Appendix 1

Office of Rail Regulation’s decision on applications for the Track Access Rights necessary to operate additional passenger services on the East Coast Main Line 

Introduction 

1. We set out here the decision we have taken on three applications made under the Railways Act 1993 (the Act) for rights to operate additional passenger services on the East Coast Main Line (ECML). We have consulted stakeholders, asked for representations on a proposed decision, conducted a hearing and considered fully all the points raised, before reaching a final decision on this matter. We will publish a report fully setting out the reasons for our decision by 6 April 2006. 

The applications 

2. We have been considering track access applications from Great North Eastern Railway Limited (GNER), Grand Central Railway Company Limited (Grand Central) and Hull Trains Company Limited (Hull Trains) who asked ORR to approve the following: 

Grand Central - under section 17 of the Act 

• Firm rights for four services each way Monday to Saturday between Sunderland and King’s Cross and a further four firm rights each way between Bradford and King’s Cross, with three firm rights each way on Sundays on both routes. Whilst the original application was for a five-year contract, and was based on the use of existing off-lease rolling stock, Grand Central now plans to acquire new rolling stock, and has indicated that it would be seeking a contract for these rights for a period of ten years. 

Hull Trains - under section 22 of the Act1 
• Firm rights for a sixth weekday path and fifth Saturday path and contingent rights for a fourth Sunday path each way between Hull and King’s Cross. 

GNER - under section 22A of the Act 

• Additional contingent rights for five weekday Leeds – King’s Cross services each way which would be used together with existing rights to operate a half-hourly off-peak service between London and Leeds. 

1 Hull Trains applied to ORR on 1 February 2005 to introduce these additional services from 12 June 2005 until the end of its current contract in 2010. We explained that until we could establish the extent of the available capacity and consider all three applications together, we could not consider long-term rights. We initially approved the additional rights until December 2005 (later extended to December 2006). 
The decision 

3. We have made the decisions set out below on the three applications. 

Grand Central 

• We will approve three firm rights each way (Monday to Sunday) for Grand Central to operate services between King’s Cross and Sunderland calling at York, Thirsk, Northallerton, Eaglescliffe and Hartlepool. These rights will take effect no earlier than December 2006. 

• Grand Central’s access rights should enable a spread of services through the day, but otherwise contain a degree of flexibility at the discretion of Network Rail, subject to the exercise of the decision criteria in part D of the Network Code. In particular, we do not expect to approve weekday rights which entitle Grand Central to arrivals at King’s Cross before 10:10 or to departures from King’s Cross between 16:55 and 18:40. In addition, we expect the access rights to allow for approximately 20 minutes of pathing time between King’s Cross and Northallerton, and vice versa. 

• Grand Central’s track access contract will have a minimum term of five years; however, given our current policy in respect of longer term access agreements, we will be prepared to consider whether this term should be longer if, for example, this is linked to investment in new rolling stock. 

• We expect Grand Central to use 125 mph rolling stock with performance characteristics as good as that of HSTs; 

• Grand Central’s access contract will contain an access charges review re-opener which will take effect from 1 April 2009. 

• We expect Grand Central’s contract to contain provisions requiring its co-operation with the introduction of a standard hourly timetable on the ECML. 

• Grand Central’s track access contract will be subject to it meeting the usual statutory and safety requirements. 

Hull Trains 

• We will approve (until the end of its current contract in June 2010) one additional contingent right each way (Monday to Sunday) for Hull Trains to operate services between King’s Cross and Hull. 

• This additional right will be subject to an access charges review re-opener, which will take effect from 1 April 2009. 

• We shall review whether this additional right should remain contingent or become a firm right, in the light of experience; any such change would take effect no earlier than December 2007. 

GNER 

• Our ‘minded to’ decision indicated that there was insufficient capacity to accommodate the additional rights sought by GNER, in addition to those we proposed to grant to Grand Central and Hull Trains, without a major recast of the timetable. We have subsequently received further representations which suggest that this may not, after all, be the case and that a more limited timetabling exercise may be sufficient to identify additional capacity for some or all of the additional GNER services. 

• Nevertheless, we have not been able to form a conclusive view. 

