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Summary
Crossrail will eventually be an important part of the transport network in London and
the south of England. Once opened, it will lighten the load for London’s overburdened
transport network and is expected to increase the city’s rail capacity by 10%. However,
while it is badly needed, commuters have been let down by a programme that is well
behind schedule and has seen costs escalate far beyond what was originally planned. The
central section between Canary Wharf and Paddington was supposed to have opened
in December 2018 but Crossrail Ltd now expects it to open between October 2020 and
March 2021; around two years late. Until the entire railway is open, passengers will not
receive the full benefits of the railway, and Transport for London’s expected revenue
from rail fares on Crossrail will be limited. Crossrail Ltd says that the full railway may
not open until as late as 2022.
Funding for the programme has already increased by around £2.8 billion to £17.6 billion
and yet, the final cost still remains unknown. As Crossrail has not yet determined
and agreed an opening date for the full railway, costs for the programme are likely to
continue to climb. Crossrail Ltd has so far failed to understand the complexity and risks
involved in the programme, failed in its management of its main contractors and failed
to integrate different strands of the programme successfully. While the Department
for Transport is ultimately responsible for the use of taxpayers’ money on Crossrail,
the way in which it set up Crossrail Ltd left it with limited powers to step in and take
action, including on executive remuneration, when the programme faltered. While
the Department is now working to learn and apply the lessons from what went wrong
with Crossrail, it should acknowledge that this is far from an unfamiliar tale, We have
witnessed cost increases and delays on major rail projects several times over the past
few years and the Department still does not appear to have got a grip on the problem.
Until the Department properly embeds the lessons learned from the programme, we
remain sceptical about its ability to oversee major rail projects.
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Introduction
Crossrail is a major programme to run new rail services between Reading and Heathrow
Airport, through a new underground section beneath central London, to Shenfield in
Essex and Abbey Wood in south-east London. When complete, the new railway will be
around 73 miles (118km) long, with around 26 miles (42km) of new tunnels. Ten new
stations are being built and a further 31 are being improved. Crossrail will serve around
200 million passengers per year. The Department for Transport (the Department) and
Transport for London (TfL) are jointly sponsoring the programme. Crossrail Limited is
an arm’s-length body specifically created to deliver the programme and is wholly-owned
by TfL. The Crossrail programme has been allocated £17.6 billion of funding, £2.8 billion
more than the £14.8 billion agreed in the 2010 Spending Review. The programme sponsors
and Crossrail Ltd had planned to start running services through the central section in
December 2018 and to start a full east-west service from December 2019. In April 2019,
Crossrail Ltd announced that it plans to start running services on the central section
between October 2020 and March 2021. It still does not yet have a date for when a full eastwest service will start. This report builds on our April 2019 report, Crossrail: Progress
review.
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Conclusions and recommendations
1.

Completion of the programme is well behind schedule and it remains uncertain
when the entire railway will be open. The Crossrail programme aims to bring
substantial benefits to rail passengers in London and the south of England,
including reduced congestion and journey times, increased capacity on London’s
transport network and support for economic growth. However, completion of the
crucial central section of the railway is well behind schedule. Crossrail Ltd now
plans to open the central section between October 2020 and March 2021 rather
than December 2018 as originally planned. Despite the delay, it is still unlikely that
Bond Street station will be open to passengers initially. The Elizabeth line, as the
new railway will be known, will be an important source of income for TfL. TfL’s fare
revenue will not increase significantly until the full railway opens, which could now
be as late as spring 2022. Meeting these revised windows for opening the railway is
still uncertain and there remain risks to manage. After years of continuing delays,
the challenge of motivating and incentivising contractors to prioritise Crossrail
means that the programme risks losing momentum.
Recommendation: The Department and Crossrail Ltd should inform us as soon as
they know when they expect the full railway to open.

2.

