester.  

 

Figure 24 - Hub Interchange options (services run via Gloucester Central) 
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Figure 25 - Hub Interchange options (services avoid Gloucester Central) 

The figures above provide some interesting results. They show that both the Central and South Hub 

Interchange options add value to the economy relative to existing situation without a Hub 

interchange. However, the picture is slightly more nuanced than that. The following features are 

notable:  

• The Central Hub Interchange adds value to the economy based on current levels of 

development 

• On current levels of development the South Hub Interchange appears to be abstractive from 

existing stations 

• Both Hub Interchanges add value when future development is included which reflects the 

tendency for new development to be on the edge of Gloucester and Cheltenham rather than 

the already developed centres.  

• The Central Hub Interchange generates a much greater level of additional GVA from future 

development than the South Hub Interchange does.  

From the above it can be concluded that new Hub Interchange stations would add value to the 

economy and that a Central Hub Interchange station would be the more effective way of achieving 

that. 

6.4 Gloucester and Cheltenham – New Settlement 

Building on the work above we have also considered the impact of new settlement located between 

Gloucester and Cheltenham with the Central Hub Interchange being located at the centre of it. This 

would represent a major uplift in the level of development in the area and would go beyond that 

already considered within the various local plans for Gloucestershire. Such a development could 

contain between 20,000 and 30,000 new homes.  

Although such a proposal is still very much an initial concept we have attempted to model the 

additional impact on the economy that a station serving such a settlement would have. To achieve 
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this we have assumed a job density and mix of economic sectors equal to those already in existence 

in the Gloucester and Cheltenham areas today.  This has certain limitations in that a strategically 

located settlement might attract different types of business and jobs than those already located in 

the area and therefore the value of a station might be much higher.  

The results presented below are essentially the additional impact of the new development relative 

to the situation after existing local plan development is delivered. It should be noted that we believe 

that were such a scale of development to be delivered in this area a rail station of some sort would 

be a prerequisite.   

 

Figure 26 - New settlement impact (fast and regional service) 

 

 No Hub Interchange Central Hub 
Interchange 

Central Hub 
Interchange with new 

settlement 

Current Dev £6.46 £9.19 £8.23 

With Local Plan £9.33 £15.55 £15.51 

New Settlement uplift   £21.95 
Figure 27 - New settlement impact (fast & regional service) (GVA £m pa) 

It can be seen that the addition of new settlement adds around 45% to the value of the station. In 

practice the strategic value of a station at this location could be greater with much longer-term 

changes. A good example of this is the way in which development has grown around Bristol Parkway 

over the last 40 years. 
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7. Birmingham-South Wales and Forest of Dean 
 

7.1 Service Options 

The existing service between Gloucester and South Wales is formed of a 1tph service from 

Nottingham to Cardiff and (an almost) 1tph service from Cheltenham to Cardiff and Maesteg. 

We have considered a number of other options for improving service in the area:  

• Enhancement of Nottingham – Cardiff service to 2tph 

• Extension of 1tph Nottingham – Cardiff service to Swansea in addition to the above 

We have also considered a number of enhancements to services from Lydney and Chepstow 

stations. These were originally developed as part of the options (discussed later) about Sharpness 

and the Severn Bridge, but could be delivered as standalone options.  

These are:  

• Operation of a 2tph direct service from Lydney to Bristol reversing at Severn Tunnel Jn 

• Impact of enhanced connections at Severn Tunnel Junction to reduce wait times based on a 

2tph service from Lydney to Severn Tunnel Jn and a 2tph service from Severn Tunnel Jn to 

Bristol. 

7.2 Results 

The table below presents the results for amendments to the Nottingham – Cardiff services.  

 

Figure 28 - Enhanced East Midlands-South Wales services 

Within the results above we have removed flows from Gloucestershire towards Birmingham as these 

could be dealt with by other services.  

The results show a relatively modest benefit from improving services. The benefits in enhancing the 

Nottingham – Cardiff service to 2 tph mostly lie in improving access to the East Midlands.  When a 
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service is extended to Swansea there is a relatively large proportional increase in GVA as a series of 

economies in South Wales are linked to Gloucestershire.   

 2 TPH Nottingham - Cardiff 1 TPH Nottingham - Swansea 

Current Dev £1.42 £2.47 

With Local Plan £1.89 £3.29 
Figure 29 - Enhanced East Midlands -South Wales services (GVA £m pa) 

It is notable that the impact of local plan development is relatively limited perhaps reflecting more 

limited levels of growth in South Wales.  

The figure below presents the results for improved access between the Forest of Dean and Bristol.  

 

Figure 30 - Improved links from Forest of Dean to Bristol 

 Lydney – Seven Tunnel – Bristol 2 
TPH 

Improved interchange at Seven 
Tunnel Jn 

Current Dev £1.03 £1.83 

With Local Plan £0.57 £1.01 
Figure 31 - Improved links from Forest of Dean to Bristol (GVA £m pa) 

The results for improving access from the Forest of Dean to Bristol are relatively promising. A direct 

service from Lydney would generate around £1.8m GVA per annum, whilst only improving the 

quality of connections would generate around £1m GVA through reduced wait times at Severn 

Tunnel Junction. The scale of these impacts are comparable with those described above for more 

resource intensive service changes towards the East Midlands and South Wales. 
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8. South Cotswold Line 
 

8.1 Service Options 

We have considered a number of options for improving services towards London from Cheltenham 

and Gloucester. These have been compared against the service that existed prior to the December 

2019 timetable change where only one train every two hours operated from Cheltenham to London, 

supported by a service from Cheltenham to Swindon.  

