
F om Kumapley Sey am
To B ady Colin
Cc  h
Subject W  W O ac ions
Date 18 anua y 2019 16 51 41

Not the kind of news I was expec ing ..

I' e asked Amanda to lead on this.
________________________________________
From  Trinder S efan
Sent  18 January 2019 15 53
To  Kumapley Seyram
Cc  Cadwell Amanda
Sub ect  FW  WLO actions

Hi Seyram

Some comments below on the attached report. The most mportant to clarify s the second po nt  as the report ng seems ery confused and lea es me w th li tle confidence hey’ e ac ually modelled he ight scheme!

2.2.1  state hat ‘commi ted’ networks includes all deep ube upgrades  ncluding the recently cancelled JNAT (Jubilee and No thern Addi ional Trains). These are included to epresent a future capac ty increase on hese routes  e en though the precise spec fication wi l change. This is considered a conser a i e assumpt on to make as he benefits of WLO would likely be higher withou . The purpose being to sense-check
 that the case for WLO still exists e en with he Tube upgrades. The most rele ant of which is likely to be he Piccad lly l ne fu l upgrade.

Section  – I h nk here’s confus on n the repor ing between Hendon and West Hampstead. For example  Sect on  1st para says “Scenar o 5 ( tph Hounslow <> West Hampstead)”  whereas Table 3 says “5  2031 Ref Case  WLO ( tph)  Hendon – Hounslow”. Judging by the second para of text “  Scenario 5 pro des s gnif cantly h gher benef ts as t pro des c owding relief on Thamesl nk and the Northern L nes n o
 Cen ral London whereas scheme 7 attracts more demand on to Thamesl nk hrough he connect ons at Cricklewood and West Hampstead” I assume Table 3 is correct. Howe er  The second bullet in 5.1 again says “ tph Hounslow <> West Hamps ead”. I hope it’s only the repor ing that is confused and not the modelling itself.

Would be good to see change in bus flows as a esult of WLO. 5.2.2. second bullet and Table 6 refe ence a decrease in bus demand  it would be good to get a feel for spa ial dist ibu ion of this .

I think repor ing of the PT demand impact of he addit onal de elopment (what we are claiming as WLO Dependent de elopment) would be helpful. A flow change plot showing the PT demand impact of each addi ional de elopment scenario  what p oportion of the add tional de elopment trips use WLO? Which other PT ser ices are impacted?

Thanks
Stefan

Stefan T inder
Public T anspo t Analysis Manager | T L City Planning
Phone
Floor 9  5 Endea our Square  estf eld A enue  Stratford  E20 1HZ  | 
[ p fl g EJM_LOGO_CORE_350p _ pg]

From
Sent   y  
To  Kumapley Seyram
Cc  T inder Stefan  Brady Colin  Cadwell Amanda
Sub ect  RE  WLO ac ions

Sey am

Please find attached the technical note.

Whe e would you like me o put the full set of model outputs for each scena io? On the TfL ser er or ia Motts ftp?

From  Kumapley Seyram 
Sent  16 January 2019 1 23
To
Cc    y  >  Cadwe l Amanda >
Sub ect  RE  WLO ac ions

Thanks 

f the no e won’t be ready shortly  can you please share the benefit figu es with us as pre iously?

I’m worried that ime is ge ting tight so  would be good o understand f the est wi h the con ergence criter a has worked or not.

Thanks.

Sey am

From
Sent  16 January 2019 1 18
To  Kumapley Seyram
Cc  T inder Stefan  Brady Colin  Cadwell Amanda
Sub ect  RE  WLO ac ions

Hi Seyram

I am just finalising a techn cal no e containing the key model nputs and ou puts. I belie e this will pro ide you with the reassurance you need in elation to model results  lead ng n to the Econom c Case.

We wi l also pro ide all he standard WLO model results for the latest scenarios  as these ha e now all been comple ed and checked.

From  Kumapley Seyram 
Sent  16 January 2019 1 03
To
Cc  T inder Stefan >  Brady Colin < >>  Cadwe l Amand
Sub ect  RE  WLO ac ions

He lo 

Do you ha e any updates for us?

