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Rail Infrastructure Strategy Consultation

Transport Scotland
Response from HITRANS

Summary
Transport Scotland is consulting on its Rail Infrastructure Strategy which is designed to inform Scottish Ministers’ High Level Output Statement (HLOS) which sets out the outputs they wish to purchase from Network Rail in CP6 2019-24, backed by the Statement of Funds Available (SOFA). The full document can be found at:
http://www.transport.gov.scot/system/files/documents/reports/TS%20-%20Rail%20-%20Rail%20Infrastructure%20Strategy%20Consultation%20 %20November%202016.pdf
HITRANS response 
1. Do you agree with our vision and approach? Will they help us to achieve the Scottish Government’s purpose of increasing sustainable and inclusive economic growth?

The vision for Scotland’s railways is laudable. We agree with the approach based on improvements to services, capacity, value and integration. In tackling inequality through affordability/accessibility, equity of access to regional and national centres for those in the periphery is vital. Historic slow, low frequency services cannot offer this equality of opportunity. 

Regional competitiveness is enhanced by the ability to commute daily to centres of employment and education; the ease of making same day trips between the cities with pre-nine o’clock arrivals; and off-peak and late night services that enable participation in cultural and leisure activities.
Integration, physically through the development of interchange, for both passengers and freight, and virtually through smart ticketing enables the customer to make informed modal choices.
2. How might we make trade-offs and prioritise between different types of investments, while ensuring that our actions are aligned with our vision?

Note that this question refers to the types of trade-offs that may be required (e.g. where improvements to journey times may impact on levels of connectivity, or vice versa) rather than actual names/locations of schemes promoted or supported by stakeholders. 

On routes such as the Highland Main Line over 80% of the passengers are making an InterCity journey to/from Inverness and the stopping pattern must reflect this. Infrastructure needs to be able to offer fast express transit through quiet stations, and at the same time allow for stopping services to provide a 2-3 hourly local service which allows meaningful journeys. 
On Aberdeen-Inverness demand is smoothed across all stations. On rural lines faster journey times may be achieved with a different stopping pattern with lightly used stations receiving a ‘parliamentary’ service, although where demand is so low closure might be considered, if only to transfer the call to a new station location.
When designing new infrastructure the capability for handling freight and open access operators must be carefully considered.
Investment in infrastructure, however, must also reflect geographic share, rather than population share, to ensure equality of access.

3. Do you support the move to a more flexible pipeline approach to scheme delivery that does not force us to make early decisions on a detailed specification prior to the commencement of the five year regulatory control period without receipt of a robust business case?

Scheme delivery has been a drawn out process. Aberdeen to Inverness was included in STPR (2008) but will not be completed until 2029. The Phase 1 delivery funded through the Periodic Review process identified a cost of £171m and was committed to in the 2012 HLOS. This has now increased significantly and government has had to identify additional funding. Scheme detail has had to be locked in at an early stage allowing for little flexibility in scheme design, leading to an inability to respond to market conditions.
A pipeline approach might more successfully enable projects to have a shorter gestation and allow private sector contractors to plan more efficiently rather than have to respond to boom and bust with its inherent cost escalation. A renewed commitment to 100km of single track electrification per year, currently planned to only 2019, would assist this.
It may also be easier to respond to changes in borrowing arrangements that may come about as a result of Network Rail reclassification, and further rail devolution.
4. What are your views on the retention or removal of individual ring-fenced funds?

The existence of ring-fenced funds is very useful in concentrating minds on smaller bite-sized enhancements as too often big ticket grands projets can distract from the quotidian requirement to make the railway work more efficiently.

The Highlands and Islands is a beneficiary of two ring fenced funds: the Scottish Stations Fund for Inverness Station and Inverness Airport Dalcross, and the Level Crossing Fund for Dalcross (Petty) AHB Crossing. We believe that these are valuable for local stakeholders to develop schemes and significantly, there is pan-industry involvement in the awarding of funds.
An additional ring-fenced fund for Rural Rail Development would be most welcome.

5. What alternative sources of funding could be used to help deliver the rail investment programme?

EU funding opportunities are fast receding in the distance, and few rail projects in Scotland attract genuine private sector funds. However with an increasing view on the wider economic and social benefits from rail services, there may be schemes that that are of interest to developers or to tourism operators, and projects with community benefits might be enhanced by third sector involvement.