The service options that have been modelled are:  

• Test A: 1tph Cheltenham – Gloucester – London (delivered in December 2019) 

• Test B Additional 1tph service Cheltenham – Swindon to provide 2tph Cheltenham – 

Swindon overall 

• Test C: 2tph Cheltenham – Gloucester – London 

• Test D: 1tph Cheltenham – London (avoiding Gloucester), 1tph Cheltenham - Gloucester – 

London 

• Test E: 1tph Cheltenham – Swindon (non stop) – London, 1tph Cheltenham – Gloucester - 

London 

8.2 Results 

The figure below presents the results for these tests.  

 

Figure 32 - South Cotswold Line options 

The results are largely intuitive and demonstrate that an increase to 2tph from Gloucestershire to 

London will increase GVA (Tests C to E), however the complexity of serving both Cheltenham and 

Gloucester, and the need for services to incur a substantial time penalty at Gloucester mean that all 

three options generate similar levels of growth.  
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 Test A Test B Test C Test D Test E 

Current Dev 4.37 6.03 8.14 8.50 8.59 

With Local Plan 4.90 6.82 9.01 9.49 9.65 
Figure 33 - South Cotswold Line options (GVA £m pa) 

The following points should be noted:  

• Test C is a doubling of the post-December 19 service frequency and serves both locations 

equally 

• Test D provides no change in service for Gloucester and only provides a journey time 

reduction for Cheltenham, although the South Cotswold Line stations receive 2tph. 

• Test E provides a large journey time reduction for Cheltenham which is offset (relative to 

other 2tph options) by a frequency loss for South Cotswold Line stations (which remain at 

1tph) and no change in service for Gloucester.  

The points above would suggest that unless the economy and size of Cheltenham grew 

disproportionately then any option that favoured Cheltenham would be offset by the impact on 

other economies, either Gloucester or the South Cotswold Line stations. This would suggest that if 

services were to be enhanced to London the approach should be to serve Cheltenham and 

Gloucester. 

It is worth noting that the provision of an additional Cheltenham/Gloucester- Swindon local service 

(Test B) delivers over half of the value of an additional London service, and this could be considered 

as an incremental step towards a longer term goal of a 2tph service to the capital.  

8.3 Impact of Hub Interchanges 

We have also considered the impact of Hub interchange stations on London services. Understanding 

the full impact is more complex than when compared to the Bristol – Birmingham options as the 

change in connectivity is not as great from Gloucester for London services and response of potential 

passengers in terms of catchment change may be more complex.   

The figures below present the results for North and South Hub interchange options. 

 Test A Test B Test C Test D Test E 

Current Dev 4.02 5.67 7.78 7.95 8.23 

With Local Plan 5.33 7.26 9.45 9.71 10.14 
Figure 34 - Central Hub Interchange and South Cotswold Line (GVA £m pa) 
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Figure 35 - Central Hub Interchange and South Cotswold Line 

 

Figure 36 - South Hub Interchange and South Cotswold Line 

 Test A Test B Test C Test D Test E 

Current Dev 3.11 4.56 6.53 7.87 7.42 

With Local Plan 4.28 5.95 7.89 9.44 9.12 
Figure 37 - South Cotswold Line Interchange (GVA £m pa) 

 

It can be seen that overall the Hub Interchange stations make only a limited impact on the overall 

results. The reasons for this are that the change in connectivity is relatively modest and that the Hub 

interchange stations will add journey time for existing movements. There are ,however, two notable 

features:  
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• With the Central Hub Interchange Option E shows slightly more benefit than other London 

options as the parts of the Gloucester catchment that transfer to Gloucester Hub 

Interchange benefit from the non-marginal reduction in journey times 

• In Test D the South Hub Interchange performs strongly as unlike Cheltenham or Gloucester it 

benefits from two services to London per hour, on an even headway.  

These results would tend to suggest that a Hub Interchange station may not be a material 

consideration for the development of London services. 
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9. Sharpness and Severn Bridge 
 

9.1 Service Options 

As part of this study we have considered options around the reopening of the freight line from Cam 

& Dursley to Berkeley and Sharpness. This was designed to support significant new development in 

the area around Sharpness. Although the line already exists significant work would be required to 

reopen the route to passenger traffic including the construction of stations, upgrading of permanent 

way and signalling and in some options the opening of a south facing chord to allow trains to run 

direct from Sharpness towards Bristol without reversal.  The service options considered are as 

follows:  

• 1tph Sharpness – Bristol 

• 2tph Sharpness – Bristol 

• 1tph Sharpness – Cam & Dursley 

• 2tph Sharpness – Cam & Dursley 

• 1tph Sharpness – Gloucester – Cheltenham  

Developing this further a number of options have looked at services requiring the reconstruction of 

the long demolished Severn Bridge which linked Sharpness with Lydney. Construction of such a 

bridge would be an extremely expensive project. The service options considered are as below:  

• 1tph Bristol – Sharpness – Lydney – Bristol via Severn Tunnel Jn circular service (with a 

second service operating in the opposite direction) 

• 2tph Bristol – Sharpness – Lydney –Cardiff 

The two service options presented in section 7 looking at Lydney to Bristol connectivity were derived 

from these options and for comparison are again presented here.  