Sey am

From
Sent  15 January 2019 10 08
To  Kumapley Seyram
Cc  T inder Stefan  Brady Colin  Cadwell Amanda
Sub ect  RE  WLO ac ions

Sey am

Yes  the runs completed o er the weekend.

We are generat ng he upda ed resul s now – if not today they should be ready tomorrow.

From  Kumapley Seyram <
Sent  15 January 2019 09 35
To >>
Cc  T inder Stefan >>  Brady Colin >>  Cadwe l Amanda < uk>>
Sub ect  FW  WLO 

He lo 

D d the runs complete o er the weekend? When are we likely to see results please?

Regards

Sey am

From  Kumapley Seyram
Sent  11 January 2019 10 53
To
Cc  Brady Colin  Hopkins R chard  Trinder S efan  Cadwell Amanda
Sub ect  RE  WLO ac ions

He lo 

Could you set off he runs for the land use scenarios wi h the re sed con ergence cr teria o er the weekend? I’m aware that R chard has requested for some nformation and we ha e agreed that these acti it es can take place s mul aneously.

Any ques ions – please get in touch.

Regards

Sey am

From ]
Sent  09 January 2019 15 3
To  Kumapley Seyram  T inder Stefan  Cadwell Amanda
Cc Brady Colin
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Stefan

We’ e p oduced he benefits for the 2 further tests with s ricter con ergence cr teria and the good news is that appears o ha e addressed the counter- n u ti e results.

The new benefits a e as follows
tph Hendon <> Hounslow

Whole Model = 1 3 61  minu es benefit in the AM Peak per od
GLA = 112 116 minutes benefit in he AM Peak per od
Hounslow/Eal ng/Barnet/Camden/Brent = 181 673 minutes benef t in he AM Peak pe iod

8tph Core
Whole Model = 191 850 minu es benefit in the AM Peak per od
GLA = 15 026 minutes benefit in he AM Peak per od
Hounslow/Eal ng/Barnet/Camden/Brent = 235 099 minutes benef t in he AM Peak pe iod

I’ e also upda ed the plo s I produced pre ously in the a tached. You can see that n the first figure some of the changes in demand away from he WLO scheme between tph and 8tph ha e reduced which gi es a clue that he ass gnment has become more stable between iterat ons once con erged. Th s then feeds in to he more sensible benef ts we see at zonal le el in the 2nd and 3rd figures.

From
Sent  08 January 2019 10 5
To  Kumapley Seyram' <  Tr nder Stefan >  Cadwe l Amand  >
Cc Brady Co in < >>
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Sey am

Benefi s at he GLA wide le el are as follows

  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow          17 177 minutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 286 328 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Baseline De       98 797 minutes benef t in he AM Peak pe iod (Whole Model = 96 976 m ns)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Max De              189 369 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 267 2 3 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph ( ph Hendon tph West Hampstead)               165 66 m nutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 233 802 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Basel ne De        1 3 9  m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 150 319 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Max De                177 538 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 197 006 m ns)

As we st ll ha e the counter-intui i e effects at this le el of analysis  I w ll under ake he 2 fur her tests sugges ed by Stefan with s ringer con e gence criteria.

From  Kumapley Seyram <
Sent  08 January 2019 10 2
To  T inder Stefan  Cadwe l Amanda 
Cc Brady Colin 
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

H

I tr ed o ca l but missed you. Chris Porter has asked for the benef ts at the GLA wide le el. Could you please share h s with us to compare wi h the numbers reported in your email below ?

Many thanks

Sey am

From  Trinder S efan
Sent  08 January 2019 09 30
To  Kumapley Seyram  Cadwell Amanda
Cc  Brady Colin
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

H

Many thanks for your explaining the outcomes of your in estigation.

In a p e ious email I asked about con ergence criter a. Ha ing d scussed aga n with colleagues  we are keen for you o try running the do-min  tph and 8 ph schemes with 10^-  con e gence criteria (can you confi m you are currently using 10^-3?)

Our best guess at the moment is that th s t ghter con ergence c iteria may ron out any un n ui i e ou comes. Could you try this and let me know the outcomes?