Given the scale and complexity of the remaining work, it is staggering that
Crossrail Ltd continued to believe until as late as July 2018 that the central section
of the railway would open in December 2018. This over-optimism which was
prevalent throughout has proved hugely damaging to the programme. Crossrail is a
large and highly complex programme. The programme involves the development of
new software to allow the trains to switch between three different signalling systems
and the construction of miles of tunnels and new, bespoke stations, much of which
is taking place in small, enclosed and hard to reach places beneath London. Given
the amount of work still to be done, it is clear that Crossrail Ltd did not have a full
appreciation of the scale and complexity of the outstanding work until recently,
particularly the work to bring together all the infrastructure and systems required
for the railway to begin operations. The previous Chair and Chief Executive assert
that sticking to the December 2018 opening date was important to keep contractors
motivated and costs low, and they continue to emphasise that they had overcome
significant engineering challenges at earlier stages in the programme. The new
Chair and Chief Executive have focused on understanding what work is remaining
and sequencing this to arrive at a detailed programme plan and appear to have
placed the programme on a more stable course. However, there remains a great deal
of work to do and risks to manage, including finishing development of the software
onboard the trains, completing fit out of the stations, finishing installation of the
signalling systems and testing that the trains can operate safely through the tunnels
and stations.
Recommendation: Building on the recommendations in our April 2019 report, the
Department and Crossrail Ltd should report to us every six months on:
•

progress across the programme, including on the performance of
contractors;
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•

how they are monitoring progress against the plan; and

•

how they are countering the risk of optimism bias and assuring themselves
that the revised schedule and cost to completion are robust

Crossrail Ltd’s failure to manage effectively the high number of main contractors
needed for the programme contributed to substantial cost increases and delays.
Crossrail Ltd split the main works into 36 separate contracts, rather than dividing
the programme into a smaller number of larger contracts. This resulted in an
increase in the number of dependencies between the work of different contractors
and high levels of costly change to the programme. The former Chief Executive is
adamant that this approach, which resulted in Crossrail Ltd retaining responsibility
for manging the knock-on consequences from delays across the remaining work
of the contractors, was the right one, despite clear evidence that Crossrail Ltd did
not manage these dependencies effectively. No one was coordinating the activity
of all contractors and acting as an effective ‘controlling mind’, despite the fact that
the programme partners, Bechtel and Transcend Ltd, were originally contracted by
Crossrail Ltd to fulfil this role. The former Chair placed some blame for performance
falling behind schedule at the feet of some of the key contractors who had been
“causing problems”, but it was Crossrail Ltd’s job to manage its contractors. Crossrail
Ltd failed to understand the extent to which contractors’ levels of productivity were
diverging significantly and repeatedly from its expectations and effectively manage
the consequences of this on the programme. Crossrail Ltd is now resetting its
commercial and contracting approach to complete the programme.
Recommendation: As it examines its other projects and programmes, the
Department and its delivery bodies’ commercial teams should review their
commercial and contractual models, including where risk sits, to gain assurance
that commercial and contractual approaches protect value for money.

4.

Crossrail Ltd continued to pay its executives bonuses, even as the programme
was going off track. The Crossrail Ltd Executive were paid large salaries and
performance bonuses for managing a programme that, it is now clear, was not
delivered successfully. The Chief Executive of Crossrail Ltd, for example, was paid
a bonus of £481,000 for performance in 2015–16 and £160,000 for 2016–17. The
Department told us that it is important that remuneration levels for those delivering
large projects allow the Department and its arm’s-length bodies to recruit people
with the right level of skills and experience. But, in the case of Crossrail, sponsors
did not provide enough oversight of, and challenge to, remuneration decisions made
by Crossrail Ltd. The Department asserts that the practices it has in place for its
other arm’s-length bodies provide greater accountability. We have previously raised
concerns about how the Department oversees the remuneration practices, including
redundancy payments, of HS2 Ltd.
Recommendation: Before the end of the year, the Department should:
•

carry out and publish the results of a full review of pay, including
redundancy arrangements, at its delivery bodies; and
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set out how it will ensure that remuneration in its delivery bodies aligns
with the overall success of projects, and how it will maintain appropriate
control and oversight of executive remuneration.