9.2 Results 

The figure below presents the results for services starting or terminating at Sharpness. 
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Figure 38 - Sharpness-Bristol/Gloucester 

 

 Sharpness – 
Bristol 1 TPH 

Sharpness – 
Bristol 2 TPH 

Sharpness – 
Cam & 

Dursley 1 
TPH shuttle 

Sharpness – 
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Dursley 2 
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Sharpness -
Gloucester- 
Cheltenham 

1 TPH 

Current Dev 0.18 0.20 0.03 0.07 0.09 

With Local Plan 1.70 1.86 1.12 1.34 2.03 
Figure 39 - Sharpness - Bristol/Gloucester (GVA £m pa) 

 

The outstanding feature of the results presented here is the dependency on future local plan 

development for any options to deliver anything other than a negligible benefit. The results are 

relatively intuitive with direct services to Bristol providing a strong result and shuttle services to Cam 

& Dursley providing a more limited impact.  The more surprising result is that a service to 

Cheltenham provides a reasonable economic impact. This is because the change in journey times is 

proportionally very large as Gloucester and Cheltenham are close, whilst the service retain some 

value to Bristol via interchange.  Although the results are in the order of £2m per annum it should be 

noted that the level of investment required to deliver this would be much higher than for a service 

alteration to an existing route. There is also a question over the opportunity cost associated with the 

use of scarce capacity for such services, which could be used for services delivering greater value.  

The figure below presents the results for options using the Severn Bridge. The figure, for comparison 

also includes the Lydney – Bristol options discussed in Section 4.  
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Figure 40 - Severn Bridge and Forest of Dean options 
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Severn Tunnel Jn 

Current Dev 0.61 0.49 1.03 0.57 

With Local Plan 2.39 2.58 1.83 1.01 
Figure 41 - Severn Bridge & Forest of Dean (GVA £m pa) 

 

It can be seen that the results for the options using the Severn Bridge generate only a very modest 

economic impact, most of which is dependent on new development that Sharpness. Given the level 

of investment that would be required the results compare poorly with those for direct services from 

Lydney to Bristol which, whilst requiring a new service, would not require the major piece of 

infrastructure that the Severn Bridge options would require.  

Overall this would suggest that the Severn Bridge options should not be pursued, but as stated in 

Chapter 4 improving connectivity from Lydney to Bristol may be worth investigating. 
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10. North Cotswold Line 
 

10.1 Service Options 

The North Cotswold Line running form Worcester to Oxford skirts the north side of Gloucestershire 

and includes one station in the county at Moreton-In-Marsh. The service options that have been 

considered here cover improved services to London (already being promoted by the North Cotswold 

Line Taskforce) and opportunities for improved connections to Birmingham and Bristol via the new 

Worcestershire Parkway station.  

The service options considered for Moreton-in-Marsh, (and Kingham and Honeybourne stations 

which whilst outside of Gloucestershire are used by residents from Gloucestershire), are as follows:  

• 2tph Worcester – London Paddington (as currently being developed by the North Cotswold 

Line Task Force) 

• Impact of improved connectivity to Birmingham and Bristol via Worcestershire Parkway 

• Enhanced interchange connectivity via Worcestershire Parkway with 2tph on the North 

Cotswold Line and 2tph calling at Worcestershire Parkway including a direct service to 

Bristol. 

10.2 Results 

The figure below presents the results of this modelling work.  

 

Figure 42 - North Cotswold Line options 
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 Worcester – 
Paddington 2 TPH 

Moreton – 
Birmingham via 
Worcestershire 

Parkway (Dec 19) 

Moreton – 
Birmingham / Bristol 
via Worcestershire 

Parkway (enhanced) 

Current Dev 0.14 0.11 0.13 

With Local Plan 0.53 0.30 0.37 
Figure 43 - North Cotswold Line options (GVA £m pa) 

The results show a relatively modest impact, however this would be expected given that only one 

station Gloucestershire is being considered, which serves a rural catchment. The Worcester – 

London service enhancement proposed by the NCLTF would also generate a range of other benefits, 

notably to Worcestershire and Oxfordshire that justify the development of such service.  
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11. A46 Corridor 
 

11.1 Service Options 

The A46 Corridor options should be considered as a very long-term opportunity to provide an 

alternative routing from Gloucestershire to the East Midlands avoiding Birmingham, and has 

synergies with Midlands Connects A46 road corridor aspirations. Services would be routed from 

Nottingham to Cardiff or Bristol via Leicester, Coventry Leamington Spa, Stratford-upon-Avon and 

either Worcester or a reopened route from Honeybourne to Cheltenham. Clearly the delivery of 

such a route would require very substantial investment with two routes requiring reopening.  

The service options that have been tested are as follows:  

• 2TPH Nottingham – Bristol via Stratford and Worcester 

• 2TPH Nottingham – Cardiff via Stratford and Worcester 

• 2TPH Nottingham – Bristol via Stratford and direct to Cheltenham 

• 2TPH Nottingham – Cardiff via Stratford and direct to Cheltenham 

11.2 Results 

The figure below presents the results of the modelling work for these options.  

