                                                                                                                                              [image: image1.png]TraveIWatch




‘NETWORK RUS ELECTRIFICATION STRATEGY’ (Draft for Consultation)
TravelWatch SouthWest

TravelWatch SouthWest (TWSW) was established in 2001 as The South West Public Transport Users’ Forum (SWPTUF) to promote the interests of public transport users in the South West of England government region (comprising the counties of Cornwall, Devon, Dorset, Gloucestershire, Somerset and Wiltshire and the unitary authorities of Bath and North East Somerset, Bournemouth, Bristol, North Somerset, Plymouth, Poole, South Gloucestershire, Swindon and Torbay) – the Forum became a Community Interest Company, limited by guarantee, in August 2005. SWPTUF adopted the trading name of TravelWatch SouthWest in June 2006 and the Community Interest Company changed name to TravelWatch SouthWest CIC in November 2008.

Membership of the TravelWatch SouthWest CIC is open to every ‘not-for-profit’ organisation in the South West England government region whose sole or principal purpose is to represent the users of any public transport service or to promote the development of public transport services – membership is also open to other ‘not-for-profit’ organisations’ in the South West England government region who represent the interests of special and potential classes of public transport users e.g. the disabled or the elderly. TWSW currently has over ninety affiliated organisations.

TWSW, which is a social enterprise company, acts as an advocate for passengers to lobby for the improvement of public transport in the region and works closely with the South West Regional Assembly and with the South West Regional Development Agency – with the dissolution of the former Rail Passengers Committee for Western England in July 2005, TWSW is the representative body for public transport users throughout the South West England region. TWSW is currently funded by the South West Councils, South West Regional Development Agency, local authorities and a number of public transport operators. 

This response to the Network Rail consultation on a draft electrification strategy is based on responses from member organisations.

.

1. TWSW welcomes Electrification 

TWSW warmly welcome movement towards electrification in the Southwest. NR is to be congratulated on bringing the issue into the public arena for discussion and for sharing the BCR values and financial case results for various routes. Whilst some of the comments in this response appear critical of the consultation document, they all seek to justifiably enhance the package of electrification for the southwest and are therefore a ringing endorsement of the concept of electrification.

2. Executive Summary

2.1 This response is written from a passenger’s viewpoint

2.2 Electrification is supported because it is cost efficient and environmentally friendly (see 3)

2.3 Work to show routes with high BCRs and positive financial cases is not followed through to the inclusion of those routes in the ‘core strategy’ (see 8)

2.4 Additional benefits are identified but not quantified (see 11)

2.5 The interaction of electrification and rolling stock strategies is mentioned. It is imperative that the electrification strategy leads the rolling stock strategy and not vice versa. This is not apparent. (see 4 & 12)

2.6 An isolated electrified GWML is not robust. It does not (on its own) lead to the 7day railway aspired to. The RSS/RTS calls for good connectivity (for the whole region) to London and Birmingham, sustainable urban public transport networks and sustainable economic growth. The ‘core strategy’ makes only a limited contribution to these.

2.7 An electrified Bristol Metro should be part of the ‘core strategy’ (see 15)

2.8 The ‘core strategy’ in the Southwest does not amount to a robust strategy. The need for phasing is understood but commitment to later phases is needed to maximise benefits from earlier phases. There are large synergies between GWML, Cross-Country, B&H and two diversionary links. The Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest must replace the ‘core strategy’ (see 10)

2.9 This package should be funded through the regulatory asset base. (see 14)

3. Why TWSW welcomes electrification and why electrification should be a high priority for funding

The consultation document lays out the benefits of electrification.
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    88
    91
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    11
    21
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generation mix

Maintenance (p/mile)
     60
     40

Table 3.3 ATOC Access Charges

Fuel (p/mile)

     47
     26

Table 3.3 ATOC Access Charges

Lease Cost (£k/veh/year)
   110
     90

Table 3.3 ATOC Access Charges

Track Wear (p/veh/mile)
      9.8
      8.5

Table 3.3 ATOC Access Charges


Electric traction is good for the environment and as we move to a lower carbon more renewable sources generation mix, the gains will become greater. Electric trains are more reliable. They reduce journey time and with greater reliability attract more use and revenue. They reduce operating cost significantly.

