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Appendix 4 – Timetable Planning Rules 2024 V4.0 Freightliner Response 

 

 

Appendix 5 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V1.0 Extract 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix 6 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V1.0 Freightliner Response 
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Appendix 8 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V2.0 Freightliner Response 

 

  



Appendix 9 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V2.0 Freightliner Notice of Dispute 

 



  



Appendix 10 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V2.1 Consultation 

From:  

Sent: Friday, March 22, 2024 11:56 AM 

To: 

 Subject: CONSULTATION: Western and Wales Version 2.1 December 24 

 

OFFICIAL 

 

Good morning all, 

 

I am writing to consult version 2.1 for the December 24 timetable. 

 

I also attach the PDF version and the TPR commentary. 

 

Changes include: 

Removal of overlaps at Westbury due to network change not being agreed. 

Amendment of Class 197 dwell times. 

 

Any comments or queries please let me know by 1700 on Wednesday 3rd April 2024. 

 

Regards 

 

 

TPR specialist Western and Wales 
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Appendix 12 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V4.1 Consultation 

From:  

Sent: Monday, September 23, 2024 2:28 PM 

To:  

Subject: CONSULTATION: Western and Wales May 25 Version 4.1 TPRs 

OFFICIAL 

Good afternoon all, 

I am writing to consult Version 4.1 of the 2025 Timetable Planning Rules for Western and Wales for 

the May 25 timetable. 

 

I have attached a PDF copy of Version 4.1 along with the summary of changes. 

Items include: 

• 1Axx  Amended 1Axx numbers to match existing service numbers                                     
• 1Cxx  Amended 1Cxx numbers to match existing service numbers                                     
• 1Kxx  Added in Cheltenham to Bath/Bristol via Kemble                                 
• 5Qxx  Added new entry for class 5 of 5Qxx                                
• CVL   Added new entry for CVL headcodes 

                                  

• Added two new entries for class 398 and 756                                    

 

• GW103 Kennet Bridge Loop amended to Kennet Loop                                

 

• GW103 Kennet Bridge Loop amended to Kennet Loop                                
• GW108 Amended Saltash margins to provide more clarification and update values                                
• GW450 Filton Abbey Wood, removed XC22x Dwell time and the note for it                                  
• GW560 Westbury, added overlap margins                                    
• GW900 Added new margin and amended another value                                     

 

• GW103 Kennet Bridge Loop amended to Kennet Loop                                

 

If you have any comments or queries, please contact myself or George Jacobs by 1700 on Friday 

4th October 2024. 

TPR Specialist Western and Wales 
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Appendix 14 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V4.1 Freightliner Response 

From:  

Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2024 2:44 PM 

To:  

Subject: RE: CONSULTATION: Western and Wales May 25 Version 4.1 TPRs 

 

Good afternoon Dave, 

 

As the associated Network Change has not been established for the Westbury overlaps we cannot 

accept this being published in TPR as per previous correspondence. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Track Access Manager 

Freightliner Ltd 

 

Tel:  

Mobile: +44 (0)  

Email:  

Web: www.gwrr.co.uk 

Freightliner® is a registered trademark 

Appendix 15 – Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V4.1 Consultation Conclusion 

From:  

Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2024 12:39 PM 

To:  

Subject: Re: CONSULTATION: Western and Wales May 25 Version 4.1 TPRs 

OFFICIAL 

Good afternoon, 

 

I am writing to conclude the consultation for V4.1 of the May 25 TPRs. 

 

V4.1 will now be published and appear online in the coming days.  

 

 

TPR Specialist Western and Wales 

http://www.gwrr.co.uk/
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Appendix 17 – Freightliner Response to Timetable Planning Rules 2025 V4.1 Decision 

From:  

Sent: Thursday, October 10, 2024 12:55 PM 

To:  

Subject: RE: CONSULTATION: Western and Wales May 25 Version 4.1 TPRs 

 

Hi Dave, 

 

As you’ll be aware, Freightliner have objected to this, and made it clear that Network Rail have no 

legal right to implement restrictions relating to overlaps at Westbury – there is no established 

Network Change to justify their inclusion and outstanding objections remain from multiple 

operators. 