 

Figure 44 - A46 Corridor options 
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 East Midlands – 
Stratford – Glos 

– Bristol via 
Worc 
 2 TPH 

East Midlands – 
Stratford – Glos – 
Cardiff via Worc  

2 TPH 

East Midlands – 
Stratford – Glos – 
Bristol via  Glos/ 

Warwickshire 
2 TPH 

East Midlands – 
Stratford – Glos – 
Cardiff via  Glos/ 
Warwickshire 2 

TPH 

Current Dev 5.73 5.48 6.46 6.20 

With Local Plan 7.80 8.23 8.78 9.23 
Figure 45 - A46 Corridor options (GVA £m pa) 

The results show that such a service would generate substantial GVA impacts for Gloucestershire 

with new connectivity provided to parts of the East Midlands where no direct services currently 

operate. 

The delivery of these benefits would however be very complex with two routes requiring reopening 

and services that would be complex to plan due to the way they would interact with existing services 

at key junctions. However, many of the connectivity benefits can be achieved through a combination 

of Midlands Rail Hub and HS2. These projects would deliver connectivity between enhanced services 

from the South West and enhanced services to the East Midlands (both on the classic network and 

on HS2) via interchange at the Birmingham Moor Street/Curzon street complex. 
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12. Summary and Prioritised Conditional Outputs 
 

12.1 Summary of GVA Analysis 

The following graphs summarises the key findings of the analysis in the previous sections. The first 

shows the headline results from the large number of sub-tests that have been undertaken, and the 

second summarises the results of the hub interchange tests. 

 

Figure 46 - High level summary of key results 

 

 Birmingham 
– Bristol 
Regional  

Birmingham 
– Bristol 

both 

London 
 2 TPH 

Cardiff Sharpness A46 
Corridor 
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Figure 47 - High level summary of key results (GVA £m pa) 

12.2 Emerging Themes 

Looking across the results there are a number of themes that emerge:  

• That an enhanced regional service between Bristol and Birmingham delivers substantial 

economic benefits across a wide range of flows, and performs best of all the individual tests 

undertaken. It would improve connectivity along the M5 corridor south of Gloucester, it 

would transform connectivity between Gloucester/Cheltenham and Ashchurch for 

Tewkesbury and Worcester and it would greatly improve Gloucester and Tewkesbury’s 

connectivity to Birmingham. 
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• A combination of an enhanced fast Bristol-Birmingham service and a regional service would 

deliver even more GVA uplift, but we can say that achieving both a fast and a regional 

service is unlikely to be deliverable because of the limited number of additional train paths 

into Birmingham being created by the Midlands Rail Hub project.  

• A regional service performs better than Midlands Connect’s current plan for an additional 

fast Birmingham-Bristol and an additional fast Birmingham-Cardiff 

• There are clear benefits from improving London services to 2tph. The most equitable way of 

achieving this appears to be overlay an additional service on the current service. Options 

which miss Gloucester or miss stations on the South Cotswold Line tend to have no net 

advantage. An additional local service between Cheltenham and Swindon could be an 

incremental step to achieving this. 

• The value of enhanced services to South Wales appear limited (and Transport for Wales is 

already planning to increase the frequency).  

• Options around Sharpness, and the Severn Bridge generate limited benefit relative to the 

costs involved. However, enhancing connectivity from Lydney to Bristol appears to be worth 

further consideration.  

• Connectivity with the East Midlands (the “A46 corridor”) cannot easily be delivered via the 

existing rail network. There is, however, a material value for Gloucestershire, and it is 

recommended that improved connectivity is pursued via interchange at the proposed 

Midlands Rail Hub/HS2 interchange at Birmingham Moor Street/Curzon Street. 

12.3 Hub Interchange Stations – Emerging Themes 

The graph below summarises the key results for a Gloucestershire Central Hub Interchange located 

in the vicinity of M5 Junction 11. 
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Figure 48 - Summary of Central Hub Interchange results 
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– Birmingham) 

Central Hub 
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Birmingham) 

No Hub (2 TPH 
London) 

Central Hub (2 
TPH London) 

Current Dev 7 10 8 7.8 

With Local Plan 10 16 9 9.8 

With New Settlement   22.5   
Figure 49 - Summary of Central Hub Interchange results 

It can be seen that this Hub Interchange: 

• Is very beneficial for connectivity along the Bristol-Birmingham corridor. 

• Is especially significant if there is a new settlement between Cheltenham and Gloucester 

(and no doubt a prerequisite for it). 

• Has limited net benefit for an enhanced London service, because the improved connectivity 

provided by the Hub Interchange is offset by the increased journey time between 

Cheltenham and London resulting from calling at the station. 

The graph below summarises the key results for Gloucestershire South Hub Interchange. 
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Figure 50 - Summary of results for South Hub Interchange 

 

 No Hub (Bristol – 
Birmingham) 

South Hub 
(Bristol – 

Birmingham) 

No Hub (2 TPH 
London) 

South Hub (2 TPH 
London) 

Current Dev 7 8 8 6.8 

With Local Plan 10 13 9 8 
Figure 51 - Summary of results for South Hub Interchange 

 

This graph is to the same scale as Figure 48 (for Central Hub Interchange). It can be seen that: 

• A South Hub Interchange station performs less well than a Central Hub Interchange station, 

but the analysis assumes only limited development in the area around the proposed station 

• It destroys value on the London test because of the increased journey times that would 

result for Gloucester and Cheltenham from calling at the station. 