The consultation document quantifies the benefits and costs and finds routes with positive financial (business) cases where these reduced operational cost and extra revenues pay for the capital cost of electrification over the appraisal period. Whilst there will be competition for funding within transport and across government, routes with positive financial cases should proceed as the alternative would be to waste money in the longer term. 

For these cost efficiency reason and greater reliability plus lower damage to the environment TWSW supports electrification in general and highlights below detailed changes/additions needed in the Southwest.

This response concentrates on the strategy from a passenger viewpoint. Passengers would welcome these cost savings, as it will either ease upward pressure on fares or help fund the capital cost of electrification for routes with a positive financial case. Passengers could then enjoy the improvement to journey times and reliability facilitated by electrification.

If wide delivery of electrification can be achieved, TWSW endorse NR’s view of the potential of electrification (4.2), in that it will “significantly improve rail’s product offering to customers”. Much of the response below seeks to ensure that the offer to customers in the southwest is significantly improved. NR is committed to the 24/7 railway but with only GWML in the core strategy for the southwest, provision of electrified diversionary routes is not possible. This could lead to increased use of buses during blockades and would detract from any improvement. Increased use of buses would not be acceptable.

It is accepted that (as described in 6.3) there has been a need for an “initial indication of the relative benefit: cost ratios of options”. However, having identified potential in schemes such as Cross-Country followed by B&H to Plymouth-Paignton, they are then not taken forward to the core strategy. Further, NR identify additional benefits that will they expect will (6.4) “improve the electrification business cases.” It is then proposed to leave quantification of these additional benefits until April 2010. They need to be quantified now. The same is true of diversionary benefits.

It is accepted that a start (core strategy) has to be made somewhere but without commitment to follow through with other justified routes, the full benefits of electrification will not be realised. There has to be commitment that GWML will not be a long-term isolated electrification without electrified diversionary options.

4. Electrification Strategy must lead Rolling Stock Strategy – not vice versa

This is fully explored at 12 below but is highlighted early in this response as TWSW fear decisions on the IEP programme may pre-empt decisions on electrification in the Southwest. If diesel or bi-mode (or any non-electric new rolling stock) is ordered for any route in the Southwest, the working life/payback period of that rolling stock could lead to the wrong decisions about electrification.

At 12 below TWSW acknowledge that NR accepts that there is interaction, but doubt if they have adequately dealt with it. It is imperative that the electrification strategy drives the rolling stock strategy not vice versa.  This is of fundamental importance. 

5. Main conclusions of TWSW Response

Some of the proposals for the Southwest also affect other regions but this response only considers issues in the Southwest. Cross-Country is endorsed and produces synergy for diversionary routes in the southwest. Delivery of Cross-Country requires co-ordination across regions but comments here are confined to issues in the southwest.