Many thanks
Stefan



From
Sent  0  January 2019 15 38
To  Kumapley Seyram  T inder Stefan  Cadwell Amanda
Cc Brady Colin
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Sey am

I’ e had a further look into h s. I don’t h nk t would be worthwhile runn ng he c owding process as I don’t think that w ll ell us much  le els of crowding are a function of demand and actually demand doesn’t change much away f om the WLO scheme when compar ng he Core 8 ph scena io with the ph Hounslow <> Hendon scheme. I’ e therefore done some alternati e analysis shown in the attached document
 which I am hop ng w ll bet er illus rate what s happen ng – his is based on a comparison of the Core 8tph and tph Hounslow <> Hendon schemes.

The first figure shows d fference n demand between the 8tph and he ph scena io. Th s illus rates (a) my point abo e hat demand doesn’t change much away from the WLO scheme and (b) more importantly shows logical di ferences between the scenarios .e. in the 8tph scenario higher demand on the central section and West Hampstead b anch  lower demand on he Hendon branch as the West Hampstead branch
 competes for rips  little difference on he Hounslow branch as both scenar os a e ph and a reduct on on most other lines to/from Central London.

Howe er  odd ties s art appear ng when we look at changes in gene alised times (unweighted by demand) esul ing from the abo e changes in demand flows – refer to he 2nd and 3rd f gures which show changes to and from zones respecti ely. Based on the abo e  we would expect t mes to be lower in he 8 ph scena io across the whole model except on the Hendon b anch where the tph scenario pro des bet er co erage
 be ween Hendon and other des ina ions. In fact  we find that the ph scenario pro ides small impro ements in generalised time across la ge swa hes of the model away from he WLO scheme – t s a combinat on of hese mpro ements wh ch outweigh the higher times along the route of WLO and therefore gi e the odd outcome of h gher benefits occu ring o erall in the tph scenario. This s clearly counter- n u ti e
 because  referr ng back to the fi st f gure  the 8 ph scena io pro ides demand (and therefo e crowding) rel ef on the majority of other lines so we should find ma nly c owding benefi s in he 8tph scenar o to/from cen ral areas.

Based on the abo e analys s  my iew rema ns the same that we should screen benef ts o from Eal ng/Hounslow Brent/Barnet n o der to a oid he coun er-intuiti e effects wh ch are occurring in the product on of gene alised times from the final assigned demand flows which look log cal.

From  Kumapley Seyram 
Sent  0  January 2019 12 11
To >>  Tr nder Stefan >>  Cadwe l Amanda >
Cc Brady Colin 
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Thanks 

We’ e had some internal discussions and agree that here are oddities in the model and here may be a need to screen benefits. We would like to look into this a b t further o help us decide reasonable boundar es for screen ng. What con ergence cr teria s be ng used in he model? Can you compa e crowding on links between the WLO reference case and test scenarios o see if we can work out where the changes in
 crowding between the WLO ref case and test scenarios occur e.g. cons der ng he scenarios below.

tph Hendon <> Hounslow

tph Hendon <> Hounslow wi h Baseline De

f we do spot some h ng odd  hopefully we can agree reasonable screen ng (e g. boroughs or GLA  etc.) for the benef ts to a oid the oddi ies.

Stefan has pro ided the attached spreadsheet macro which could be helpful for this. Please let me know if you’d like me to call to discuss this

Regards

Sey am

From ]
Sent  03 January 2019 15 51
To  Kumapley Seyram  T inder Stefan  Cadwell Amanda
Cc Brady Colin
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Sey am

Please see my comments below n red.

From  Kumapley Seyram >
Sent  03 January 2019 1 28
To Tr nder Stefan >>  Cadwe l Amanda 
Cc Brady Colin 
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Thank you for sending this hrough. It’s good to see that he station coding updates ha e impro ed patronage at he stations. Can you please share w th us the impact h s has had at Brent C oss West s ation (S aples Corner)? Total demand (including boardings and aligh ings) inc eases f om 137 to 528.