In summary, when future development assumed in the Local Plan is taken into account Hub 

interchange stations around Gloucester provide a material net positive impact on the economy. A 

Central Hub Interchange adds value in all cases and can act as an enabler for much more substantial 

long-term development between Gloucester and Cheltenham and is worthy of further investigation. 
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12.4 Conditional Outputs 

From these themes we can develop a shortlist of key asks which would best support the 

development of the County’s economy. These are termed “Conditional Outputs”, meaning changes 

to trains services (expressed as frequencies, journey times or capacity) required to meet the 

economic objectives. 

Corridor No. Conditional Output GVA (£m pa) 

Bristol-Birmingham CO1 Two additional regional train services per hour 
calling between Bristol Temple Meads and 
Birmingham calling at Filton Abbey Wood, Bristol 
Parkway, Yate, Cam & Dursley, Gloucester Central, 
Ashchurch for Tewkesbury, Worcester Shrub Hill, 
Bromsgrove and University. 

9.3 

South Cotswold Line CO2 Additional train per hour between London 
Paddington and Cheltenham Spa – calling pattern to 
be subject to further analysis. 

9.0 to 9.8 

South Wales CO3 Improved connectivity at Severn Tunnel Junction 
between 2 tph services calling at Lydney between 
Gloucester and Cardiff and 2 tph services between 
Cardiff and Bristol. Improved interchange 
experience.  

1.8 

North Cotswold Line CO4 Additional train per hour London Paddington to 
Worcester and Kidderminster in line with the North 
Cotswold Line Taskforce proposals.  

Included in 
NCLTF 

business 
case 

Central  
Gloucestershire Hub 
station 

CO5 New station in the vicinity of Junction 11 of the M5 
on the line between Gloucester and Cheltenham. 

Up to 14, 
depending 
on level of 

development 

A46 Corridor CO6 Associated with CO1, connectivity at Birmingham 
Moor Street/Curzon Street with Midland Rail Hub 
(MRH) services to Leicester and Nottingham and 
HS2 services to East Midlands Interchange 

8 to 9 

Figure 52 - Conditional outputs 
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13. Connecting Cheltenham Racecourse to the Mainline 
 

As part of this study we have been asked to consider whether reconnecting Cheltenham Racecourse 

to the Mainline at Cheltenham station could be viable.  

On race days, and in particular during the Cheltenham Festival, trains and Cheltenham station are 

overwhelmed.  Over the four days of the Cheltenham Festival the racecourse welcomes over 

265,000 visitors, an average of 66,000 per day. The onward conveyance of rail customers to the 

racecourse, and their return journey, is a major logistical challenge and inconvenience. There would 

be substantial customer service benefits in improving the means by which customers were moved 

from Cheltenham station to the racecourse.  

The racecourse was served by a station on the Cheltenham to Stratford-upon-Avon line which was 

closed in the early 1970s. Part of the route, including the racecourse station Prestbury Park is still 

served and is in operation as the preserved Gloucestershire Warwickshire Steam Railway. However, 

a 2.1 mile section of track between this station and Cheltenham station has been removed.  

One option for the reintroduction of a rail service to the racecourse would be the reinstatement of 

the former line (amounting to 2.1 miles) (shown dashed red below). However, an alternative 

approach being promoted is for an entirely new connection (of about 1 mile, 1.7km in length) that 

would link the existing heritage railway with the main Bristol to Birmingham line approximately 1.75 

miles (2.8km) north of Cheltenham station (shown dotted red in the diagram below).   

 

Figure 53 - Possible routes from Cheltenham Station to the Racecourse (dashed = old route, dotted = suggested new route) 
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The purpose of this brief not is not to evaluate either option, but to surface some of the questions 

which must be considered in developing a business case for these options. It is important to 

recognise that there are other options, including: do nothing, introduce light-railway/tram 

connectivity or some other form of modern guided network.  

This top-level view has been given without any detailed analysis being undertaken. If it is considered 

that this option should be explored further, then a more detailed analysis can be undertaken which 

could eventually lead to the development of a Strategic Outline Business Case.   

13.1 Engineering Considerations 

New line Reinstate old line 

Is it technically feasible?  
 
There appears to be a 30m ascent over 300 
metres. Can this issue be overcome?  
 
The geography suggests an almost s shaped line 
– it is possible to create a route within the 
limited space which can connect to the existing 
two lines? 
 
Would it be possible to obtain planning consent 
for this infrastructure project?  

The track bed remains but it may not be 
possible to reinstate.  
 
There are at least 9 bridges and one tunnel 
(plus no doubt numerous culverts etc) some or 
all of which may require significant repair.  
 
It may be that some new bridges are required.  

Figure 54 - Racecourse - high level engineering considerations 

 

Figure 55 - Suggested new route to the Racecourse - showing steep incline in yellow 
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13.2 Railway/Train Operation Considerations 

New line Reinstate old line 

The new line would require the installation of 
new points 1.75 miles north of Cheltenham 
station plus associated signalling. Is such an 
intervention feasible?  
 
What impact would this additional 
infrastructure have on the sectional running 
times and thus timetabling and performance of 
existing services on the main-line?  
 
Is there available capacity on the mainline 
between these new points and Cheltenham 
station? [See 14.2.1 below} 
 
Without the inclusion of additional points and a 
curve from the north (which does not appear 
within the current suggested scheme), all 
customers from Birmingham direction would 
still need to change at Cheltenham station. 
Cheltenham station is unlikely to have the 
capacity to deal with the number of customers 
within the confines of the platform and station 
infrastructure.  
 