• Accordingly, we require Network Rail to work with relevant operators (including Grand Central, Hull Trains, GNER and existing freight operators) to complete a timetabling exercise, as soon as possible and no later than 30 June 2006. The exercise will: 

• address, in particular, the section between Peterborough and Doncaster (in both directions); and 

• establish whether it is possible to path four GNER services per hour (that is, including a half-hourly Leeds service) in a way which is consistent with the planned three Grand Central services and the one additional Hull Trains service, without conflicting with other existing passenger and freight rights and services on the route and any other firm plans for services before December 2009; and 

• aim to produce an interim set of adjustments to the timetable, pending the outcome of the Route Utilisation Strategy exercise which should address longer term passenger and freight demands. 

• If, and to the extent that, this demonstrates the potential availability of capacity over this key route section, having regard to the existing requirements of freight and passenger operators on the route, we would be minded to approve contingent rights for GNER to operate up to five additional weekday Leeds to King’s Cross services each way. The ability of GNER to exercise these rights, and the date from which it would be able to do this, would then be determined by the normal timetabling criteria. These include the ability of Network Rail, working with operators, to resolve pathing and performance issues over the route as a whole. 

Next Steps 

4. Network Rail will: 

• carry out the necessary timetabling work to accommodate Grand Central’s and Hull Trains’ new access rights from December 2006; 

• discuss any necessary modifications to existing access rights with those operators whose contracts contain modification provisions, and then notify ORR by 30 June 2006 of the changes which need to be made; 

• complete the timetabling exercise described above, and submit it to ORR as soon as possible and no later than 30 June 2006. 

Office of Rail Regulation 

23 March 2006 
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30th March 2006
Dear Gentlemen

Development of December 06 East Coast Timetable

Following the meetings held last Friday I am writing to set out how I intend the December 06 timetable development process to be taken forward.  In describing the process I will set out how I have interpreted the Office of Rail Regulation’s decision document of 23 March 2006 and the implications for the process of that interpretation.

This is an opportunity for you to state whether you agree with the process that we intend to take.  To this end I would be grateful if you would respond to this letter by Wednesday 5th April.

ORR’s decision means that Network Rail will need to:

· find paths for 3 x GCR Sunderland – KX services and return
· plan for the continuation of the Hull Trains 6th path and 
· establish whether there is capacity for up to six additional GNER services between Leeds and Kings Cross and return. 
For the avoidance of any doubt I should point out that in terms of the development process for the December 2006 timetable we will limit this exercise to the services mentioned above and will not be seeking capacity for anything over and above this.  As a starting point we shall be using the relevant Priority Date declarations as the basis for the analysis, taking into account any provisos the ORR have applied to their decision.  While we accept there may be changes of detailed service specification necessary to find the best-fit paths, we do not now expect to deal with any further material changes of specification for any other reason.

The paths we intend to investigate for Grand Central trains are:-

· 0645 Sunderland – London Kings Cross (arr 1047)

· 1230 Sunderland – London Kings Cross (arr 1619)

· 1630 Sunderland – London Kings Cross (arr 2022)

· 0811 London Kings Cross – Sunderland (arr 1150)

· 1127 London Kings Cross – Sunderland (arr 1450)

· 1648 London Kings Cross – Sunderland (arr 2050)

We will undertake this exercise in a number of steps.  They are as follows:

1. A dummy (or development) database will be created within Trainplan.  This will allow my team to optioneer the timetable in a ‘safe’ environment. 

2. We will continue the ‘traffic light’ exercise started by Steve Hall, from my team, which will determine the actions necessary for reds to turn into greens for each of the operators.  

3. We then input the product of Steve’s analysis into the dummy database.  This work will all be completed in the train planning centre here at Leeds.

4. We will share the output of this exercise with my colleagues from the Area and Route teams to assess the impact on performance and the acceptability of the timetable.

We anticipate that there will be significant day to day dialogue as we proceed with this exercise and I will assume that we should contact the three addressees of this letter.  Please advise if this assumption is incorrect.  I intend to hold a multi-lateral progress meeting every two weeks.  I will ask Jennifer Wiles from my team to arrange the first of these – she will be in contact soon.
It is my intention that, by the end of April, we will have completed up to and including item 3 above for SX. SO and Sunday will follow.  A slightly more detailed timeline is attached.  Once item 4 has been completed we will set out the details of the Grand Central paths and set out what has been concluded in respect of Hull Trains’ and GNER’s additional services.
At the meetings on Friday I was asked a couple of questions, which I will seek to answer here:

Q1
In what sequence will Network Rail seek to identify each operator’s additional paths?