Despite it being a key learning point from previous projects, the Department
failed to ensure Crossrail Ltd gave enough attention to planning and integrating
the programme. Our work on the Thameslink and Great Western modernisation
programmes found that the Department did not focus early enough on integrating the
various elements of the programmes. Some of the causes of cost increases and delays
on Crossrail relate to the poor integration of complex IT and operational systems
and the lack of a fully integrated plan to complete the programme. The Department
explained that Crossrail Ltd presented its plan to sponsors as a fully integrated plan
to complete the programme. However, it is now apparent that the Department did
not understand what a fully integrated plan looks like, and therefore was unable to
scrutinise the Crossrail Ltd executive effectively on the realism of its plans. Crossrail
Ltd is now undertaking a substantial amount of work to produce a more detailed
plan to completion. It is encouraging that the Department has reflected on what has
gone wrong on Crossrail and has taken steps to formally capture these lessons, and
those from other programmes.
Recommendation: In order to assure itself about how its delivery bodies are
managing major rail projects and bringing them into passenger service, the
Department should better understand what a fully integrated plan comprises. To
do this, it should build on the work now being done by Crossrail Ltd.

6.

It is unacceptable that the Department devolved so much accountability for
taxpayers’ money on this major programme. The Department has repeatedly
blamed the Crossrail Ltd Board and Executive, and the overall ‘system’ of
management and governance for the failings of the programme. However, the
Department is ultimately responsible for the successful delivery of the programme
and ensuring that taxpayers’ money is being spent wisely. As one of the sponsors of
the programme, the Department played a leading role in establishing the governance
arrangements and what the Department and Crossrail Ltd now acknowledge was
an “extreme” version of autonomy. The Department acknowledges that striking a
balance between autonomy and oversight of its delivery bodies is one of the main
lessons from Crossrail.
Recommendation: The Department should examine whether its oversight of
its existing delivery bodies provide it with appropriate accountability and
governance arrangements over the life of programmes and set its arrangements
out in accountability systems statements for its major programmes.
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1 Completing the programme
1. On the basis of a report by the Comptroller and Auditor General, we took evidence
from the Department for Transport, the current Chair and Chief Executive of Crossrail
Ltd and the former Chair and Chief Executive of Crossrail Ltd about the Crossrail
programme.1

The Crossrail programme
2. Crossrail is a large, complex programme to run new, direct rail services between
Reading and Heathrow Airport at the western ends of the railway, to Shenfield in Essex
and Abbey Wood in south-east London at the eastern ends. When complete, the new
railway will be around 73 miles (118km) long, with around 26 miles (42km) of new
tunnels. Ten new bespoke stations are being built and a further 31 are being improved.
Much of the construction work is taking place in small, enclosed and hard to reach places
beneath London. New software is being developed to allow the trains to switch between
three different signalling systems.2
3. The Crossrail programme aims to bring substantial benefits to rail passengers in
London and the south of England, including reduced congestion and journey times,
increased capacity on London’s transport network and support for economic growth.
Once Crossrail is open, it will become part of Transport for London’s (TfL’s) rail and
underground network and will be known as the Elizabeth line. The Department for
Transport (the Department) and TfL are jointly sponsoring the Crossrail programme,
which is being delivered by Crossrail Ltd, a wholly owned subsidiary of TfL.3
4. Train services through the central section of the programme were due to start
running in December 2018, and the full service due to start running from December 2019.
Crossrail Ltd first announced in August 2018 that the programme could not be delivered
on time and that it would not be in a position to open the central section through London
in December 2018 as planned. In the 2010 Spending Review, the government allocated
£14.8 million funding for the programme, which included contingency but excluded the
cost of new trains and the main depot. In July 2018, the Department announced that
the programme sponsors had agreed an additional £0.59 billion funding, taking the total
funding package for the programme to £15.4 billion. In December 2018, the Department
announced that as a result of further cost increases it had increased funding for the
programme to £17.6 billion (some £2.8 billion more than the level of funding announced
in 2010).4
5. In October 2018, we questioned the Department on the August announcement
that the opening of the central section would be delayed and how it was monitoring and
challenging the programme’s progress. The Department told us that it began to have
concerns that the December 2018 delivery date could not be achieved in “spring” 2018 but
that Crossrail Limited maintained the schedule was still possible until it received formal