There is unlikely to be sufficient dwell time at 
the existing platforms for the number of trains 
required to make the project viable.  
 
The loading/unloading of trains is likely to take 
longer than the time available without 
constraining normal running of the railway and 
the importing of delays onto the wider 
network.  
 
Therefore, a key question is what could the 
current infrastructure (in terms of 
performance, safety, risk etc) – with the 
addition of the proposed branch line cater for? 

The old line joined the main line to the south of 
the existing station. A new platform would be 
required within the station hinterland. Such a 
platform would require space currently used 
for car parking. There is only limited car parking 
at the station and a reduction in provision may 
impede the station operation and perceived 
customer service. The racecourse project may 
be expected to replace lost car parking spaces. 
 
Race goers would still need to transfer from the 
main-line service and cross to the subsidiary 
platform. However, such a move might help 
passenger flow management (and be deemed 
safer by the train operating company than 
attempting to manage the vast numbers on the 
main platforms as per the ‘new-line’ option). 
 
A potential benefit of reinstating the old line is 
that it could be operated without impinging 
upon the existing mainline. This option could 
overcome the capacity limitations of the main-
line, help to alleviate the human bottle-neck 
issues and reduce risks of, say performance 
impact. Furthermore, because this option 
would have its own platform and track it would 
appear to have greater potential to run more 
trains and thus carry more passengers.    
 
 
 

It appears unlikely that many services would extend onto the new line from the mainline. This is 
because much of the capacity of this route is taken in mainline connectivity. There is little 
prospect in the short to medium term of spare capacity for special trains to the racecourse. 
However, if capacity increases it may be that a Bristol – Cheltenham metro type service could 
extend as far as the racecourse. However, this may be at the cost of serving Ashchurch and 
beyond.   

Figure 56 - Racecourse - high level operating considerations 
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13.2.1   Railway Capacity at Cheltenham Station  

Cheltenham Spa station is an important station, the 244th busiest in the UK and is served by local 

train services and long-distance inter-city trains to/from London and between Aberdeen and 

Penzance. This two-track railway is intensively used and there may be little prospect of adding 

further services without putting at risk the punctuality of the UK railway network. As a result, there 

may be genuine unwillingness of the railway industry to consider incremental changes to service 

provision without (assuming it is possible) significant infrastructure investment.  

13.3 Financial/Business Case Considerations 

Applicable to both ‘New line’ and ‘Reinstate old line’ options 

The costs associated with developing the engineering inputs required for a transport business 
case are likely to be high and would need to be funded irrespective of whether or not the scheme 
was built. This would, therefore, need to be an up-front cost.  
 
Although it is impossible at this stage to estimate the cost of infrastructure works, they could 
exceed £100m  
 
On the basis of only 15 race meetings per annum and low incremental ticket revenue per 
customer, even with a high proportion of overall customers travelling by rail the total income is 
unlikely to service the costs of construction. Therefore, there is unlikely to be a strong business 
case without substantial subsidy. {See 14.3.1 below]  
 
Park and Ride option 
 
There has been some suggestion that there might be a park and ride option whereby customers 
could park in the vicinity of the racecourse in order to gain access to the railway network or 
Cheltenham town. There are a number of weaknesses in this logic. The racecourse station is 1.65 
miles from the centre of Cheltenham. Cheltenham station is 1.1 miles from the centre of 
Cheltenham. It is unlikely that park and ride customers will access Cheltenham by this route. So, 
the park and ride idea must be for access to the railway network. There are a number of reasons 
why such a proposition might not be the optimal proposition for customers:  
 

1. Every customer would need to interchange at Cheltenham (unless a metro option that 
started and finished at the racecourse could be introduced and currently there is little 
capacity for such a service). Customers do not like interchanging, it can add significantly to 
journey time. Customers are likely to avoid this option.  

2. A park and ride service would need at least 2 TPH to be viable and preferably a minimum 
of 4 TPH. Even with a sizeable provision of, say, 1,000 car parking spaces. If each car had 
one passenger and the car park was full then on 2 TPH each train is unlikely to have more 
than 50 customers and with 4 TPH that number is likely to be 25. The combination of low 
ticket yield and low passenger footfall means that this railway service would be unlikely to 
cover its costs. If there was a large supply of available car parking in the immediate 
vicinity of the racecourse station then these numbers may be higher. However, it is 
unclear where so many people would be coming from, where they would want to go on 
the railway network nor why they considered this option to be better than others for 
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accessing the railway. A hub option on the mainline as discussed elsewhere in this report 
is much more likely to be the chosen park and ride location for rail customers. 

3. A considerable amount of further work would be required to demonstrate that there 
would be sufficient demand for a park and ride at this location and that it would represent 
the strongest business case. It seems more likely that there are better locations elsewhere 
for a park and ride.  

 
Figure 57 - Racecourse - high level financial considerations 

13.3.1   Assumption on Passenger Income  

15 race meetings per annum each with the 
attendance of the Cheltenham Festival average 
660,000 x 15.31 
50% of racegoers use the train  
Return ticket price £4 
Total income per annum 
Less – costs of train hire, staffing etc. (say 20%) 
 
Therefore Benefits 
Costs 

 
 
990,000  say 1 million customers per annum. 
Say 500,000 per annum 
 
£2,000,000 
£1,600,000 
 
£1,600,000 
£100,000,000 

 

13.4 Summary 

13.4.1  New Line   

It is not clear whether it would be technically feasible to build the new line. 