Answer
Network Rail will seek to identify Grand Central’s paths first but in doing so will be mindful of the paths requested by other operators.  In identifying paths for Grand Central Railways, Network Rail will exercise whatever contractual flex it is entitled to apply on operators’ services on the route and, where necessary in the cases of GNER, Midland Mainline, Central Trains and First Capital Connect, consider the use of the modification provisions in the Track Access Agreements in order to deliver the required paths.

Q2
How will the identification of these paths be carried forward in the context of other changes required by operators on the route through their Priority Date declarations?


Answer
It will not be possible to input and develop all other changes into the database prior to beginning this exercise, however, we will again be mindful of the other changes requested (and their relative priority) while undertaking the analysis.

Once we have finished the exercise and found compliant and ‘performance robust’ paths we will roll those into the ‘production’ database.  Our aim is that for SX paths, this will take place by 12th May.  

I intend to copy this letter to all other operators on the ECML for information.

To re-iterate, could you please respond to this letter by Wednesday 5th April indicating that you are content for us to proceed as set out.

Yours sincerely,

Adrian Thear

Appendix 3

Timeline for ECML Process
	8/9 February 2006
	Timetable Conference

	10 February 2006
	Priority Date Declaration

	23 March 2006
	ORR decision on ECML capacity

	24 March 2006
	Network Rail meet with GNER, Grand Central Railways and Hull Trains

	3 April 2006
	Network Rail to commence work on SX timetable exercises

	5 April 2006
	TOC responses to ECML Process proposed by Network Rail

	28 April 2006
	Capacity Request Deadline

	28 April 2006
	Network Rail to complete work on SX timetable exercise

	2 May 2006
	SX timetable work to be sent to Network Rail Performance teams for analysis

	2 May 2006
	Network Rail to commence work on SO + SUN timetable exercises

	12 May 2006
	Confirmation of SX paths after agreement with Performance teams

30 June 2006 – Network Rail submission to ORR

	7 July 2006
	Final Offer of December 2006 timetable by Network Rail

	21 July 2006
	TOC responses to final offer

	4 August 2006
	Network Rail response to TOC response

	27 September 2006
	NRT edit completion

	10 December 2006
	December 2006 Timetable Commences


<Issued by Adrian Thear 30th March 2006>

Appendix 4

ECML CAPACITY PROGRESS MEETING (2)

City Exchange, Leeds 12th May 2006

Attendees:-

Adrian Thear (Train Planning Manager Leeds TPC, Network Rail)

Gareth Richards (Capacity Allocation Manager Leeds TPC, Network Rail)

Steve Hall (Advanced Timetable Manager Leeds TPC, Network Rail)

Richard White (Area Timing Specialist ECML (S) Birmingham TPC, Network Rail)

Peter Robinson (Commercial Advisor, Network Rail)
Stan Kitchin (EWS)

Ian Hammond (First Capital Connect)

Michael Leadbetter (Freightliner)

Adrian Caltieri (GNER)

Shaun Fisher (GNER)

Sean English (Grand Central Railways)

Ian Yeowart (Grand Central Railways)

Bob Brook (Hull Trains)

David McIntosh (Nexus)

Mark Beck (Northern Rail)

John Sadler (Vossloh)

AT opened the meeting by reminding all the attendees that this was a train planning meeting and no other matters related to decisions on ECML capacity would be discussed.  

Actions from the previous meeting
· PR to review the ORR decision documentation and advise AT of position regarding pathing time

PR’s interpretation of the ORR’s decision relating to the amount of pathing time allowed in GCR services on the ECML was approximately 20”.  IY stated that around 20” was fine, 30” was too much.

· SH to check if the two services conflict at Sunderland 

SH explained there was no clash at Sunderland as parallel platforms were used in the train plan.  Subsequently, the GCR departure was retimed from 0645 to 0653 anyway.  DM and IY both happy with this.

· RW/SH/SK to establish if 6L95 will run in the December 2006 timetable 

SK expects 6L95 to run but not in the time that is currently in the dummy database used by SH.  SH advised to ignore 6L95 whilst validating.

· SH to establish an 0811 GCR path and GNER 0805 path.  

Later in the meeting GCR agreed to an 0811 path so action withdrawn

Action withdrawn

· SH to clarify whether the plan at Sunderland took into account the 4” junction margins 

SH explained that a 4” margin had been used between the Nexus departure and the following GCR arrival.