1. The GWML inclusion in the core strategy is welcomed but without commitment to electrified diversionary routes it is not robust. Without such diversionary routes, passengers will experience higher levels of changes on to buses during blockades. This is not acceptable from a passenger viewpoint and does not amount to a robust strategy.
2. The consultation document lists electrified diversionary links but these only become diversionary routes if those links connect to other electrified routes. This ‘core strategy’ does not become a robust strategy unless a committed package approach is taken to deliver diversionary links and routes. The isolation of an electrified GWML is not a robust strategy.
3. The timing of the electrification of Cross-Country will also depend on out of region issues but in the southwest it is synergistic with B&H to allow diversions when Bristol/Taunton or Westbury/Taunton is blocked. This makes even greater use of the diversionary link at 5 below. Cross-Country has to be an integral part of a package for the southwest, not limited to one electric train per hour west of Bristol. Diesel London trains running under Cross-Country wires between Plymouth and Taunton would be sub-optimal.
4. Table 6.5 shows that the B&H to Plymouth-Paignton (after Cross-Country) has a positive financial case and passes the DfT high value for money Benefit Cost Ratio with an “effectively infinite” BCR. The positive financial case means that the operational savings/extra revenue will pay for the electrification. There is no justification for the exclusion of this route or Cross-Country from the core strategy.
5. An electrified diversionary link between Bathampton Junction and Westbury would only be of use if it linked to an electrified B&H between Westbury and Reading. Buses would not be needed when Bathampton Junction to Reading blockades were in place. This diversionary link and the electrified B&H are essential if a robust solution, acceptable to passengers, is sought for GWML
6. Effective diversions from the B&H (without buses) when Westbury to Reading is blocked would be achieved by electrifying the link between Bradford South Junction and Thingley Junction. This is 8 miles of single-track diversion to cover 60 miles of the B&H and must be good value for money.
7.  The core strategy for the Southwest has to become a Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package. Without commitment to GWML, Cross-Country, B&H/Plymouth-Paignton and both diversionary links above, the solution is inadequate and doesn’t amount to a robust strategy, that is fit for purpose. Phasing will depend on many factors but should broadly be GWML, B&H from Reading to Westbury and GWML to B&H diversionary links. Cross-Country should proceed as soon as possible but issues beyond the Southwest will partly determine the phasing of Cross-Country. Whether London or Birmingham trains are the first to run under electric traction between Taunton and Plymouth-Paignton is of less importance than the wiring infrastructure be used by both routes as soon as possible. Westbury/Cogload Junction electrification is needed not only for B&H but also for Cross-Country diversions when Cogload Junction/Bristol is blocked.

8 More details are required on the inter-action between the electrification and rolling stock strategies. Ordering diesel IEPs for the B&H/Plymouth-Paignton with their 30-year life cannot be allowed to stop the early implementation of an electrification scheme with a positive financial case. If no electric IEP/SETs are allocated to B&H, this should be stated. If cascaded ECML trains are planned for B&H the lower acquisition costs should be reflected in the B&H appraisal.
9 The (business) financial case strengthening via Security of Fuel Supply, NATA Refresh and Indirect Taxes issues should be quantified now and not wait for April 2010. Benefits (currently not quantified – 6.4) from diversionary routes must also be added now.

10 TWSW supports funding through the Regulatory Asset Base, not just for GWML but for the Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest described in this response
6. GWML

TWSW welcome the electrification of the GWML from Maidenhead to Bristol. Its westerly extension into Wales is welcomed and in-fills such as Filton Junction to Patchway Junction should be made to facilitate future Cardiff/Bristol/Westbury/Portsmouth electric services. (See 15 & 16 below)

7. Cross-Country

Table 6.5 inevitably has to look at a grouping of three gap-filling options to deliver an electrified Cross-Country, only one of which is partly in the southwest. This is Bromsgrove to Plymouth (with a spur to Gloucester). The BCR is given for the grouping as 5.1. TWSW believes that Cross-Country should go ahead as soon as possible. In other regions it exploits existing electrified routes. In the southwest it is synergistic with the B&H for diversionary benefits (see 9 below) and has to be part of the Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest detailed at 10 below.

It is suggested that B&H/Plymouth-Paignton follow Cross-Country. This presumably helps the positive financial case and “effectively infinite” BCR of B&H by only allocating Reading/Cogload Junction costs to B&H. Both Cross-Country and B&H should go ahead and it would be sub-optimal to run diesel trains to London under the wires between Plymouth and Taunton, whilst only trains to Birmingham and beyond use the cheaper and more reliable operational option offered by the wires.

8. B&H/Plymouth-Paignton

Comparison of B&H/Plymouth-Paignton (Option A12.2c) and GWML (Options A13.1b & 13.2b) in Table 6.5 is instructive. Both have positive financial cases (but GWML is qualified as dependent on IEP costs). The high value for money BCR criteria of over 2 is met by GWML (how much over 2 is not stated) but for B&H/Plymouth-Paignton this BCR is described as “effectively infinite”(the same wording used for MML that is in the core strategy). This demonstrates the good case for inclusion of GWML in the core strategy but shows the decision to exclude B&H/Plymouth-Paignton from the core strategy must be wrong.