 

As Network Rail have failed to provide any evidence on how this objection has been considered, and 

how the Decision has been reached to implement these rules when an objection exists, we will be 

seeking a Timetable Hearing with immediate effect. 

 

Regards 

Chris  

 

Head of Planning (Long Term) 

Freightliner Group Limited 

 

Mobile: +44 (0)  

Email:  

Web: www.freightliner.co.uk 

Freightliner® is a registered trademark 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

 

  

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.freightliner.co.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cbarnaby.nash%40freightliner.co.uk%7C869df68b05944cbe26af08dd12f4f0f3%7C2a810721562645b48f5ee099fec52981%7C0%7C0%7C638687565403898721%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=4xgHFBDLAgk7IfxzSlNqCg60UPnmr2EONk1K4WlGhZY%3D&reserved=0


Appendix 18 – Email exchange between Freightliner & Network Rail 

From: Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2024 3:09 PM 

To:  

Subject: RE: Westbury - FL's thoughts on preferred outcomes 

 

Hi George, 

 

I’ve attached the external consultation from Network Rail so you have sight as clearly this is not 

currently the case. 

 

I think our position (which is undoubtedly shared with others) is quite explicit when it comes to the 

‘correct’ thing to show – we expect the TPRs (and therefore by defacto Network Rail’s allocation of 

capacity) to reflect the legal status of the Network. It is Network Rail’s purpose as an organisation to 

maintain the Network to the published capability, and if it fails to do so, this is a problem for Network 

Rail to remedy internally, not pass onto operators.  

 

Although from my perspective our relationship is with Network Rail as a whole, the issue here is 

Western Route not maintaining the legal status of the Network, and as such any performance impact 

stemming from this not being in the TPRs is a route issue rather than Capacity Planning’s, and it 

should be the route that seeks to rectify the situation. 

 

We have always objected to the inclusion of the overlap restrictions with values against them (we 

may have agreed the margins shown were the correct values to apply should the overlap restrictions 

be implemented through Network Change, but not to their inclusion in the TPRs) – and Network Rail 

have previously proposed then removed them values from the TPR document following our formal 

feedback through version responses. 

 

It’s worth noting that I believe other operators may well have also objected to this Network Change 

and the inclusion in the Rules, so this is not solely a Freightliner issue…. 

 

Thanks 

Chris 

 

Timetable Strategy and Rail Industry Manager 

Freightliner Limited 

 

Mobile: +44 (0)  

Email:  

Web: www.freightliner.co.uk 

Freightliner® is a registered trademark 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.freightliner.co.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBarnaby.Nash%40gwrr.co.uk%7C0ae46b9a624e4acbb01c08dcbd33dd17%7C2a810721562645b48f5ee099fec52981%7C0%7C0%7C638593278122560409%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=EqujFIzuUlCDWBJgvcS0Y2T9scn8yaIobWA02cmxrfw%3D&reserved=0


Please consider the environment before printing this email 

 

 

From:  

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2024 11:40 AM 

To:  

Cc:  

Subject: RE: Westbury - FL's thoughts on preferred outcomes 

 

OFFICIAL 

 

Hi Chris, 

 

Thanks for the response. 

In relation to the ideal resolution on your part, can I check my understanding, as you say the TPRs 

should not reflect the overlaps until a NC which includes them is established, however you also say 

that the outcome you require is one where the network capacity is returned to its published 

capability. 

 

So in summary: 

• Your point of principle is that no TPR relating to Network Change should be published until a 
Network Change including reference to the accurate impact on TPRs is established. 

• In the specific instance of Westbury, Freightliner will only accept the overlaps being either 
removed or otherwise mitigated in a way that results in no need to include the overlap TPRs 
– the overlap TPRs should never be published. 

 

As I say, I definitely appreciate the merit of what you are saying regarding burden on the operators 

resulting from mistakes on the part of the Network Change community. It is my concern to ensure 

that TPRs reflect what they should reflect however, as we are not operating in a totally open system 

but rather one bound by various codes and regulations which ought to be defining ‘correct’ 

regardless of my opinions on the fairness of that definition of ‘correct’.  