· IH/RW to clarify if 3P00 is required 
RW stated that 3P00 is required.  It can be platformed at London Kings Cross without affecting GCR.  IY and IH both happy with this.

· SH to send SK an F3 print with the revised path for 6E14
SH sent SK a print of 6E14 following the previous meeting.  SK said not an ideal path but it would be acceptable to EWS.

· PS to investigate if the retiming of 2D27 is within the Northern contract limits 
MB confirmed that the flexing in 2D27 is within the contractual rights.

· SH to check whether the 1452 arrival at Sunderland of GCR04 fitted in with the Nexus 1458 departure towards Newcastle
SH said there is a 3” dwell at Sunderland from the arrival of the GCR service at 1452 to departing ECS at 1455.  IY happy with that.

· SF to look at retiming of 1E21 to London and any consequences it might have for GNER 
SF confirmed that the flexing in 1E21 is within the contractual rights.

· SH to alert Justin Monk to revised path for 1Z16 ahead of final offer 
SH informed Justin Monk regarding the retiming to 1Z16 and is awaiting a response.

· JS to supply SH with the revised schedule for GCR06 and any consequential retimings 
JS confirmed the revised path to SH.
Overview of work undertaken by SH since the last meeting

· 1648 London Kings Cross – Sunderland, which ran SL St Neots to Huntingdon, now runs FL after receiving the revised specification from GCR.  This service now departs London Kings Cross at 1650 and runs ahead of GNER’s 1700 London Kings Cross departure all the way to York.  SH confirmed the path had been validated throughout.
· The following are consequentials of this retiming:-
· Follows Northern’s 2W76 1930 Middlesbrough – Newcastle on the Durham Coast (19” pathing time in the GCR service)
· 1E48 1458 Bristol TM – Newcastle (VXC) retimed earlier into York then forward as before
· 1E89 1622 Liverpool LS – Scarborough (FKTP) retimed into York then forward as before
· 1M30 1552 Norwich – Liverpool LS now departs Peterborough earlier and runs SL to Grantham
· 1M75 1720 Newcastle – Birmingham NS (VXC) runs 1” earlier through York
· 1M75 1725 Scarborough – Liverpool LS (FKTP) runs later York to Leeds diverted via Normanton Lines to Church Fenton
· 1M78 1446 Low Fell – Willesden (GBRf) is retimed Peterborough – Holloway South Jn.
· 1N11 1630 (FSX) London Kings Cross – Newcastle (GNER) departs ½” earlier from York to Skelton Jn.
· 1P00 1640 London Kings Cross – Peterborough (FCC) runs SL Huntingdon – Holme and as a result is 2½” later into Peterborough
· 1P73 1745 Peterborough – London Kings Cross, the return working of 1P00, departs Peterborough 2” later and is ½” later arriving at London Kings Cross
· 1P52 1704 Manchester Airport – Newcastle (FKTP) is retimed later York – Newcastle
· 1P59 1710 Newcastle – Manchester Airport (FKTP) is retimed 1” earlier into York
· 1S04 1549 Willesden – Edinburgh (Royal Mail) is retimed Peterborough – Doncaster RMT.
· 1S24 (FO) 1630 London Kings Cross – Edinburgh (GNER) retimed as 1N11
· 1V76 1605 Edinburgh – Bristol TM (VXC) is retimed 1” later York – Micklefield
· 6E50 1535 Bury St. Edmunds – Peterborough West Yard (EWS) is retimed 5” later into destination
Comments on the above

· RW queried whether CT’s 1M30 would work RotP compliantly into Grantham ahead of GNER’s 1S25.
ACTION: SH to check this is RotP compliant

(post meeting note: 1S25 now flexed 1 min later Grantham – Doncaster)

· IH stated there was no problem at Peterborough with the turnaround following the retimings to 1P00 and 1P73.  He had concerns about the turnaround at London Kings Cross after the arrival of 1P73.  He asked what would be the effect of 1P00 running into Peterborough ahead of the GCR service.  

This concern was withdrawn later in the meeting after IH discovered 1P73 formed a later departure from London Kings Cross than anticipated in the December 2006 FCC diagrams.