The positive financial case for B&H/Plymouth-Paignton (after Cross-Country) means that the project will pay for itself over the appraisal period. At 7.4.2b positive financial (business) cases for GWML & MML lead to the statement, “the initial capital outlay is offset by long term operational cost savings”. This therefore also applies to B&H/Plymouth-Paignton.  It is wrong to deny passengers on the B&H/Plymouth-Paignton route the benefits of electrification when they are self-financing.

Table 6.5 says that Option A12.2c should follow GWML and Cross-Country. Delivering the Cross-Country routes across so many regions could have significant difficulties. TWSW would welcome the early electrification of Cross-Country and see it as part of the Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the southwest. However, if Cross-Country is delayed TWSW cannot accept that B&H should wait. Cross-Country (if delayed) will still need an electrified Taunton/Plymouth-Paignton and there seems no good reason to delay this section that is needed for both routes. There is diversionary synergy between B&H and Cross-Country (see 9 below), both B&H and Cross-Country (see 10 below) must be in the same committed package of electrification. The quantification of benefits for Cogload Junction to Plymouth-Paignton must include Cross-Country use even if out of region delays on Cross-Country are anticipated, as they will be utilised by both routes ultimately.

9. Diversionary Links and Routes

In other parts of England the diversionary links described in the consultation document do become diversionary routes for electric trains because they link to routes already electrified. If only GWML in the Southwest is electrified it will be isolated from other electrified lines and electrified links from GWML would be pointless, as there would be no other electrified route to divert to via such electrified links. GWML without diversionary links/routes is not robust and doesn’t amount to a ‘core strategy’ in the Southwest.
The use of buses in blockades on the GWML would increase if it were electrified in isolation. This is not acceptable to passengers. It would work against NR’s aspiration for a 7 day per week railway. 

At a recent Passenger Focus conference NR confirmed that they would sign PF’s pledge that buses should only be used as a last resort. NR have smoothed the way for greater use of rail diversionary routes by saying that they would cover route learning costs or pay for conductor drivers on diversionary routes. ATOC say that they are broadly supportive of this approach. PF’s Chief Executive has said, “Passengers will be delighted that NR is making sure that train operators can run trains even when there is engineering work going on. Let’s see this commitment matched by the train companies.” NR thought that DfT would write this approach into future franchise agreements.

TWSW congratulate NR on taking this initiative and hope that all parts of the rail industry support this move. However, it will not happen on the electrified GWML unless the diversionary links and routes below are electrified. Hiring freight locos (if sufficient are free) to haul diverted electric trains will add to costs and deter TOC use of rail diversions. It is not clear that couplings between IEPs and freight locos would be compatible. Coupling problems reduce when done regularly but for occasional diversions coupling problems would be risk that passengers should not be exposed to.

The Bathampton Junction to Westbury diversionary link is essentail but is only effective with an electrified B&H between Westbury and Reading. When the B&H west of Westbury to Cogload Junction and Cross-Country to Plymouth & Paignton is electrified diversionary routes will be needed. The single-track diversionary link from Bradford South Junction to Thingley Junction would allow diversion of West of England trains away from blockades along the 60 miles of B&H between Westbury and Reading. This is essential to avoid the use of buses that are unacceptable to passengers. The diversion is only 8 miles of single track and must be good value for money.

Cross-Country electrification in the southwest would fill the gap between Bristol and Taunton. Current Voyager services on Cross-Country reverse at Bristol and divert via Westbury when Bristol/Taunton is blocked. The Westbury/Bathampton Junction electrified diversionary link above would accommodate diversion of Cross-Country electric trains when Bristol/Taunton is blocked. However, this diversionary ‘route’ only becomes effective if Westbury/Cogload Junction is electrified as part of the B&H electrification.

Current West of England HST services divert via Westbury/Bathampton Junction/Bristol /Taunton when Westbury/Cogload Junction is blocked. The benefit of electrifying Bristol/Taunton for Cross-Country will also minimise the need for passengers to use buses on an electrified B&H when Westbury/Cogload Junction is blocked.