1
2
3
4

C&AG’s report, Completing Crossrail, Session 2017–19, HC 2106, 3 May 2019
C&AG’s report, paras 1, 8, 1.1–1.3
C&AG’s report, paras 1, 1.2, 1.6
C&AG’s report, paras 3–4, 1.8–1.9, 2.2, Figure 3
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notification of the delay, although its level of confidence started to diminish overt time.5
In December 2018 we questioned the Department again on its grip of the programme,
cost increases and the additional funding package agreed. The Department told us that it
was deeply disappointed and frustrated by the significant cost overrun but believed that
the funding package should be sufficient to cover the remaining costs of the programme.6
In March 2019 we further questioned the Department and Crossrail Ltd and in April 2019
we published our progress review of the Crossrail programme, which focused on how the
programme had been allowed to unravel and costs spiral out of control, examining who
was responsible for what had gone wrong on the programme and what the major causes of
cost increases and delays had been. This report builds on our previous report and scrutiny
of the programme.7

Over-optimism about the programme schedule
6. In our April 2019 report on the Crossrail programme, we concluded that the
Department, TfL and Crossrail Ltd’s fixation on a delivery deadline of December 2018 led
to warning signs that the programme was in trouble being missed or ignored. We found
that the pressure on, and determination within, those delivering the programme to meet
this deadline led to an overriding culture of over-optimism and that when Crossrail Ltd
and the programme’s project representative identified failings at a much earlier stage, they
were not addressed as they should have been.8
7. We asked Crossrail Ltd why it remained committed to the December 2018 opening
date for so long and when it had first become aware that the original opening date was
undeliverable. The former Chief Executive told us that when he left Crossrail Ltd in March
2018, he believed that there was more than a 50% chance that the programme could be
completed on schedule, despite the fact that there was so much risk remaining in the
programme.9 The previous Chair of Crossrail Ltd told us that the first time he began to
feel that the programme schedule was not achievable was in June 2018 because by that
time it was clear that the programme was not making the required progress to support
the opening date.10 He explained that he first informed the Mayor of London and the
Secretary of State in July 2018 that there was no feasible way to deliver the programme
on time and that Crossrail Ltd was considering options for a delay. He told us that the
response from both sponsors was that it had to be completed in 2018. The Department told
us that it asked Crossrail Ltd to do what it could to open something on time. The previous
Chair explained that the Mayor’s response was to ask if more money could incentivise
contractors to deliver on time.11
8. The former Chief Executive told us that Crossrail Ltd had remained committed to the
December 2018 opening date because it considered that the cheapest way to complete the
programme was do so in the shortest possible time. He explained that the vast number
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

Committee of Public Accounts, Oral evidence - Department for Transport: Implementation of Brexit, HC 1657, 24
October 2018
Committee of Public Accounts, Oral evidence - Rail management timetabling, HC 1793, 27 February 2019
Committee of Public Accounts, Crossrail: Progress review, Ninety-second report of session 2017–19, HC 2004, 3
April 2019
Committee of Public Accounts, Crossrail: Progress review, Ninety-second report of session 2017–19, HC 2004, 3
April 2019
Qq 55, 166–169
Qq 162–163
Qq 57–69
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of suppliers on the programme meant that any delay to the programme would lead to
increases in the overhead costs of those contractors.12 The previous Chair told us that
sticking to the deadline was important to keep contractors motivated to deliver.13 When
asked whether he agreed with this, the current Chair of Crossrail Ltd stated that this
approach was helpful up to point, but that by 2018 it caused things to go wrong. By
2018, delays to contracts and issues with, for example, access to work sites for multiple
contractors were becoming more challenging. He stated that Crossrail Ltd now has other
methods for applying pressure on contractors other than a final date, including a more
intense approach to managing daily activities on the programme.14
9. Our report in April 2019 found that Crossrail Ltd’s over-optimism about the
potential to deliver the programme on time, even when the signs were there that this
was unlikely, stemmed, in part, from the experience of overcoming challenges earlier in
the programme.15 In May 2019, the previous Chair and Chief Executive told us at length
about the complexity of the programme and the engineering challenges that Crossrail Ltd
overcame. We were told that, even when an explosion at Pudding Mill Lane in November
2017 resulted in substantial delays to the energisation of the railway, the instinct of
Crossrail Ltd was to go and fix it. However, the revised plans to complete the programme
that Crossrail Ltd produced after the explosion still underestimated the amount of work
to be done in stations.16

