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1
PURPOSE

1.1
To inform the Council regarding the final version of the above document, relating to the future development of the local rail network and to which the Council made a consultation response in June 2008.

1.2
Relevance to the Council’s ambitions and priorities:

· Council Ambitions – The document that is the subject of this report will have an important role in the development of future rail passenger and freight traffic in the borough and therefore, in strengthening public transport options and taking freight off local roads, will contribute to the Council ambitions of making people’s lives safer and healthier and also helping to protect and enhance the local environment.

· Community Objectives – The matters covered in this report will contribute to the objectives of promoting the use of public transport, increasing access to services and to making Ribble Valley’s roads safer by carrying more freight traffic by rail.  

· Corporate Priorities – There are no specific Council Corporate objectives directly relating to rail transport.

· Other Considerations – None. 

2
BACKGROUND

2.1
This paper refers to the Final Version of the Network Rail Route Utilisation Strategy (final RUS), a draft of which was circulated for comment earlier this year and to which the Council made a response.  A more detailed description of Route Utilisation Strategies (RUSs) and the various recommendations within the draft Lancashire and Cumbria RUS can be found in the Report made to the June 17th Planning and Development Committee (see Background Paper 1).  For the full draft RUS please see Background Paper 2.  For access to the full version of the final RUS see Background Paper 3.  Below are briefly described the general background to RUSs, the Council’s consultation response and the recommendations made in the final version of the RUS.  The recommendations made in the draft version of the RUS are described in the Appendix.

2.2
RUSs take a strategic look at the rail network and its usage and capability in relation to current and future demand and make recommendations that seek to balance capacity, passenger and freight demand, operational performance, infrastructure maintenance, and costs, to address the requirements of funders and stakeholders.

2.3 Their general objective is to promote the effective and efficient use and development of available rail capacity, consistent with current and likely future funding availability during the period of the strategy and also with Network Rail’s (NR’s) duties regarding operation, maintenance, renewal and development of the network.  RUS recommendations form the basis for agreed bids for future funding from Government and other funding bodies. NR uses them to help it decide on the allocation of network capacity. 

2.4
The Council’s response to the RUS consultation was: 

“That Committee welcome the main thrust of the main strategy but are concerned that there should be recognition within it of the crucial importance of infrastructure improvements between Clitheroe and Bolton including full double tracking of the route and improvements to Daisyfield junction to the future economic performance of large parts of Pennine Lancashire” 

3.
RUS FINAL VERSION

3.1
The final RUS (6.5.6) recommends that morning and evening peak services from Manchester to Blackburn be extended to Clitheroe to give a peak half hourly service. This follows the option R1b recommendation in the draft RUS.  It also emphasises that peak train lengthening is a prerequisite for this recommendation to be implemented as  current services are at capacity.

3.2
It also mentions that another RUS, the North West RUS, has identified that train lengthening and platform lengthening is required on the Manchester to Clitheroe services and that all future additional Blackburn – Manchester services should be extended to Clitheroe.

3.3
The final RUS (6.5.6) rejects, (as did the draft RUS) the option R2 to operate an hourly extra service throughout the day from Manchester to Blackburn in addition to the current hourly Clitheroe – Blackburn – Manchester service.  It felt that the findings of the Faber Maunsell consultancy study on behalf of a consortium of local authorities, including Blackburn with Darwen, in support of this option did not make a sufficiently strong enough case.  

3.4
t also reiterated the draft RUS statement that this option was rejected as having an insufficient business case even before considering the costs of necessary additional infrastructure between Blackburn and Bolton.  It also recognised that other parties were still working on further refining costs and seeking other funding sources.  Discussions are ongoing over this issue.

3.5
The final RUS also reiterated the findings of the draft RUS in not recommending options R4, R4a and R9b (see 2.3.7 and 2.3.8 above) at this stage.  However it does allow for another RUS, the Yorkshire and Humber RUS, to possibly develop options R4 and R4a. 

3.6
The provision of a canopy to platform 4 at Blackburn station as recommended in the draft RUS  (miscellaneous options MC5) is also supported in the final RUS.