I ha e summarized the benefi s from pre ous emails to the able below. I’m wonder ng f the changes mean that perhaps  we can include Barnet  toge her with Hounslow  B ent and Ealing? As S efan ment oned in his email  it would be challenging to expla n why Barnet  in part cular  has been excluded. Are you able o pro ide equi alent benef ts w th Barnet ncluded (just for he scenario w th station cod ng upda es
 please). I agree it would be feas ble to include Barne . List of benefits

  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow          185 7 2 minutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 286 328 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Baseline De       185 280 minu es benefit in the AM Peak per od (Whole Model = 96 976 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Max De              238 9 3 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 267 2 3 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph ( ph Hendon tph West Hampstead)               222 669 m nutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 233 802 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Basel ne De        238 386 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 150 319 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Max De                285 58  m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 197 006 m ns)

Also  in he table below  the tph max de elopment scenario benefi s in he whole model goes up whereas the 8tph max de elopment benefit goes down. Gi en that the growth scenar o is he same  this feels a b t odd. Do you think there is a eason for this? This w ll be linked to he model noise issue hence why it is sensible for us to screen the benefi s. Note we get the same issue in he Baseline scenarios as we l.

With s ation coding updates

Hounslow/Brent/ Ealing Benefits

Whole model

Whole model - selected boroughs

Hounslow/Brent/ Ealing Benefits

Whole model

Whole model - selected boroughs

tph Hendon <> Hounslow

10 510

250 6 3

1 6133

157 577

286 328

128751

tph Hendon <> Hounslow wi h Baseline De

102 299

5 121

57178

160 3 6

96 976

63370

tph Hendon <> Hounslow wi h Max De

1 0 252

167 833

27581

207 070

267 2 3

60173

Core 8 ph ( tph Hendon tph West Hamps ead)

125 26

160 005

3 7 1

197 12

233 802

36390

Core 8 ph w th Baseline De

1 6 396

228 802

82 06

212 921

150 319

62602

Core 8 ph w th Max De

175 628

160 20

15208

256 886

197 006

59880

Looking forward to hea ing from you.

Many thanks.

Sey am

From
Sent   y  
To  Kumapley Seyram  T inder Stefan  Cadwell Amanda
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Sey am

We ha e now reproduced the benefi s from the scena ios with the updated station coding. The good news is hat (a) the benef ts ha e been boosted signif cantly and (b) hey con inue o look logical when l mited to Hounslow/Eal ng/B ent. The boost to the benefits s mainly due to a significant number of passengers now using Harlesden (2 800 board ng or alight ng n the Core 8tph scenario whereas pre ously here was
 next to nothing) and a tr pling of passengers us ng Neasden.

  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow          157 577 minutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 286 328 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Baseline De       160 3 6 minu es benefit in the AM Peak per od (Whole Model = 96 976 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Max De              207 070 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 267 2 3 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph ( ph Hendon tph West Hampstead)               197 12 m nutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 233 802 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Basel ne De        212 921 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 150 319 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Max De                256 886 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 197 006 m ns)

From
Sent  02 January 2019 11 05
To   Tr nder Stefan < k>>  Cadwe l Amanda >>
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Sey am

Happy New Year o you as well.

The coding has now been updated and we ha e run the 6 add tional scenarios as agreed.



We are now in he process of generat ng and checking all he outputs and writ ng up the Ra lplan modell ng report. I w ll pro ide you w th the updated benefi s as soon as these a e a ailable.

From  Kumapley Seyram >
Sent  02 January 2019 10 50
To >>  Tr nder Stefan >>  Cadwe l Amanda >>
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

He lo 

Happy new year o you! And thank you for pro d ng h s information – it’s e y helpful.

Ha e you had the chance o upda e the cod ng at Harlesden  Neasden & Brent Cross Wes ? Or when is this expected? It would be n e es ing to see the equi alent numbers in your email below when the coding has been updated. Ideally  we would like o make he decision on how to deal with he benefits once we understand how things are shaping up.

Thanks for your hard work on this project – par icula ly dur ng he holiday pe iod on h s study.

Best wishes

Sey am

From ]
Sent  02 January 2019 10 12
To  T inder Stefan  Kumapley Seyram  Cadwell Amanda
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Stefan

Happy New Year o you as well.