Remaining work to completion
10. In summer 2018, a member of this Committee visited a Crossrail site and was told that
the programme was on schedule to open on time. A visit by Committee members in May
2019 illustrated how much work there was still left to do.17 While the bulk of construction
work is complete, there are a number of key activities that must be completed before the
railway can be brought into operation, including: completing the fit-out of those stations
that are planned to open on day one, testing the trains can operate safely through the
tunnels, certifying that equipment on the railway and in stations is functioning correctly,
and integrating new services with the national rail network.18
11. The current Chief Executive of Crossrail Ltd told us that he had been surprised by
how much work was incomplete and that he thought Crossrail Ltd did not have a full grip
during early to mid-2018 of the work that was left to do. He also stated that Crossrail Ltd
spent 10 weeks at the start of his tenure going through all the remining work in detail.
Some stations, for example, remain a long way from completion. Tottenham Court Road
is the most of advanced of the 10 new stations and Crossrail Ltd doesn’t expect that station
to be completed until August or September 2019. Bond Street might not be complete until
spring 2021.19

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

Q 55
Qq 56, 82, 128
Q 213, C&AG’s report, Appendix 3
Committee of Public Accounts, Crossrail: Progress review, Ninety-second report of session 2017–19, HC 2004, 3
April 2019
Qq 44, 48–51, 55
Q 56
C&AG’s report, paras 3.1–3.3
Qq 113–115
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12. The current Chair of Crossrail Ltd told us that there remained a substantial amount
of work to do on the software of the trains, which was not always entirely predictable.
He also explained that the change from Crossrail being a construction programme to
a programme with trains running while work was still going on raised safety concerns,
which the company was working on.20 The current Chair told us that the programme
had lost momentum following the decision to delay the opening schedule and re-plan the
programme. He identified getting back the right levels of drive and can-do spirit so that
contractors and the Crossrail team worked together effectively again as one of the biggest
leadership challenges of the programme.21 In April 2019, Crossrail Ltd announced that it
had produced a new plan for the introduction of new services on the central section of the
new railway.22

Opening the new Elizabeth line
13. Crossrail Ltd currently estimates that the central section of the railway will open
between October 2020 and March 2021, a delay of around two years. It added that Crossrail
Ltd had taken advice from the Department’s lessons learned exercise and had specified an
opening window, rather than a firm date.23 Crossrail Ltd told us that it will deliver all
of the planned scope of the programme but admitted that when the central section first
opens there will be some elements of the programme missing.24 For example, services
will not stop at Bond Street, because completion of the station is still between 18 months
and two years away.25 It told us that there was also substantial work to complete at at least
eight stations on the existing network to the east and west of London, including Ealing
Broadway, Acton Main Line, Romford and Ilford. Network Rail, which is responsible for
enhancement work on the existing network, estimated that this work will be complete
by 2020. In the meantime, Network Rail planned to manage the work in order that the
stations can remain open, but there is a risk that some stations will not have step free
access when new Elizabeth line services begin.26 Crossrail Ltd also told us that it planned
not to install all the non-critical digital systems required to operate the railway initially,
to reduce both complexity and the risks involved in getting the stations open. These
systems will be replaced by additional operational staff, which will increase the cost of the
programme.27
14. The National Audit Office found that it is still unclear when a full 24 trains an hour
service between Heathrow and Reading in the west and Shenfield and Abbey Wood in
the east will commence.28 Crossrail Ltd currently estimates that this may not happen
until twelve months after the central section is complete, which could be as late as spring
2022.29 Crossrail Ltd originally planned for the full railway to open in December 2019.30
The Elizabeth line, as the new railway will be known, will be an important source of
income for TfL. TfL had estimated that the delay to opening would cost it £600 million
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Q 228
Q 228; C&AG’s report, paras 3.8–3.9
C&AG’s report, para 3.5
Q 214–216
Qq 219–226
Qq 113, 221
Qq 222–224; Letter from Tony Meggs to PAC Chair, 28 May; C&AG’s report, para 2.4
Qq 225–228
C&AG’s report, para 3.5
Qq 217–219
C&AG’s report, figure 3
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in lost revenue from 2019–20 to 2023–24. TfL’s fare revenue will not increase significantly
until the full railway opens because it is at this point that the full high frequency services
through central London will begin. Crossrail Ltd asserted that it was focused on achieving
this as soon as possible.31