 

One question I did have for you was, when the stakeholders met to agree on what the values should 

be to reflect what was on the ground (not whether they should be in the TPRs), as Freightliner 

participated in that agreement of the on-the-ground values, were the objections to actually featuring 

them in the TPR document raised then, or only after they were then included in a published version 

of the TPRs? 



 

Regarding the further NC, the version of the Network Change I have for Westbury South renewal 

does not appear to include the paragraph you quote, but only the very vague (as you suggested on 

Tuesday) " As part of these infrastructure changes, the Timetable Planning Rules will require 

alterations. These will be consulted via the normal processes under Part D of the Network Code.” 

which I would say is completely inappropriate as a useful document to send out to stakeholders and 

not representative of my response to Martin Davey when it was originally put to me with the 

suggestion it could positively impact the question of the overlap restrictions. Apologies if I have an 

outdated document. I include my questions/ responses to Martin below as quoted in blue from my 

email, for your information: 

 

For the first question: 

• The overlaps in question are: W402 having points 845 within their overlap, and W502 having 
847 points within their overlaps 

• From the diagram you sent, and the NC change request, I can see no change to the overlaps 
or positions of these signals mentioned, the only thing being mentioned in relation to any of 
these is that points 847 will have its footprint increased 

• For me, this is a major concern. Apologies if this relates to my understanding of the meaning 
behind this NC, but this means that this NC doesn’t answer @Paul Singleton’s queries put to 
your team, nor does it address Freightliner’s objections to the now withdrawn NC 

• This means we’re now in limbo as a NC was issued, neglected to mention the impact on the 
TPRs, was put in the ground, the issues were found, the NC was reissued, objected to and 
has now been withdrawn but the changes are still in the ground affecting train schedules. 
Therefore would you please be able to help us understand what is being done around FL’s 
objections to the original NC as soon as possible please? 

 

For the second question: 

• Increase in crossover speeds could potentially mean a reduction in adjustment time needed 
for departures from P2/3 towards Warminster (854, 855 going from 25 – 40 mph) 

• As demonstrated by the above, we would need to clarify if any of the movements of signals 
or extending of crossovers would bring any crossovers within signal overlaps which they are 
not currently overlapped by. I don’t think they are, but this isn’t 100% clear from the 
diagram and I would like to confirm 

• Changes to any standages which are currently listed in the TPRs would need to be updated.  
 

Based on Tuesday I will follow up with the NC team around the Westbury South NC again and follow 

up with Becky over your and Oli’s responses. 

 

Thanks for your engagement with this issue, 

 

Cheers, 

Kind Regards, 

mailto:Paul.Singleton@networkrail.co.uk


 

 

Timetable Planning Rules Specialist 

W&W 

System Operator 

Internal –  

External - 

 

 

 

 

From:  

Sent: 14 August 2024 17:05 

To:  

Subject: RE: Westbury - FL's thoughts on preferred outcomes 

 

OFFICIAL 

 

Hi George, 

 

Our viewpoint is quite simple on this – Network Rail have no authority to implement the change 

either on the ground or through the document that governs capacity (the TPRs). 

 

Until a Network Change is established that reflects the overlaps, the impact of them should not be 

shown in the TPR document, as this has the effect of implementing the change (through publication 

of the capacity restriction). 

 

In terms of preferred outcomes, we wish to see Network Rail return the Network capability to it’s 

published status, which allows a Down train to pass platform 1 while another arrives in Platform 2. 

How this is done is Network Rail’s decision. 

 

I do not accept the position that the infrastructure being outside of it’s published status, and 

therefore creating delays, means the TPR document needs to be amended to reflect this – the 

infrastructure needs to be maintained to the published capability and failure to do so is a breach of 

Network Rail’s licence conditions. The onus is on Network Rail to reinstate capability, or use Part G to 



amend that capability, and not on the operator to be put at a disadvantage through the removal of 

capacity. 