Please see my addi ions below in red.

From  Trinder S efa >>
Sent  02 January 2019 09 30
To  Kumapley Seyram >>  Cadwell Amand  
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

H

Happy new year!

Thank you for se ting out the ou come of your in estigation and houghts in the email below. The ou comes n your email below cer a nly appear more intuiti e.

For comparison  could you also s ate the benef ts of he tph and 8 ph ser ice using the standard methodology? I’ e added these next to the adjus ed figu es below (e.g. w th the spu ious benefit in the tph scenario  just to see by what propor ion the benefit may be reducing)

Can we be as clear as poss ble on the implications of adopt ng he approach you suggest to only take into cons derat on benefits o from Hounslow/Brent Ealing.

  *   Does this mean the benefi s are only calcula ed for trips with an O and/or D in Hounslow/Brent Ealing? Yes It includes  for example  a t ip from Hounslow to Westm ns e ? Yes
  *   Ha e you tr ed ncluding Camden and Barnet n your methodology? Do the spurious benef ts reappear? ( t would ob iously be prefe able from a communications po nt of iew o be able o say Camden and Barnet are included) Yes – the spur ous benef ts s a t reappearing. We can take the approach that I ha e suggested below i.e. (a) w thin the appraisal add commen a y that we ha e excluded th s major benef t of he
 WLO scheme within the calculation and that therefore the scheme BCR will ac ua ly be h gher han stated or (b) de elop an appraisal sensiti ty wi h those additional benef ts added w thin the appra sal based on Railplan esul s from scenar os wh ch don’t ha e the model noise effects e dent n the tph Hendon <> Hounslow scenario.
  *   When you say “we don’t take into account he beneficial effects of (a) crowding relief on rail routes to/from central” do you mean  for example  a trip from Hillingdon to cen ral London on the Piccadi ly l ne may endure sligh ly less crowding? Yes  howe er I should qualify that by saying that we do of course take into account these benefi s for rips go ng o/from Ealing/Hounslow Bren .  I imagine this k nd of mpact
 would be quite small. What are your though s? These benefi s wi l not be as great as for trips using the WLO  howe er this is something we included in he presentation on the 12 h Dec as an addit onal benefit of WLO. As stated these benefi s are cap u ed o from Eal ng/Hounslow Brent so we could lea e it at that. Or f we wanted to fur her boost he BCR we could ake he suggested approach in rela ion to Camden and
 Barnet and add add tional benefi s to/from central a eas (excluding trips s a ting ending in Hounslow Brent/Ealing) into an appraisal sensi i ity using Railplan results from scenarios wh ch don’t ha e the model noise effects.

Thanks
Stefan

From
Sent  2  December 2018 13 06
To  T inder Stefan  Kumapley Seyram  Cadwell Amanda
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Stefan

I ha e under aken the step in he first bullet and ha e found that by send ng all 8tph to Hendon we actually get a similar result to the Core 8tph test where we send tph to Hendon and tph to West Hampstead. That does discount my initial interpretation that he issue is o do w th crowd ng hrough West Hampstead in he Core 8 ph and instead points to an issue with excessi e benefits accruing in he tph Hendon <>
 Hounslow scena io. The benefits are generally significantly higher to central area zones in the tph scenario which points owards an issue w th model noise ela ed to general crowding effects  as it is clearly coun er-intuiti e to ha e higher benefits in a scenar o with lesser infrastructu e impro emen s.

My suggestion is therefore to simplify he appraisal by only taking into consideration benefi s to/f om Hounslow/Brent/Ealing. Wh lst th s does ha e the drawback that we don’t take into account the benef c al effects of (a) crowd ng elief on rail rou es to/from central areas and (b) benef ts to from Camden and Barnet which are ser ed by he scheme  t means that we don’t nclude the spur ous benefits being generated in
 the tph scenario. Tak ng h s approach fo wa d to the appraisal  we can add commentary that we ha e excluded these two major benefits of the WLO scheme within the calculation and that therefore the scheme BCR will ac ually be h gher than stated. Or we could de elop an appraisal sensi i ity w th those addit onal benefits added within the app a sal based on Ra lplan results from scena ios which don’t ha e the model
 noise effec s e dent n the tph Hendon <> Hounslow scenario.