Connecting the new line to the existing mainline is likely to create significant capacity and 

performance issues.  

Cheltenham Spa station may not be able to take any additional train capacity.  

It may not be possible to manage the pedestrian flows at peak times during race meetings within the 

two-platform station.  

13.4.2  Reinstate Old Line 

It may be technically feasible to reinstate the old line. 

This route could be ‘stand alone’ and ‘free’ from the main line, thus obviating any 

performance/capacity issues.  

A new platform would relieve congestion from the existing station and hinterland.  

13.5 Business Case and Costs  

The costs of either option are likely to be considerable, whereas the revenues are likely to be limited 

 
31 There are 15 race meetings per annum. It is assumed that trains are run on these 15 occasions only.  
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Other than on race days it is unclear why customers would use a park and ride option in this 

location. As a result, the transport business case is likely to be weak.  
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14. Making It Happen  
 

It is unlikely that there will ever be sufficient resources available to deliver all of the options 

concurrently. It is important, therefore, that GCC prioritise their railway enhancement aspirations. 

This prioritisation may be based upon the value of perceived benefits on the one hand, or the 

relative simplicity in delivery on the other. Ultimately, other factors will come into consideration 

including the cost of delivery versus the overall benefits. At this stage, though, the economic 

modelling work is useful in assigning a value to the possible railway enhancement options which can 

then act as a guide to assist in the prioritisation of these options.  

Based upon a combination of the relative economic values and, to some degree, the perceived ease 

of delivery we have identified four priorities. The confirmation of these priorities and the ranking of 

them is outside of the remit of this report. However, our assessment of the next steps for the 

development of a comprehensive strategy for each Conditional Output follows below.  

Corridor No. Conditional Output 

Bristol-Birmingham CO1 Two additional regional train services per hour  

South Cotswold Line CO2a Additional train per hour between Cheltenham / Gloucester and 
Swindon as an incremental step towards a further full London 
Paddington and Cheltenham Spa service.  

Central 
Gloucestershire Hub 
station 

CO5 New station in the vicinity of Junction 11 of the M5 on the line 
between Gloucester and Cheltenham. 

North Cotswold Line CO4 Additional train per hour London Paddington to Worcester and 
Kidderminster in line with the North Cotswold Line Taskforce 
proposals.  

Figure 58 - Prioritised conditional outputs: next steps 

14.1 CO1 Birmingham – Bristol – 2 Additional Regional Services per Hour.  

Step 1 Creating Consensus/Steering the agenda   

The delivery of this aspiration requires there to be consensus that the overall best long-term 

proposition for any further service enhancements should be the delivery of an enhanced regional 

stopping services rather than limited stop (or no stop) inter-city trains.  

The aspiration of the counties of Gloucestershire and Worcestershire appear aligned, but this may 

not be so for the transport authorities of Birmingham and Bristol. It is essential for the progression 

of this aspiration that a cogent rational is developed which would not only enhance Gloucestershire 

and Worcestershire but would also be at least incrementally as important to Bristol and Birmingham 

as more fast services.  

Step 2 Understanding the wider benefits 

An important next step in gaining consensus is to undertake more detailed business case work on 

the wider economic value of 2 new inter city services versus 2 new regional services. The work 

undertaken above shows the benefits accruing to Gloucestershire, however, to make a case there 
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needs to be wider evidence produced. This will need to be undertaken on a route-wide basis in 

conjunction with Midlands Connect and other stakeholders. 

Step 3 Quantifying the infrastructure enhancements required 

In April 2020 Network Rail is commencing a nine-month study on future options for the Birmingham 

to Bristol line. It is important that as part of this work that Gloucestershire fully engage with 

Network Rail (preferably collectively with Worcestershire in order to strengthen the consensus of 

opinion) so that Network Rail understand the importance of this priority and factor it in as part of 

their study. To some degree steps 1, 2, and 3 overlap and are inter-related.  

Step 4 Active engagement with Midlands Connect 

Midlands Connect are actively working on long term infrastructure, capacity and service 

enhancements to the Midlands via Birmingham. A key project is the development of the Midlands 

Rail Hub (MRH) which is planned to unlock substantial additional capacity and to work in conjunction 

with HS2 connectivity. Although Gloucestershire is outside of the Midlands Connect area the 

Birmingham to Bristol route is of strategic importance to the MRH plan. Currently Midlands Connect 

are developing their ideas (aligned to MRH) for two additional inter-city trains from the Midlands to 

Bristol Parkway (potentially with one train then going to Cardiff and the other to Bristol Temple 

Meads). Through active engagement with Midlands Connect, of which Worcestershire are members, 

it may be that the business case for MRH can be enhanced by the proposal.  

Step 5 Consensus to Action 

If the outcomes of steps 1 – 4 are positive, then broad strategic consensus would have been 

achieved. The next stage would be to bring together the wider stakeholders – to include Train 

Operating Companies, DfT, LEPs, Sub-regional transport bodies, into a delivery group or task force to 

jointly fund a business case and to develop a delivery proposal.     

Successfully navigating to Step 5 does not imply that the scheme will be delivered. But it would 

suggest that a critical pre-requisite has been achieved, that of unity of purpose. In order to get to 

this stage Gloucestershire will need to invest considerable time and effort in stimulating action. Such 

effort would need to be adequately resourced with no guarantee at that stage that the project 

would be delivered.    