31

Q 227; C&AG’s report, paras 3.14–3.18
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2 Commercial and contracting approach
15. Crossrail Ltd has contracted the delivery of the programme to private sector
design, engineering and construction companies, and an extensive supply chain of small
contractors and suppliers of equipment and specialist skills.32 Crossrail Ltd has always
been responsible for integrating the different elements of the new railway being delivered
by contractors.33

Contracting approach
16. Crossrail Ltd awarded 36 contracts to private companies to build the tunnels and
stations for the programme and install the track, electrical power lines and other systems
required to operate the railway. By taking this approach, Crossrail Ltd increased the
number of dependencies between the work of different contractors that it had to manage,
thereby increasing the delivery risk on the programme.34 The former Chief Executive
of Crossrail Ltd told us that the company took this approach because at the time the
contracts were let, Crossrail Ltd considered that it was the most appropriate way to
contract with the industry because no single firm had the skills, capability and capacity to
take on and manage all of the risk in the programme. He asserted that the company let the
right number of contracts and had the right commercial mechanisms. He acknowledged
that the number of dependencies between the work of different contractors was high, but
asserted that the best way to manage the risk from these was for Crossrail Ltd to have the
best people in place to manage those risks on a day-to-day basis. He told us that if he had
to make this decision again he would not have taken a different approach.35
17. In 2009, at the start of the programme, Crossrail Ltd awarded contracts to two
project management companies, Bechtel and Transcend Ltd, to support its management
of the programme and the high number of contractual interfaces involved in its delivery.
Crossrail Ltd awarded the largest of these contracts (worth an estimated £400 million
when it was awarded) to Bechtel as its project delivery partner, which was responsible
for coordinating the activities of other contractors on the central section of the railway.36
The previous Chair and Chief Executive acknowledged that Bechtel’s role was to act as a
‘controlling mind’ to coordinate the work of the contractors and make sure that Crossrail
Ltd made the right decision to how best to redeploy contractors when there were delays.37
However, Crossrail Ltd decided to integrate Bechtel into the Crossrail Ltd delivery teams,
rather than requiring it to take on delivery risk and to provide independent assurance to
Crossrail Ltd on progress across the overall programme. The previous Chair told us that
Bechtel dominated the delivery of the programme, with around 400 staff integrated into
the Crossrail Ltd team. The former Chief Executive told us that Bechtel was incentivised
to help Crossrail Ltd deliver the overall programme, making decisions that optimised
the programme across the many dependencies between the contractors, but in the end
received no incentive payment because the programme was late and over budget.38
32
33
34
35
36
37
38

C&AG’s report, para 2.17
Committee of Public Accounts, Crossrail: Progress review, Ninety-second report of session 2017–19, HC 2004, 3
April 2019
C&AG’s report, paras 11 and 2.17 and Box 1
Qq 88, 91
C&AG’s report, para 2.18
Qq 197, 202
Qq 83–88, 197–202
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Managing contractors
18. The NAO found that contractors’ levels of productivity diverged significantly and
repeatedly from Crossrail Ltd’s expectations.39 The previous Chair told us that he visited
Crossrail sites every other week and at each Crossrail Ltd board meeting metrics on
completeness were discussed.40 The former Chief Executive similarly told us that he was
constantly walking the sites and talking to contractors to understand progress. He added
that while progress was demonstrable for physical activity, there were issues measuring
the progress of the software. However, the current Chief Executive, who was also on
the Crossrail Ltd Board at that time, stated that when he became Chief Executive he
was surprised at the lack of station completion. He thought that there was not enough
granularity of information coming from the supply chain, and in 2018, there was not
enough transparency about the ever-increasing optimism bias of recovery plans and
mitigations agreed because of delays. The previous Chair placed some of the blame for
delays against the scheme on some of the key contractors who he asserted had been causing
problems and not acting in the way he wanted them to. He did acknowledge, however,
that there had been a consistent gap between the ambition to achieve the December 2018
opening date and what was delivered on the ground.41
19. The large number of dependencies between the work of different contractors on the
programme led to significant cost increases across the programme. Between 2013 and 2018,
changes and delays to the programme resulted in more than £2.5 billion in increased costs.
Nearly £1 billion of this cost increase was the result of additional payments to contractors
by Crossrail Ltd for changes that were not caused by the contractor.42 Crossrail Ltd told us
that such ‘compensation events’, of which around 21,00 had accumulated on Crossrail by
2016, are part of the process for resolving contractual issues as they arise under the form of
contract used on Crossrail. It explained that this approach was designed to avoid leaving
claims to be resolved at the end of the programme, with the risk of disputes needing to be
resolved in court.43
20. Crossrail Ltd told us that it was resetting its commercial and contracting approach to
complete the programme, including renegotiating with its main contractors the terms of
the remaining work, including agreeing fixed, lump sum prices with some contractors.44
Crossrail Ltd confirmed that this included looking at each contract individually and will
incentivise contractors to reduce risk to the programme not completing on time if needed.
It told us that it was working with seven or eight large companies, and 20 to 30 smaller
companies, and each one will have a discrete package and approach that will be agreed
with the Crossrail Ltd board.45
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3 Learning lessons
21. The Department has been taking time to reflect on what went wrong on Crossrail. In
April 2019 the Department and the Infrastructure and Projects Authority (IPA) published
a report which captured lessons from what has gone wrong on Crossrail and a number
of other major transport projects. During our evidence session, the Department set out
what it considered to be the main lessons to be learned from what has gone wrong on the
Crossrail programme.46