Feedback from Leeds Train Planning meetings with the Great Northern and North Eastern General Managers

· AT explained the background to the GM meetings.
· HST 2+7 formation too long for Hartlepool, Stockton, Eaglescliffe, Thirsk and the up platform at Sunderland.  IY responded that Eaglescliffe is long enough and Thirsk is known to be too short.  IY added that GCR now plan to use HST 2+6.  PR confirmed the length of the coaching stock on these sets was 138 metres.  This was too long for Hartlepool (125m) and Thirsk (135m).  It was thought that the issue with platform length at Hartlepool was due to the signalling.  IY further added that Stockton would not be declared as an aspiration for this timetable.  SH said this would result in pathing time needing to be included instead which IY was happy with.  A general comment was made that the platform lengths could be signal based issues or parts of platforms out of use.  IY stated that a Method of Working was currently under review (as when GCR required to stop at Brighouse in a previous study) and the safety case was under consideration.  A response was awaited for this.  It was further added by PR that a HST 2+5 was 115m.  It was agreed that despite the change to HST 2+6 that HST 2+7 SRT’s would still be used.  BB enquired about selective door opening and asked if it would increase station dwells.  IY offered the Method of Safety document for any other attendees to view.  SH added that the removal of the Stockton stops would remove the problem of the 3” dwell at Sunderland.
· The flight of trains between Temple Hirst and Doncaster. This is headed by 4L79 (Freightliner) passing Doncaster 1840 followed by GCR (Doncaster 1843½), Northern Rail (1847), VXC (1851) and GNER (1855).  This was seen as a significant performance risk.  SH has looked at the possibility of running the GCR service before and after this flight of trains but no paths were found.  One suggestion from SH was to divert 4L79 1544 Wilton – Felixstowe via Church Fenton, Gascoigne Wood and rejoining the ECML at Hambleton South Jn. to follow the flight of services.  4L79 would therefore have a reduced standing time at Doncaster Yard to 82” and pick up it’s path south of Doncaster as before.  SH feared possible route knowledge issues that ML confirmed would potentially be a problem.  SH added that there was no RA restriction on this route for this particular service.
ACTION: ML to investigate if crew have the knowledge via this alternative route.

· The use of public differentials at London Kings Cross.  IY stated that GCR had no plans to use any.
· GCR Overnight stabling.  IY said that at the north end GCR will use either Heaton Depot or Tyne Yard and that discussions were ongoing between Northern and EWS.  At the south end GCR are considering using Bounds Green (if available) or Willesden, again with ongoing discussions with GBRf (Willesden).  IY confirmed that the stock would run ECS to Pelaw UGL for turnaround at Sunderland.
· Turnarounds at Sunderland.  SH that after a GCR arrival there would be a 5” dwell in the down platform before continuing ECS to the UGL at Pelaw.  The set then returns ECS to Sunderland, has a 5” dwell in the up platform before depoarture to London Kings Cross.  The dwell at Pelaw UGL is 8” for the first train, 60” for the second train.  The question was asked if the 0804 London Kings Cross – Sunderland could depart to the north end and reverse if it was running late.  Alternatively, could the sets shunt back to the south end?  SH said that pathing time should help towards on time arrivals.  ML had concerns for Tyne Dock services that use Pelaw UGL (especially with the GCR 60” turnaround), as although not much traffic was planned into the loop, trouble with route crime meant that the loop is often in use on a more frequent unplanned basis.  IY queried about using Boldon North Jn. but ML said that the signalboxes had been vandalised on the route and DM added that it was not possible to access this piece of track from the down line.

ACTION: ML to check how frequently Pelaw UGL has been used unplanned in the last 3 months

· Station activities at Sunderland.  GCR confirmed that there would be a crew change at Sunderland.  There was the possibility the buffet would be stocked during the York stops.

· Station activities at London Kings Cross.  IY confirmed that GCR had no plans to do anything other than turnaround, unless watering was absolutely essential.

· GCR’s fitters.  IY confirmed that GCR were likely to use travelling fitters to begin with.

· Turnarounds at London Kings Cross.  Two turnarounds were identified as being substandard (1046 – 1127 and 1620 – 1650).  The current RotP show a 50” for services from Scotland, 45” from Newcastle, 40” from Leeds and 30” from Hull.  The original GCR path arrives London Kings Cross at 1620 following 1A30 and 1A31, the latter stopping at Peterborough and Stevenage).  There were 2 options to improve the turnaround at London Kings Cross of the 1620 GCR arrival to the 1650 departure.  

· The first option was for a 39” turnaround.  GCR runs ahead of GNER’s 1A31 with a revised London Kings Cross arrival of 1611.  1A31 runs approximately 10” later to London Kings Cross following the GCR service from Doncaster.