 

The Westbury South S&C Renewal Network Change has the below included in relation to the TPRs – 

although rather muddled, I do not believe there is any intention of implementing any mitigations for 

the overlaps through the Network Change, it just seeks to try and establish the previously rejected 

amendments through a different reference:  

 

Timetable Planning Rules  

 

The speed changes proposed will provide additional operational flexibility but are not sufficient to 

warrant a change in the TPRs.  

 

For wider context within the Westbury Station area this network change by default also encompasses 

the impacts of signal moves W502 and W402 within the previously rescinded network change 607. 

Due to the infrastructure/functionality constraints towards Salisbury/Exeter, the ongoing requirement 

for platforms 2 and 3 to be able to accommodate 10 car class 80x trains and the requirement to 

reverse the changes implemented above through further infrastructure amendments associated with 

this project not being defined at any of the stakeholder workshops it has not been affected as part of 

this change. However, the impacts (based on the December 2024 timetable) have been assessed, 

solutions proposed and the agreement/implementation of these are currently being discussed. These 

will be consulted via the normal processes under Part D of the Network Code. 

 

Thanks 

Chris 

 

Timetable Strategy and Rail Industry Manager 

Freightliner Limited 

 

Mobile: +44 (0)  

Email: Web: www.freightliner.co.uk 

Freightliner® is a registered trademark 

Please consider the environment before printing this email 

 

 

From:  

Sent: 14 August 2024 09:52 

To:  

Subject: Westbury - FL's thoughts on preferred outcomes 

 

https://nam12.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.freightliner.co.uk%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBarnaby.Nash%40gwrr.co.uk%7C0ae46b9a624e4acbb01c08dcbd33dd17%7C2a810721562645b48f5ee099fec52981%7C0%7C0%7C638593278122572734%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=32oIqqvwz%2BNPUVu4NmNQy3JC4Z0H2L6C3x0pWy5OaAg%3D&reserved=0


OFFICIAL 

 

Hi Chris, 

 

Thanks for attending the forum yesterday and giving more food for thought on the Westbury issue. 

As I hope I showed, it is very much my intention to do the correct thing here based on fact and policy 

as far as I can, rather than proceeding based on any opinion on our part, or whether the correct thing 

ultimately ends up disgruntling any particular stakeholder, including NR. The actions towards 4.1 

were based on advice received by the policy advisor, not out of any bias on our part, and I will be 

discussing the counterpoints you, Dan and Oliver raised yesterday with our TTPM Becky as well as 

Oliver ahead of any further definitive action on our part. 

 

Given the current situation where, despite our efforts, the reopened and corrected NC was 

withdrawn in the face of objections, and the overlaps are still physically there to cause performance 

issues, I wanted to understand better what your preferred outcome would be here, so that we may 

begin working towards that, as we of course remain committed to working with you towards the 

betterment of the TPRs and the timetable in general.  

While we understand that including the Westbury overlaps in a 4.1 would lead to a dispute raised 

against NR and we would have to see the outcome of that, if we were to not include them then what 

would Freightliner see as the solutions to the existence of the overlaps and the outcome which 

would allow a well performing Westbury? 

 

Some mention of Martin Davey’s further NC was mentioned yesterday. How do you see that 

impacting the issue? When I read through it, despite it being presented to me as a potential solution 

to the above, to me it looked like it only included increases in crossover speed which could result in 

being able to reduce or remove some adjustment time TPRs, but in of itself would not alter the 

sections of track which are overlapped by the signals nor the timeout of the overlaps. Are you 

anticipating further network change which will mitigate the overlaps? 

 

Thanks a lot, 

Kind Regards, 

 

 

Timetable Planning Rules Specialist 

W&W 

System Operator 

External –  

  



Appendix 19 – Network Change 607 Appendix A Extract 
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Appendix 21 – Network Change 607v1 Freightliner Response 
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Appendix 23 – Network Change 761 Appendix A Extract 

  



 

Appendix 24 – Network Change 761 Freightliner Response 

  



 


