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Consultation Response

Network RUS: Electrification Strategy

pteg welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Network RUS Electrification Strategy and the engagement we have had in the Working Group. This response is on behalf of pteg, but individual PTEs will also be submitting their own responses.

We consider that a national strategy for electrification is needed as there are very considerable benefits that can be obtained from the more widespread use of electric traction. The RUS clearly outlines these benefits, which pteg particularly considers are:
· The reduction in CO2 and other pollutants that is possible with electric traction.
· The break with reliance on diesel fuel availability and cost

· The operational benefits from being able to operate an electric fleet more widely, with their generally better performance characteristics, greater reliability and higher capacity.

· The passenger benefits of a quieter internal environment and smoother ride.
· The ability to create different service patterns

· Likely increased costs of procuring and maintaining diesel fleets over time (as market for vehicles reduces)
A fundamental underlying assumption, however, is that government energy policy will deliver future security of electricity supply with reduced CO2 emissions. The rail industry will clearly need to work closely with government and the energy industry to ensure this can be delivered.
Baselining

Many PTE rail networks are partially electrified and services are therefore operated by a mixture of diesel and electric rolling stock. The nature of the networks and service patterns means that there is a considerable amount of diesel operation “under the wires” with a very incoherent fleet of rolling stock. The PTE areas therefore represent a considerable opportunity for an electrification strategy. 
Gaps

Individual PTE responses will comment on the local gaps identified, however it is surprising that the Leeds – Sheffield via Barnsley route does not appear to have been identified as a gap.
pteg does not consider that the somewhat arbitrary classification of routes into Type A, B, C and D gaps is particularly helpful or relevant. Tables 5.1 to 5.4 show that many routes demonstrate more than one type of gap, and therefore assigning a route to just one does not make sense.
Options and Appraisal
The RUS options have been assessed using a high-level ratio approach for the type “A” routes, with a more detailed assessment for certain routes.
This has created an approximate “tiering” of type A routes, which doesn’t necessarily capture the type B, C or D benefits. The type B, C and D routes are then assessed using slightly different criteria which gives no overall consistent assessment across all route types. Ideally all routes should have been assessed against all four criteria to come up with a single overall ranking.
The positive financial case for the Great Western and Midland Main Lines indicates that for rail routes generating significant revenue benefits, a commercial case can be made that doesn’t even require consideration of the wider social and environmental benefits of electrification. However, the fundability of these substantial investments will clearly need careful consideration and innovative options for reducing the call on the public purse will need to be developed.
For certain other routes, there are strong socio-economic business cases that means that electrification will clearly need to be considered alongside other public sector investment schemes. On local routes business case assessments will also need to factor in more localised policy benefits as well as wider socio-economic benefits when being appraised. For example some routes will have close alignment with regeneration zones, and may therefore allow assessment against a broader range of criteria. These more localised benefits may, in turn, allow more local funding sources (e.g. RFA) to be used to support electrification costs.

Proposed Strategy
While disappointed that the Core Strategy did not include PTE area routes, pteg is pleased that many key PTE routes have been identified as further options that need to be investigated. However there are a few key omissions, such as Sheffield to Leeds. The proposed option to electrify to Sunderland also appears incompatible with the current T&W Metro operation.
It is critical that the RUS process is able to pick up the further business case analysis needed support the further options, and do so in time to input into the CP5 process.
pteg's view is that strong cases will be made for the electrification of certain local routes and it is important that a proposed national delivery strategy can accommodate the progression of such local schemes alongside the Core Strategy. It may also be practical to advance some of these local routes for delivery ahead of the Core Strategy and potentially trial aspects of the new installation methodology.
Other Issues
There will need to be close synergy between rolling stock strategy and electrification strategy. It will be crucial to avoid electrifying a route, only for there to be no rolling stock available to take advantage. Electrification therefore needs to be developed as part of a wider package of service improvements wherever possible. 

As a first step there should be a clear policy that wherever possible electric rolling stock is used “under the wires” and that diesel use on existing fully electrified routes such as Birmingham to Glasgow is phased out.

The arguments for electrification of routes needs to also consider the decline diesel market.  Research by pteg has shown that, over time, the market for diesel fleets, of the type operated in the UK at present, will be reduced and that as consequence the costs of purchasing new diesel units and replacement parts will rise steeply.  

There is clearly potential synergy with other investment schemes (e.g. resignalling schemes) that also need to be considered when developing an overall programme. Network Rail also needs to ensure that all new investment schemes (e.g. bridge renewals) as far as possible include passive provision for electrification.
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