· The second option was for a 45” turnaround.  GCR would run ahead of GNER’s 1A30 and 1A31.  The GCR service would overtake 1A30 at Peterborough and would arrive London Kings Cross at 1605.  1A30 and 1A31 would both run approximately 10” later than current to London Kings Cross.

The debate was about generous pathing time and a shorter turnaround at London Kings Cross versus less pathing time and a greater turnaround.  The overtaking at Peterborough was identified as another possible performance risk.

IY asked if something could be done to RotP as per with Hull Trains who have a caveat to turnaround in 20” at certain times of the day.  IY added that the ORR had no problem with the (as then) 28” turnaround.  IY added that he would be delighted with both options but reiterated that he wanted GCR to cause as minimum disruption as possible to other operators services and is happy with the original path.  IY said that he believed a 30” turnaround should be acceptable.  BB believed there would be a watering issue at London Kings Cross and IH believed there might be an issue with catering.  IY wants the timetable in place first before GCR review how these others issues will fit into the final timetable plan.  IY added that the traincrew would work Sunderland – London Kings Cross and back with the possibility of hiring traincrew in and flexible working of dual driver/guards.  

ACTION: AT/GR/SH to feed back all this info to the GM’s

Next steps

· SH has already begun to identify the extra Hull Trains and GNER paths as stated in the ORR report.  The up GNER paths are all that remains outstanding.  Completion of all these paths is expected by the end of next week.

· Work will commence on the SO and SUN GCR paths on 22/5.  GCR want the same service pattern for SO as SX with 3 paths each way on a Sunday departing approximately 0900, 1300 and 1800 from Sunderland and London Kings Cross looking to meet the demands of the passengers movements.  IY added that GCR may also look at the possibility of stopping at Seaton Carew on a Sunday.  GNER require a rollover of their June ’06 service for SO and SUN.  BB is to confirm HT’s plans.  

ACTION: SH to speak to JS to get GCR’s Sunday specification

ACTION: BB to provide SH with Hull Trains plans

· BB asked who and when a decision will be made on diversionary paths, particularly in relation to capacity around Hertford.  AT stated that this decision was to be made by Network Rail as per normal validation of a timetable.
· GR said that it was important for the progress of the December 2006 that the SX plan was rolled into the live database.  This would be done w/c 15/5.

· SH asked what headcodes GCR wished to use.  IY was happy for Network Rail to identify these.

· BB asked if there would be further discussions with the GM’s regarding the Hull Trains and GNER paths.  AT confirmed there would be.

· Next meeting 1000 6th June 2006 at City Exchange, Leeds
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ECML CAPACITY PROGRESS MEETING (4)

City Exchange, Leeds 23rd June 2006

Attendees :-

Gareth Richards (Capacity Allocation Manager Leeds TPC, Network Rail)

Steve Hall (Advanced Timetable Manager Leeds TPC, Network Rail)

Richard White (Area Timing Specialist ECML (S) Birmingham TPC, Network Rail)

Peter Robinson (Commercial Advisor, Network Rail)
Pauline ? (Central Trains)

Stan Kitchin (EWS)

Chris Patman (First Capital Connect)

Shaun Fisher (GNER)

Ian Yeowart (Grand Central Railways)

Bob Brook (Hull Trains)

Mark Beck (Northern Rail)

John Sadler (Vossloh)

Apologies:-

Adrian Thear (Train Planning Manager Leeds TPC, Network Rail)

Review of Previous Minutes / Actions from previous meeting 

· ML to check how frequently Pelaw UGL has been used unplanned in the last 3 months
Action still open awaiting a response.

· PR to confirm platform lengths at Hartlepool

Signal – Ramp Up 125m needs to be 25m short of Signal would be 100m

Signal – Ramp Down 136m less 25m to clear signal would be 111m

Physical length confirmed against the Sectional Appendix as it is 40m away on the down line.

· GR to speak to OPSU to arrange Trainplan access for Grand Central

GR has spoken to OPSU and this has been actioned.

· SH to ensure operators not present at previous meeting accept the consequential retimings

SH has spoken to all operators with the following outcome:-

· EWS – OK with retimings

· Freightliner – as EWS 

· Northern – MB to take away 2R20 retiming between Adwick and Doncaster 

· FKTP – some alterations to Middlesbrough services that would be addressed in the normal validation process

· First Capital Connect - SH and CP resolved any issues after the last meeting including the action regarding 1A22.