Devolving accountability
22. The Department explained that one of the main lessons to be learned from Crossrail
is the need to strike the right balance between the autonomy provided to the delivery
partner (in this case Crossrail Ltd) and the oversight that the Department as sponsor and
funder provides to that project.47 Our report in April 2019 found that the Department,
as one of the sponsors of the programme, chose to provide Crossrail Ltd with a level of
autonomy that Crossrail Ltd described as “extreme”. The Department recognised that this
level of autonomy hindered its ability as sponsor to understand and challenge progress
during the later stages of the programme. The Department accepted that its governance
arrangements were insufficient to properly capture the risks to the programme as it
progressed and that it should have reviewed its governance arrangements several years
ago.48
23. We were concerned that this extreme autonomy led to the Department taking
a somewhat passive approach to its sponsorship of the programme. We asked the
Department whether the failure to reach a timely decision that the programme would not
deliver in December 2018 was a derogation of their duty to ensure taxpayers’ money was
spent correctly. It told us that as sponsor, the Department was responsible for setting dates
and key milestones for the programme and that it was for Crossrail Ltd to seek to request
a change to those target dates if it believed they could not be delivered. The Department
also told us that it had been drawing this conclusion before the company reached that
conclusion itself, but that it relied on Crossrail Ltd to advise on the opening date of the
line because that was Crossrail Ltd’s job. The Department blamed the Crossrail Ltd Board
and executive team for the failings in the programme, and laid the blame on the overall
system of governance and management of the programme. Given that the Department,
as one of the sponsors and funders of the programme, was ultimately accountable for the
efficient and effective use of taxpayers’ money, we were concerned that this shows that
the Department had, in effect, devolved its accountability for successful deliver of the
programme.49