At 6.4 we read

“The RUS appraisals do not quantify any potential benefits from use as a diversionary route for an electric service”

The benefits of the diversionary links/routes above must be quantified and considered in the case for the package at 10 below.

The quote from 7.4.2b at 14 below is worrying. It suggests that GWML does not depend on further electrification. This suggests that the core strategy would be complete if the diversionary links/routes described here never happen. This is not acceptable.

10. Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest

The GWML is not robust without the commitment of other elements (B&H and two diversionary links above) of the package needed to create diversionary routes. Cross-Country electrification from Bromsgrove to Plymouth-Paignton is also inextricably entwined in terms of benefits with B&H (Taunton to Plymouth-Paignton) and further diversionary options for B&H and Cross-Country. Whilst phasing is inevitable, commitment to the electrification package described here is essential if a robust strategy is to be delivered.

The B&H/Plymouth-Paignton (after Cross-Country) is justified in its own right by a positive financial case and an “effectively infinite” BCR but commitment to it is also essentail to make GWML and Cross-Country robust.

Phasing will depend on many issues but it is assumed that the case for GWML, leading to its inclusion in the core strategy, means that it would be the first electrification in the Southwest. It would seem sensible to start B&H/Plymouth-Paignton from Reading to Westbury, followed by Bathampton Junction to Westbury to allow a diversionary route from the GWML when it is blocked between Bathampton and Reading. If the phasing of B&H is delayed and to allow diversions from GWML to avoid blockades between Bathampton Junction and Thingley Junction, it would be sensible to phase the early electrification of the 8 miles of single track between Thingley Junction and Bradford South Junction. Issues beyond the Southwest will partly determine the phasing of Cross-Country. Whether London or Birmingham trains are the first to run under electric traction between Taunton and Plymouth-Paignton is of less importance than the wiring infrastructure be used by both routes as soon as possible.

11. Security of Fuel Supply, NATA Refresh and Indirect Taxes
The issue of security of fuel supply is addressed at 4.10.

“Rail transport currently accounts for 2% of domestic oil consumption in the UK. (source Energy consumption in the United Kingdom: 2008 data tables, BERR.) The White Paper on Energy (Meeting the Energy Challenge May 07) recognises that the heavy dependence of the transport sector on oil at a time when the UK will increasingly rely on imported oil carries potential consequences for the security of energy supply. Electricity can be generated from a variety of primary sources. The greater flexibility in the sources of energy available, (particularly the potential to source from within the UK) would enable electrification to contribute to fuel security, reducing the exposure to the risk of future scarcity and the volatility of oil prices.”

This doesn’t explain what weight if any has been given to this issue in evaluating the benefits of electrification. 

Appraisals will be refined as better cost data emerges and has to be revised for the ‘NATA Refresh’ but this not until April 2010. Fuel security should be given a transparent benefit addition as soon as possible and before April 2010. At the very least gap options with positive financial cases and high value for money BCRs should be added to the core strategy as exposing them to fuel security risk cannot be justified when they are self-financing and could use low risk home produced renewable and/or nuclear energy.

At 6.4 we read,

“The appraisals also reflect indirect taxation impacts. The latter can impose significant costs on electrification appraisals, following a reduction in diesel duties payable by the industry. DfT have recently announced changes that are being made to the New Approach to Appraisal (NATA) framework in the light of the Stern Review, the Eddington Transport Study and the NATA Refresh consultation. These changes will be implemented from April 2010, and include moving indirect taxation impacts from the Present Value Cost (PVC) calculation to the Present Value Benefits (PVB). We expect this change to improve the electrification business cases.”

The quantification for the indirect tax changes should be made now and not wait until April 2010. As this will improve the business (financial) case for electrification and VFM BCRs, gap options (such as Cross-Country and B&H/Plymouth-Paignton) which already have a positive financial cases and/or high VFM BCRs, must be committed now. Their exclusion when changes to appraisal techniques will improve their case would be wrong.