ACTION: MB to inform SH with outcome of 2R20 issue

· PR to review SLC of each operator to ensure maximum journey times have not been exceeded

PR asked whether Business Managers were aware of amendments required to contractual rights to accommodate these retimings access 

For example for FKTP, is Philip Hassall aware of changes 

Review of Timetable work since last meeting 

· The following work has been undertaken by SH since the last meeting 

These assume QJ Royal Mail paths will be deleted from the database.

· SX – retiming of 1630 Sunderland – London Kings Cross to 1730 arriving London Kings Cross at 2108

· IY accepted this retiming

· 1A45 1810 Newcastle – London Kings Cross (GNER) retimed 2” later.  This has been bid for to stop at Northallerton

· 1A46 1905 Leeds – London Kings Cross (GNER) routed SL at Doncaster and is therefore 7” later to London Kings Cross.  This is no longer compliant with Maximum Journey Time.  It is non-compliant by 1”.

· 1E23 1600 Glasgow Ctl - London Kings Cross (GNER) retimed 1½” later from Stevenage.

· 2P64 2016 Peterborough - London Kings Cross retimed to depart at 2020. 

· 2W68 1732 Middlesbrough – Newcastle retimed 2” earlier to Hartlepool

· GCR Sunday paths

·   1A60 0910 Sunderland – London Kings Cross

· 1R90 10.43 York – Hull (Northern) retimed 3” earlier throughout

· 1A61 1342 Sunderland – London Kings Cross

· No consequential retimings to other operators

· 1A62 1842 Sunderland – London Kings Cross

· 2Y04 18.58 Sheffield – York (Northern) 2” differential arrival converted to <2> approaching York

· 4D25 1942 Drax – Immingham (FLHH) retimed 5” earlier Drax to Applehurst Jn.

· 1N25 0855 London Kings Cross - Sunderland 

· No consequential retimings to other operators

· 1N26 1345 London Kings Cross - Sunderland 

· 1M27 1245 Norwich – Liverpool (Central Trains) retimed 1” earlier Peterborough to Allington Jn.

· 6H46 1345 Immingham to Drax (EWS) retimed 6 min later Joan Croft Jn to Gascoigne Wood

· 1N27 1820 London Kings Cross - Sunderland 

· 2R71 19.27 Sheffield – Doncaster (Northern) replatformed to Platform 4 at Doncaster

· 6H05 1807 Immingham to Ferrybridge (FLHH) retimed 12” earlier Joan Croft Jn to Milford Jn

· The path for 1N27 is foul of ROTR beyond Eaglescliffe when the line closes at 2100.  2 options were considered:- 

· PR to speak to the Area Operations Manager about amending the signalbox opening hours 

· 1N27 to run via Newcastle missing the Eaglescliffe and Hartlepool stops with a bus running from Northallerton

· GR suggested the possibility of terminating at York but IY said GCR would not want to do this. 

ACTION: PR to speak to the Area Operations Manager about amending the signalbox opening hours 

SH enquired as to whether GCR would like to run at 1630 or 1730 from Sunderland on a Saturday.  IY confirmed a 1730 departure. RW said he would look to see if engineering works cause any problems 

GR asked if everyone had seen RW’s email containing further amendments to services retimed under the normal validation process. Most operators had not had chance to look at this yet but are to give feedback to RW by the offer date. SK not satisfied with some of the EWS retimings but felt they would probably still fall within their contractual rights.  CP also had issues with 2F11 and 1T15 which he would speak to RW about after the meeting.

ACTION : All operators to respond to RW regarding changes made

There was then a Railsys presentation by Andrew Neagle from SAP in Paddington.

Feedback to Railsys presentation 

BB asked when will the performance results and the measure of the performance will be available to the operators.  PR replied that there was an internal Network Rail meeting to look at the outcome of these results the following week. 

BB asked if the content of the decision process could be explained to the operators.  AN replied that Railsys is based on the WTT  and showed the percentage of time it takes to go through each process of the Railsys modelling.  BB added if the performance information in full would be available on time and in a detailed report.  AN replied that the modelling was currently in the calibration process and would be available on time.

IY asked what was the envelope of performance acceptance.  PR said he would speak to AT on his return.  IY added that he was sceptical of the value of the results after the Theory of Constraints work produced by SAP. 