6. Do you agree with our approach to emissions reductions and climate change adaptation? What else should be considered?

The Scottish Government’s proposed Climate Change targets will be challenging for rail. Rail freight must overcome its current coal-driven downturn and play a fuller part in moving Scotland’s goods by rail, where possible using electric traction taking advantage of wired terminals, and conventionally using modern intermodal facilities at Georgemas, Inverness, Elgin and Corpach, and low-cost lineside loading.  Mode shift from HGV also requires investment in re-gauging to accommodate deep sea boxes on low platforms, creating adequate passing loop provision for longer freight trains, notably on the West Highland, and Highland Main Line, and reducing the white (no trains) periods to permit freight to move when the market wants it.
Further electrification under the renewed commitment to 100kms of single track electrification per year will enable the transition from diesel to the Inverness-Aberdeen-Central Belt triangle, driven by the life-expiry of the HST fleet at the end of the 2020s. On the rural network infrastructure for hybrid/alternative powered rolling stock will need to be put in place.
Network resilience must be ensured in a future impacted by extreme weather events, with greater digital monitoring of structures, watercourses and escarpments.
7. Do you agree with the proposed approach to specifying performance outputs?

The current ScotRail performance targets are challenging, particularly for ageing fleets and infrastructure so investment will be required just to maintain the status quo. Ultimately ever higher PPM leads requires very high specification infrastructure that may be unaffordable. We agree that alternative measures such as the number of people impacted and performance at intermediate stations (to prevent timetable padding at the termini) are worthy of consideration. The use of PPM statistics for a whole service group (e.g. Rural) can conceal significant localised problems.
Connectivity is vital for the economic and social wellbeing of the HITRANS area, and tales of missed connections are too commonplace. There needs to be a correlation in, for example, the performance regimes of both ferries and trains at our ports such as Oban, and an understanding of the greater impact on the passenger travelling on rural lines with very low frequencies, for  whom the exhortation to wait for the next train might require an early morning call.

Terminal and hence traincrew downtime could be considered as a measure of performance in order to maximise the use of rolling stock. Keeping trains moving allows higher frequencies and drives up ridership. RETB signalled terminals already have an inbuilt capacity limitation when handling two trains at the same time. This also applies to railfreight where drivers are relieved in remote locations and yards increasingly deploy intelligent systems to facilitate just in time service.
Enabling access to platforms should be considered when specifying outputs. Interchange at Perth results in an extended whole journey time with the walk from platform 2 to 7. Time spent queuing to egress through inefficient ticket gates at Inverness can add some minutes to whole journey time that would cost millions to avoid in classic rail infrastructure fixes. The co-location of rail station and ferry terminal at Oban will facilitate seamless integrated journeys, paid for by smart card. Access to West Highland island platforms also presents a difficulty for those with reduced mobility.
The ability of the rail network to provide good, fast freight paths when the market dictates requires a re-appraisal of the maintenance regime.
8. How should performance be balanced against the wider priorities for reduced journey times and the full utilisation of existing and new capacity?

The heroic charge for journey time reduction must be balanced against the passenger’s fundamental requirement for reliability. But safety measures and telematics have ossified the network to predictable yet slower journeys. Investment in road schemes means that almost all rail journeys in the HITRANS area are or will be quicker by road. Only the Dunfermline bypass and Perth direct may offer the step change required.
The Highland network is characterised by single track railways. Late running trains cause knock on delays on trains coming in the opposite direction, and nowhere is this better evidenced than between Inverness and Muir of Ord. More double track sections are needed to improve capacity and performance, particularly on the approaches to Inverness, as well as conventional signalling between Inverness-Dingwall.
9. Do you have a view on our approach to safety? How can the closure of level crossings be better supported?

The railway is rightly renowned for its safety record for both passengers and workforce. The Level Crossings Fund should be continued. Whilst safety is rightly the paramount reason for LX closure, a renewed focus on the benefits of removing the associated speed restrictions should also apply.

10. Do you support our approach to innovation and new technologies? 

The railway has been slow to move to new technologies. Train control, infrastructure monitoring, passenger information and even energy generation can all use the rail corridor as a bearer for services. Fibre optic cable is laid on a number of routes (e.g. Inverness-Dingwall) yet is apparently not used.
We look forward to new signalling solutions that will improve capacity, particularly on single track routes, and allow movement authority on the move.
11. Do you have any other views on how innovation could be better supported through the HLOS process and Network Rail’s broader management of the rail infrastructure?

On the RETB network a modern instantaneous movement authority should replace time consuming (1-1.5 minute) voice protocols.  Hydro-pneumatic points, limited to 15mph and installed as infrastructure-lite before the days of TPWS and points heaters should be controlled remotely to allow for loop entry/exit higher speeds. The Georgemas Chord referred to in the Scotland Route Study, could be controlled in this way. Request stop calls could be pre-notified to the driver through ‘press’n’ride’, with public departure times set 2-3 minutes in advance of the working timetable time.