12. Interaction of Electrification and Rolling Stock Strategies

12.1
Long distance trains

This interaction is explained at 2.1

“The Rolling Stock Working Group has worked closely with the Electrification Working Group to ensure that synergy exists between the strategies.”

And at 2.3

“A fleet of new long trains known as Super Express is to be procured as part of an Intercity Express Programme (IEP). The DfT has announced that the fleet will consist of electric diesel and bi-mode variants. The development of an electrification strategy has direct relevance to decisions on the balance of the different types of trains within the new fleet.”

But the electrification strategy has to be the right one to be relevant to the rolling stock strategy. An electrification strategy that did not include the totality of routes that justify electrification will produce an inappropriate rolling stock strategy. This erroneous rolling stock strategy could then impose (via the payback time on new diesel or bi-mode trains) an invalid electrification strategy.

And again at 4.3

“The Intercity Express Programme (IEP) is addressing the replacement of the (HSTs) trains by the Super Express Train (SET). The mix of this fleet between diesel and electric traction will depend on the extent of further electrification.”

Ordering diesel or bi-mode IEPs for Cross-Country or the B&H/Plymouth-Paignton with their 30-year life cannot be allowed to delay the implementation of electrification of these routes with positive financial cases and/or high VFM BCRs.
Later in Chapter 6 on the Options to close the gaps different words are used to describe the conversion to electric traction on different ‘gaps’. Sometimes SET/IEP (implying the electric version) is specified and on other ‘gaps’ just the words ‘electric traction’ are used. (London) Maidenhead/Bristol/Swansea and (London) Swindon/Cheltenham specify SET/IEP (but Cheltenham isn’t in the core strategy and only a Tier 3 option). The non-specification of SET/IEP on the Tier 3 to 6 ‘gaps’ is understandable but there is also no such specification for the B&H/Plymouth-Paignton, which is Tier 1 and has a positive financial case and an “effectively infinite” VFM BCR.

This causes significant concern that the positive financial case and high VFM BCR for B&H/Plymouth-Paignton is not being given its due consideration overall and particularly in relation to its interaction with the rolling stock strategy.

At 6.4 some explanation for the range of appraisal values for London/Bristol/Swansea are mentioned.

“Some main line appraisals are also subject to specific uncertainty regarding the characteristics of the next generation of long distance rolling stock. In particular, the relative cost and operational characteristics of diesel and electric Intercity Express Programme (IEP) trains are not yet clear. For this reason the business case for electrification of the Great Western Main Line is presented as a range of

BCRs.”

As B&H/Plymouth-Paignton also has a positive financial case and high value for money BCR, why are various IEP options not considered beyond GWML? Are the statements at 2.1, 2.3 and 4.3 statements of what this interaction should be rather than what is actually going on?
At 7.4.2 we read

“The business case for the Great Western Main Line is most efficient when brought in line with the introduction of the Super Express fleet as part of the Intercity Express Programme, thereby enabling purchase of electric rather than diesel IEP and allowing the benefits of electrification to be taken from day one of their introduction.”

This seems to confirm our concerns about the positive financial case and high VFM BCR for B&H/Plymouth-Paignton not being taken seriously. Does this mean that electrification of this route will be timed so as NOT to allow “the benefits of electrification to be taken from day one of their introduction.”? Or does it mean that no electric IEPs are to be allocated to B&H/Plymouth-Paignton? Electric IEP/SETs are allocated to ECML to replace older (but not life expired) electric trains. Is it planned to cascade these older trains to the B&H? If so, lower costs for rolling stock acquisition should be used in the B&H financial appraisal, further strengthening its case.

12.2 Local Trains

At 4.3 we read,

“There is also a sizeable fleet of diesel multiple units which will eventually require replacement. The on-going Network RUS Rolling Stock Strategy has identified the factors which determine vehicle life, and on that basis, has estimated the profile of withdrawal of existing diesel multiple unit vehicles. This is shown in Figure 4.2. The profile shown assumes that those vehicles which are currently not compliant with the Rail Vehicle Accessibility Regulations (RVAR), but which are capable of being modified to comply with RVAR, will be so modified.”