By tak ng benefits o from Hounslow/Bren /Eal ng we get the following more realist c effects

  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow          10 510 minutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 250 6 3 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Baseline De       102 299 minu es benefit in the AM Peak per od (Whole Model = 5 121 mins)
  *   ph Hendon <> Hounslow w th Max De              1 0 252 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 167 833 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph ( ph Hendon tph West Hampstead)               125 26  m nutes benef t n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 160 005 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Basel ne De        1 6 396 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 228 802 m ns)
  *   Core 8tph with Max De                175 628 m nutes benefit n the AM Peak period (Whole Model = 160 20 m ns)
Note that the abo e benef ts are not reflec i e of the updates o coding at Harlesden/Neasden/Staples Corner which we are curren ly implementing.

Regards

From  Trinder S efan < >
Sent  21 December 2018 10 36
To  Kumapley Seyram < >> >>  Cadwell Amand  
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

H

Thank you for d scussing the f nal bullet po nt in he email below (benefit of 8tph ser ce lower than tph) with me on the phone.

Th s is ob iously coun erintuiti e and we need o p o ide a s rong logical explanat on f we are o ha e conf dence in the mode ling.

You confirmed that your interpre ation of the mode ling is hat the benefi s of a higher frequency WLO ser ice is outweighed by he additional crowding on radial ser ces from West Hamps ead. E.g. WLO passengers are interchanging on to Thameslink and Jubilee lines at West Hampstead and making them mo e crowded. As they a e both ery busy outes (lo s of passengers) and already crowded (h gh up the crowding
 cur e) a bit more crowd ng leads o sizeable disbenefit.

We discussed he fo lowing steps to ga n a be ter unders anding and enable us to pro de a strong narrati e o explain the model ou puts.

  *   Run a 8tph WLO test that sends a l 8tph to Hendon in the north lea e south as per original 8tph test). Hopefully this w ll pro e the concept that the model does return higher benefits with 8tph. Th s would also pro e hat the cause of he coun erintuiti e result is at West Hamps ead
  *   Check he West Hampstead stat on coding against la est thinking from WLO eam. In particular  a e the interchange distances to/from WLO and other ser ices accurate?
  *   Check base year alida ion of rad al ser ices through West Hampstead. For example  f base year Thameslink c owding is o erstated it would pro ide strong rationale that fu ure year crowding is also o erstated.
  *   Attempt o d saggrega e the disbenefit of add tional crowd ng on Thameslink ser ices from West Hampstead (possibly also Jubilee l ne?) from the benefit to WLO users of the higher core f equency. We can then consider  he extent o which it is just fiable to mask the add tional crowd ng mpacts from the benefi s calcula ions.
  *   Pro ide some narra i e on he pat e n of interchange to/from WLO at West Hampstead by looking at the stat on mat ix.

Please let me know f you ha e had fur her though s since our con ersa ion.

Thanks
Stefan

From ]
Sent  20 December 2018 1 30
To  Cadwell Amanda  Kumapley Seyram
Cc
Sub ect  RE  LO ac ions

Amanda Seyram

I will be working for the rest of today and tomor ow  the 27 h and 28th December and then as no mal from the 2nd Jan onwards.

As you reques ed yesterday  here is a summary email outlining what the remaining WLO tasks are and when hey should be completed by  as far as the Mot s contracted work is concerned.

  1.  Check locat on of a l new stat ons along the WLO oute and consider whether they could be better loca ed with regards to better n e change with other ser ices and local ca chment
I ha e comple ed this and the results of hat work are attached – gi en the al gnment of the rack and your desire o max m se usage I think we can relocate the platforms at Ha lesden  Neasden and Staples Corner so that hey can be pa t of he exist ng Harlesden  Neasden and proposed Brent Cross Thameslink stations. I don’t think there is any scope to change he locat on of he Lionel Road and Old Oak Common WLO
 stations as we we e pro ided with detailed designs for the former by LB Hounslow and we agreed the lat er with TfL.