14.2 CO2a South Cotswold Line – an Additional TPH Between Gloucestershire and Swindon 

There is a strong economic case for a further hourly service from Gloucestershire to London via the 

South Cotswold line. However, there is little prospect in the delivery of such an enhancement for 

some considerable time. In December 2019, the Great Western Railway underwent an 

unprecedented service enhancement and there is unlikely to be any capacity within the scheduling 

of services to increase the number of trains into London Paddington. However, there is capacity on 

the South Cotswold line to improve connectivity between Gloucestershire and Swindon and thence 

to access fast trains to London. The introduction of such a connecting service might be the first stage 

in an eventual enhancement of a direct service to London.  

Step 1 -Prove the timetable capacity 
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The first step would be to undertake a detailed analysis of the current timetable between Swindon 

and Gloucestershire to determine whether it would be possible to introduce this service and what 

modifications might be required in either timetabling or infrastructure terms to enable such a 

service provision.  

Step 2 – Engage with the train operating company 

The next stage (which might be concurrent with stage 1) would be to engage with Great Western 

Railway in order to understand (1) their obligations, (2) their long-term vision, (3) 

constraints/opportunities – e.g. they may perceive other associated opportunity outside of the 

County’s aims, they would have detailed knowledge of train set and train crew management and 

may be able to find efficiencies in operation which strengthen the overall business case. GWR would 

be a critical partner in the delivery of this service improvement and it is essential that they endorse 

the outline concept.  

Step 3 – Engage with other stakeholders 

Again, this is not necessarily a sequential stage, but it would be useful to engage with Network Rail, 

LEPs, Sub-regional transport bodies, Wiltshire County Council and Swindon Borough Council in order 

to build a consensus.    

Step 4 – Produce a business case 

Steps 1, 2, and 3 are pre-requisites to then the formal production of a business case which is the first 

stage of delivering a rail service enhancement.  

14.3 C05 Central Gloucestershire Hub Station - a New Station in the Vicinity of J11 of the M5 

Two additional station options were considered as part of the economic modelling and whilst the 

focus here is on a potential Hub Station adjacent to J11 of the M5, these comments equally apply to 

the possible aspiration for a South Gloucestershire Hub Station. Equally, these comments apply to 

other possible enhancements to existing stations within the County.  

 

It is becoming clear that the provision of additional access points onto the railway network in the 

form of new stations is a means of enabling the creation of new sustainable settlements, such as the 

formation of garden villages and towns. It seems logical that, where possible, there is close and early 

integration between the strategic housing planning process and railway enhancement processes. 

The primary reason for this is that, if a new station is critical to the approval, funding and build-out 

of the development then there should equally be some certainty at that point that both the new 

station and the enhanced rail connectivity can be funded and built. 

 

The business case for a new station is driven not only by the costs involved, but also the revenue 

that will be generated. Ticket revenue is a factor of number of users and ticket price. The number of 

new houses directly influences the viability of the station. By close and early integration, the 

problem can be avoided that the land allocated for a sustainable development is insufficient to 

justify the creation of a new station. It is far better that both parties work together when a plan is in 

its infancy.  
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Step 1 Iterative relationship between planners and railway  

 

The reasons for this requirement are outlined above. Essentially, this action involves the County 

funding and resourcing sufficient liaison in order to give confidence that (if an additional station is 

essential) there is a realistic likelihood of there being a business case for the station. This might 

involve some inter-group working and/or a pre-feasibility report which might undertake some of the 

work required in a full SOBC but provides a degree of comfort that a future station is viable.  

 

Step 2 Development of Strategic Outline Business Case for station (or enhancement) 

 

The first formal process in the delivery of a new station would be the creation of a Strategic Outline 

Business Case and submission to the Department for Transport for their consideration and 

progression. This is a fairly lengthy process and would require resource allocation in order to 

complete the business case even if it was to progress no further.  One element of this formal process 

would be engagement with all relevant stakeholders such as GWR, CrossCountry, Network Rail, 

Department for Transport. Some preliminary work could be undertaken as part of Step 1.  

 

14.4 CO4 North Cotswold Line – an Additional TPH between Worcester and London Calling 

at Moreton in Marsh 

This Conditional Output is included here for completeness, although the work is currently being 

undertaken via the North Cotswold Line Task Force which is an affiliation of a number of 

stakeholders including Gloucestershire County Council. This is an infrastructure led project designed 

to enable the increase of service from 1 train per hour from Worcester – Moreton in Marsh – Oxford 

to London to 2 trains per hour. The SOBC has been completed and the project is now seeking 

funding for ongoing work to produce an OBC as the next step towards project delivery. GCC are fully 

engaged with this project as a result we consider it no further in this rail strategy.      

14.5 Other Conditional Outputs  

Since we have broadly prioritised the Conditional Outputs, the remaining Conditional Outputs are 

not considered in any further detail at this stage.  However, it is worth mentioning that CO2a, a 

proposal for a new service between Gloucestershire and Swindon represents the possible first step 

in an enhancement to achieve CO2 by at some point in time enabling an extension between Swindon 

and Paddington.  Although we are not proposing a new A46 corridor railway line, it is clear that 

enabling connectivity between Gloucestershire and the East Midlands could contribute to a sizeable 

economic benefit. We believe that some benefit could derive from enhanced connectivity via the 

Midlands Rail Hub and the introduction of new services outlined in CO1.   

 