Interpolation of Figure 4.3 suggests that before 2025 the size of the DMU fleet will halve (without replacement) and that during that same time the fleet would need to grow by about 70% to accommodate passenger growth. There is a significant need for replacement ‘local’ trains and it would make sense to fill electrification gaps to allow electric local services in larger conurbations and order EMUs for those services. (See 15)

Figure 4.2 Cumulative number of DMU vehicles to be withdrawn

13. Freight

TWSW is a passenger organisation, so we will confine comment on freight to synergies for passenger services, by way of diversions or sharing costs/enhancing benefits of conversion of passenger services to electric traction. Table 5.2 does not identify any (Type B) freight ‘gaps’ in the southwest but Table 5.1 (Type A Passenger gaps) includes efficient freight operation as a secondary benefit at A4.3 (Southampton/Salisbury) and A4.4 (Salisbury/Bathampton Junction). TWSW ask that the freight benefit of gap A4.4 be quantified and added to the case for the package at 10 above.

At 6 above the opportunity to electrify Cardiff/Portsmouth services is mentioned. These freight benefits should be considered when later reviewing the case for Cardiff/Portsmouth passenger electrification.

14. Funding for Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest

It is recognised that funding over the coming years will be problematic. However, electrifications with positive financial cases are self-funding over the appraisal period. The operational cost savings/extra revenue more than pay for the capital needed for electrification. The economy needs investment to help it regenerate and create employment. Denial of funds for loans to allow this does not make economic sense nationally and certainly not in the Southwest.

At 7.4.2b we read 

“The core strategy includes the electrification of two main line routes: the Great Western Main

Line and the Midland Main Line. These are the two routes which have the strongest business

cases without dependency on further electrification. In both cases, the initial capital outlay is offset by long term operational cost savings. Network Rail is discussing with government the extent to which the schemes could be funded through the Regulatory Asset Base in a way that avoids unnecessary funding requirements at the outset”

The same must be true of the Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest proposed above, as the bulk of it is two positive financial (business) case routes, plus Cross-Country with a BCR of 5.1 and diversionary links whose benefits are not yet added in (6.4). The improvements to the (business) financial case from Security of Fuel Supply, NATA Refresh and Indirect Taxes issues above can only strengthen that case and further justify funding via the Regulatory Asset Base. The freight benefits on diversionary routes and for a future Cardiff/Portsmouth passenger electrification must also help justify this package for funding via the regulatory asset base.
TWSW supports funding through the Regulatory Asset Base, not just for GWML but for the Robust, Phased and Committed Electrification Package for the Southwest at 10 above

15. Bristol Metro

There maybe RFA money for introducing passenger services to Portishead and this could be electric from the outset. Local in-fills could integrate Cardiff/Bristol/Taunton-Portsmouth electric services to a Bristol based electrified ‘Metro’ service. Stations north of Bristol and Western Super Mare would be electrified as part of Cross-Country and are part of the Bristol suburban network. Bath/Bristol is electrified as part of GWML. Avon Valley stations would be on an electrified diversionary link between Bathampton Junction and Westbury.

It would be illogical not to use the wiring around Bristol for local services and as illustrated at 12.2 there is a need to order new DMUs. It would be sensible to order EMUs for the Bristol Metro and cascade any less aged DMUs from that area to elsewhere in the Southwest, both as replacements for older DMUs and capacity enhancement badly needed on many parts of the FGW network.
16. Routes for follow on electrification

Option A4.1b, Basingstoke/Exeter has a BCR of 3.1 even though it is a Tier 3 option. This is lower than the BCR of 5.1 for Cross-Country and the “effectively infinite” BCR for B&H/Plymouth-Paignton but it should be further evaluated and recognise that the current diversionary route from Castle Cary on the B&H to Yeovil Junction will add benefits.

The NR/DfT ‘Strategic Freight Network’ takes the strategic freight network into Avonmouth and Portbury Docks. It would make sense to electrify this route.

The case for Cardiff/Portsmouth has been mentioned above. 
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