BB asked some questions regarding turnaround times used in Railsys.  What turnaround times had been used?  What would Railsys do when turnarounds were shorter than expected?  Had up to date information been used?  Had incremental modelling been used for each group of services?  AN explained that incremental modelling had not been used due to the short timescales involved.  SH added that all the work he had done, including consequentials had been sent to SAP to include in the Railsys model.  AN added that Railsys would model weekdays only for this exercise and that a representation of freight services would be modelled.

IY enquired how Network Rail would communicate its decision to the TOCs.  GR replied this would be next week once the results of the train planning and modelling work had been discussed internally by Network Rail.

BB asked which periods the TRUST information would be compare against.  AN replied that the most recent 5 periods had been used.

BB asked if speed restrictions would be included in the modelling as this will affect the performance result.

Using data with of some validated trains from 2 weeks ago –

Some operators were concerned that at the last meeting they understood the Railsys modelling would be incremental and not have all operators included at once.  IY added that Hull Trains, GNER, and GCR may all have an impact on performance or maybe just one operator - how would Network Rail be able to tell which one has impacted on performance if they have all been input together?  How will the decision be made if one operator or all operators trains cause a performance impact 

A number of operators asked how Network Rail would communicate its decision to the TOCs.  They feared they would have no time to respond, especially if response was negative they would wish to hear sooner. 

PR confirmed that the internal meeting would go ahead first before any TOCs were informed. 

SF asked PR if the decision to the ORR may go back a week?  PR responded that as far as he is aware the date still remains the 30th but is sure the ORR will want a complete answer from Network Rail.

BB asked if the operators could be involved in the meeting with the ORR, could the response and detail be shared simultaneously?  PR responded that the ORR has requested Network Rail to give its view on the capacity issues for 20 additional paths and as these meetings have been open it was important to keep this during the process.

MB asked if there was any confidence the paths would work.  GR responded that from a timetabling perspective 20 paths had been found and Network Rail now had to establish the effect this will have on performance on the railway infrastructure.

SF asked that as the Railsys data CIF was from 2 weeks ago, further changes had been made to the database so would any conflicts be resolved before the offer. 

CP asked if the data included Kings Cross platform workings as this could have a major impact on performance.  AN replied that platforming can be input in to Railsys.

PR said that Railsys gives an output but where did this output come from.

SH replied that the output from Railsys will be based on the CIF data including all 20 paths from 2 weeks ago compared with the information from a typical day from the LTP data base. 

IY asked if any work had been done for the 4th path Grand Central as requested.  SH confirmed that he had been working on the paths and added that the 4th GCR path had not been included in the model.  

BB asked which freight trains had been included in the data for the modelling as freight ran differently everyday depending on business requirements.  Are freight loops included and will the model run as the timetable is planned?

SF said that with 7 days to go it was disappointing that the operators have not been told the level of acceptance for the performance. He expressed concern that Network Rail had not been more transparent in how the decision would be made .

PR replied that the Railsys output is just one part of the decision matrix and that there was still to be risk and operations assessments for running additional paths.

BB asked if the decision would be transparent and would the content of how the conclusion has been reached be explained to operators.  He noted that there was now a significant lack of time for the operators to challenge any decisions that would be made.

GR said he would take away all questions from this meeting and speak to the relevant people. 

AOB 

IY asked what would be the process if the bid was rejected?  PR replied that the ORR would issue formal actions.

IY suggested arranging a meeting with other operators and the ORR on the afternoon following Network Rail’s meeting to put forward case if rejected.

SF enquired when the shutdown for the final offer was.  GR responded that it would be done on the evening of July 4th.

BB asked if this meeting could reconvene after Network Rail had met with the ORR and before the final offer was made so that the operators knew what to expect at the offer date.  PR to action.

SH asked if GCR had any definite plans for their ECS movements as he had yet to receive a detailed specification.  IY replied that there are no firm plans yet.  RW asked where does GCR intended to stable in London.  IY said hopefully Bounds Green  Depot.

RW asked about weekend services and engineering blocks as there was a Period C blockade requiring Hertford diversions. GR replied that these would be carried out in the normal validation process. 

SF thanked SH and RW for all their hard work and thanked other TOC’s for their co-operation during this process.  IY echoed this statement. 

RW thanked CP for his co-operation in the Kings Cross platforming work.

GR will take issues raised to Adrian on his return.
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