Programme integration
24. Our 2013 report on the Thameslink programme found that the Department’s
plans for the franchise to operate the new service was not joined up with plans for
46
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infrastructure work and new trains and we recommended that the Department should
focus on integrated planning and aligning decision-making across the different elements
of complex programmes from the start.50 Similarly, our 2017 report on the Great Western
modernisation programme found that the Department failed to integrate all the elements
needed to deliver benefits for passengers successfully at the planning stage, and did not
manage the programme in a joined-up way. We recommended that the Department
ensure that it plans major developments to rail services in a way that brings together the
trains, infrastructure work and the operation of services.51
25. The former Chief Executive told us that Crossrail Ltd, and its suppliers, had significantly
underestimated the complexity and volume of work needed for the computerised system
that will be used to operate the railway and stations. He stated that there were elements
coming together in the stations that have never been done before, driven by the aim to
deliver a digital railway that could be controlled from the stations and remotely.52 The
previous Chair told us that he was in no doubt that Crossrail Ltd had underestimated
the challenge of system integration.53 He added that he thought delays to the trains
being ready for testing was one of the things that prevented Crossrail Ltd having an indepth understanding of system integration.54 Despite the complexity of the programme,
the NAO found that the company did not have a fully integrated plan to complete the
programme and did not have the skills it needed to understand all the risk and challenge
of integrating all the complex elements of the programme. From 2015 onwards, Crossrail
Ltd produced a series of plans known as the Master Operational Handover Schedule.55
This Handover Schedule was presented to the Department as the fully integrated plan
that would take the programme from the civil engineering phase to completion of the
programme and operation of the railway. Both the Department and the current Chief
Executive of Crossrail Ltd accepted that this plan was not sufficient to enable all the
activities required to be fully integrated.56
26. The lack of a detailed plan to complete the programme, and the lack of understanding
about the volume of work remaining also meant that the more than £2 billion of additional
cost of the programme remained hidden until very late in the day. The current Chief
Executive told us that these costs were always present in the programme but recognised
that the system of monitoring that was in place in Crossrail Ltd did not provide the
information that the executive needed to understand the true cost of the programme.57
Crossrail Ltd told us that further work was required at the Canary Wharf station. The
station was built by the Canary Wharf Group on a design-build contract. The Canary
Wharf Group informed us in a letter received after our evidence session that it completed
the station according to the standards and specifications agreed with Crossrail Ltd in
September 2015.58 The former Chief Executive of Crossrail Ltd told us that when the
station was handed over to Crossrail Ltd in 2017, further work would be needed for the
50
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station to meet the specifications required of an operational railway. Crossrail Ltd told
us that it had spent around £80 million changing the equipment in the station to enable
make it equivalent to the standards required for a London underground station.59 In our
evidence session in March 2019, the former Chief Executive told us that Crossrail Ltd had
spent a lot of time working on a logical sequence for the remaining work.60 Crossrail Ltd
asserted that it now had a plan that sequences activities that enables the railway to open
with all the stations, excluding Bond Street, and was now in a position to be able to set out
exactly what is left to do at every station.61

Remuneration of senior executives
27. The former Chief Executive of Crossrail Ltd was paid a basic salary of £477,000
in 2017–18 (£463,000 in 2016–17) and the previous Chair was paid £250,000 (£250,000
in 2016–17). The former Chief Executive was also paid a bonus of £160,000 for their
performance in 2016–17 (£481,000 for performance in 2015–16).62 63 The Chair of Crossrail
Ltd, not the programme sponsors, was responsible for carrying out the Chief Executive’s
annual performance appraisal and setting the performance objectives for the following
year. We questioned the former Chair of Crossrail Ltd why this level of remuneration was
appropriate given that there were already signs by this time that the programme was not
going according to plan.64 The previous Chair told us that the former Chief Executive’s
performance was scored against the objectives set and the results audited to make sure the
metrics were correct. He told us that only once did they use a degree of discretion in rating
performance because they wanted to reflect the outstanding performance of the Executive
around the safety of the programme.65 The previous Chair also told us that the former
Chief Executive did not achieve a bonus every year.66
28. The Department stated its position on remuneration and bonuses in evidence to
our sister committee, the Public Administration and Constitutional Affairs Committee’s
recent inquiry into the Government’s management of major projects.67 The Department
told us that there should be clear limits to remuneration levels but that it was important
that remuneration levels for those delivering large projects allowed the Department and
its arm’s length bodies to recruit people with the right level of skills and experience. The
Department stated that its role in setting the remuneration of senior Crossrail Ltd staff was
very limited because Crossrail Ltd was a subsidiary of TfL. However, it did acknowledge
that there was insufficient sponsor oversight and challenge of, or opportunity to be
consulted upon, decisions on the remuneration of senior staff at Crossrail Ltd.68
29. The Department explained that it ensured that it has the opportunity to directly
participate in the decisions of remuneration committees of its arm’s length bodies and
that it would take a different approach to the Crossrail Ltd Board on the balance to be
59
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struck between base pay and variable, performance-related pay. It also told us that the
practices it has in place for its other arm’s length bodies provide greater accountability.69
However, in December 2017 we reported on concerning remuneration practices in one
of the Department’s arm’s length bodies, HS2 Ltd. We found that HS2 Ltd made £1.76
million of unauthorised payments to staff through compulsory and voluntary redundancy
schemes offered at enhanced terms well in excess of those authorised by the Department
for Transport.70
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