  1.  Code up and run the following addi ional scenarios
     *   8 ph Co e  adjusted Harlesden  Neasden and Staples Corner WLO Station locations
     *   As abo e w th Baseline De  Capacity Growth
     *   As abo e w th Max De  Capacity Grow h
     *   ph Ha lesden <> Hendon WLO scenario  adjusted Harlesden  Neasden and S aples Co ner WLO S ation loca ions
     *   As abo e w th Baseline De  Capacity Growth
     *   As abo e w th Max De  Capacity Grow h
  2.  Pro ide Railplan outpu s from abo e scena ios to TfL week end ng 11th Jan along w th suitable explanat ons thus pro d ng reassurance hat the modelling is robust and sui able for use in the Business Case
  3.  Pro ide Railplan outpu s from abo e scena ios to Da id Alexander week end ng 11th Jan to input into he Economic Case work
  .  Pro ide TfL w th final Ra lplan modelling and Econom c Case work wi h accompanying reports week ending 18th Jan

Since the meeting I ha e d scussed this fur her with Da id Alexander and whilst he is happy o comply w th the schedule of asks abo e  he wan ed o make sure TfL a e awa e that we do ha e conce ns about some of the mode ling results  specif ca ly

  *   We are get ing sign fican ly lower benef ts in he Baseline tph scenario compared to he Standa d land-use tph scenario – I am cur ently trying to get to he bot om of this
  *   We are get ing h gher benef ts n the ph scenario than in the 8tph scenario. This s more of a concern of Da id’s – I ha e analysed he results in some detail and think this is explainable

In the 8 ph scena io  he wo ph ser ices effecti ely duplicate eachother through he central sec ion the efore a doubling of capacity does not result n double the benefi s as can be seen by differences in patronage between the two scenar os. Any increase in benefi s pro ided by the 8 ph scena io through the core section is then outweighed by the disbenef ts to Thamesl nk hrough passengers of the connec ion at West
 Hamps ead.

Regards

***********************************************************************************

The contents of h s e-mail and any a tached f les are conf dential. If you ha e recei ed this email in error  please not fy us immediately at postmaster@tfl go .uk<mail o postmaster@tfl go .uk> and remo e t from your system. If recei ed n e ror  please do not use  dissemina e  forward  pr nt or copy his ema l or ts con en . Transport for London excludes any wa ranty and any liabili y as to the quality or accuracy of the
 contents of h s email and any a tached f les.

Transport for London is a statutory corporation whose pr nc pal office is at 55 Broadway  London  SW1H 0DB. Fur her nformat on about Transport for London’s subsidiary companies can be found on the following link  ht p //www tfl go .uk/corporate/about- fl/<https / emea01 safelinks p o ect on.outlook com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.t l.go uk%2Fco porate%2Fabout-
fl%2F&data=01%7C01%7CMichael.Swidersk % 0mo tmac.com%7Cde5 9e30a3ed b787de808d67bbe1aec%7Ca2bed0c 5957 f73b0c2a811 07590fb%7C0&sdata= lmVXbzPkuY%2FtnrgMGYf zjB3J %2Fa uPoqlKNr0ahVs%3D& eser ed=0>

Although TfL ha e scanned h s ema l ( ncluding attachments) for iruses  recipients are ad ised to carry out their own irus check before opening any attachments  as T L accep s no liabili y for any loss  or damage which may be caused by iruses.

***********************************************************************************

Click here<https / emea01.safelinks.pro ec ion outlook com ?
url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.mailcontrol.com%2Fsr%2Ft0Ri l2gkFbGX2PQPOm UpnwDS3JbRsAKtT 2yIDEKBpLBf98oneIIEQUe07y AtnEj6Vd7 Z_ TKOxjbsImtQ%3D%3D&data=01%7C01%7CM chael.Swiderski% 0mottmac.com%7Cde5 9e30a3ed b787de808d67bbe1aec%7Ca2bed0c 5957 f73b0c2a811 07590fb%7C0&sdata=SA wGoz9oRhggxlPdkG5K3%2BEwVMLn8XIV2hsiAj2wc%3D&reser ed=0>
 to report this ema l as SPAM.