3.7
The final RUS also reported that, as a result of representations made during the consultation, there was a case for some additional passenger trains from Blackburn to Hellifield on the Settle Carlisle line.  It went on (page 95 Settle Carlisle section, bullet 2 and page 100 section 8.3.5) to suggest that they could be in the form of the Sunday Dalesrail trains, but running on a Saturday or Friday.  This option was not mentioned in the draft RUS.  The final decision on implementing this suggestion however lies with Northern Rail, the train operator.

3.8 Looking beyond 2019 the Final RUS (9.5.3) does suggest that commuting from Blackburn to Manchester may reach a level beyond the capacity of any conceivable train lengthening and that this would then require doubling of the Bolton – Blackburn line to allow more trains.  This statement is not present in the draft RUS.  This goes some way to acknowledging the importance of this section of the network, as emphasised in the Authority’s representation on the draft (see section 3 above).
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APPENDIX

Draft RUS Recommendations Relevant to Ribble Valley

1
In developing its recommendations the draft RUS then presented a more detailed description of the major railway enhancement schemes which are either planned (ie committed) or proposed (ie uncommitted) by various bodies within its forecast horizon.  

2
The RUS also took committed improvement schemes as given, whereas uncommitted schemes were considered in terms of what effect their implementation will have on RUS’s strategic recommendations.

3
These committed schemes in the draft version included the enhancement of the Blackburn – Hellifield line which includes the Ribble Valley parts of the network.  This  scheme is promoted by Network Rail and includes new signalling at Gisburn and Langho due for implementation in late 2008.  It also includes amendments to the Horrocksford Signal Box, renewal and strengthening of 10 miles of track and plans for drainage and fencing work.  This work will increase capacity to accommodate re-routed traffic from the West Coast Mainline and future freight traffic, reduce passenger journey time and increase performance.

4
Going beyond the above already committed schemes the draft RUS then presented a series of options to address its analysed gaps in service and appended Benefit Cost Ratios (BCRs) to each using a DfT formula.  DfT funding criteria permit recommendation for funding through the RUS process if the BCR for a scheme is at least 1.5.  It is important to note that these BCRs are made in purely transport related terms and do not take into account other possible benefits from a rail enhancement project, such as social inclusion benefits.  The schemes below were the draft RUS recommendations for the medium term (2009 – 14) relevant to Ribble Valley:

5
In terms of the Roses Line Option R1b proposed increasing the Clitheroe to Manchester Victoria peak service to half hourly. This has a BCR of 3.4 partly as it competes better with local bus services to Manchester than other possible locations, such as Burnley.  It is therefore recommended by the draft RUS as a medium term recommendation.   However this is predicated on lengthening the current trains, which is an issue for Northern Rail and the DfT’s rolling stock deployment.  This new rolling stock is not due to be deployed until 2010. Currently one of the services that would be used to provide this extended Clitheroe service goes to Burnley and the RUS states that its operator, Northern Rail, is currently considering the patronage of this service before making a decision as to whether it should be transferred to Clitheroe.

6
The draft RUS also examined a proposal (option R2) to provide hourly services from Manchester to Blackburn (and possibly through to Burnley or Clitheroe) throughout the day in addition to the current hourly Manchester – Clitheroe service.  However this did not gain a high enough BCR, even before considering whether any additional infrastructure would be needed between Blackburn and Bolton to enable such trains to operate.  Therefore this was not recommended by the RUS, though it goes on to state (page 82) that “ it is recognised that other parties are working on refining costs and benefits and identifying other potential sources of funding” and also says that the situation could be reviewed if other funds become available.

7
The RUS also found that a proposition (option R4 and R4a) to run half hourly services out of Blackburn giving good connections from Clitheroe to Preston and Manchester and intervening destinations could not be recommended due to a low BCR.

8
A further option (option R9b) to increase line speeds on various sections of the route from Blackburn to Clitheroe was considered to need further work before a decision can be reached.

9
Under a Miscellaneous Options category (option MC5) the draft RUS also found that there was a case for providing a canopy at platform 4 of Blackburn station to cater for interchange passengers, including those travelling from Ribble Valley to and from Manchester.  It states that this should be addressed in the short term (ie 2008 -9).

10
The draft RUS did not have any recommendations for this area in the long term (2014-19 and beyond). 
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