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Anglia TPR

Forum


2021 Version 3.0
Thursday 12th March 2020
10:00 – 13:00

Room 5, Floor 9, One Stratford Place

	Attendees
	Apologies

	Rosemary Daley (NR) – RD
	Jason Bird (GBRf)

	Andy Bottom (MTR) – AB
	Peter Lane (GTR)

	Chris Deal (NR) – CD
	

	Shaun Hurst (ARL) – SH
	


	Sarah Koszykowska (NR) – SK
	

	Steve Marshall (c2c) – SM
	

	Patrick Lawless (XC) – PL
	

	Chris Matthews (FL) – CM
	

	Daniel Sassoon (ARL) – DS
	

	Ben Sharich (Toshiba) – BS
	

	Shane Young (GA) – SY
	


	Discussion Points/Actions

	Theme
	What
	Who
	When
	Status

	Version 2
EA 1161

Cambridge SRTs
	· RD – Still some missing SRTs, the tidy up of these will be sent around. They include:

· 317 some missing

· Passing at Cambridge 

· Some GTR SRTs between Foxton and Royston

· Class 800 diversionary SRTs from Cambridge North to Manea

· Correcting Cross Country SRTs which were reduced when they shouldn’t have been 
	RD
	ASAP
	TBC

	Version 2

EA 1560

Manea SRTs
	· RD – The Manea from Ely SRT has been missed when using Ely West Junction. It is only an issue in one direction and doesn’t affect many trains. It will be added in and sent out as an update
	RD
	ASAP
	TBC

	Version 2.1

Engineering time at Hackney Downs
	· CD – Agrees that splitting the time does seem to make sense

· SH – Is the problem with it down to performance?

· RD – The issue is that the engineering sections have not been fully defined and needs to be defined. It’s linked to the P coding of delays that comes from the DAPR

· SH – Mentions that it has been disputed with EAP

· RD – Hoping to put this into version 2.1 of the rules and correct a typo in EA1320 at the same time as the word East is missing.
	RD
	ASAP
	Under consultation

	Version 3
May 21 Priorities 


	· RD – Wishes to discuss everyone’s priorities for May 21. One of Network Rail’s priorities is the Barking Riverside project though we are not sure when the infrastructure will be commissioned 

· SH – Believes that the project has been pushed back and will be ready January 22 or later so the version this needs to be in is a later one than May 21 but TFL has not been clear as to exactly when it’ll be finished

· RD – Was told that the signalling would be commissioned in March 21 and that the timing points and any other changes need to be in ARS

· SH – Does agree that these things should be in sooner rather than later as it will be based on modelled data regardless

· RD – They are already updating Ripple Lane

· SH – Barking Riverside seems to be 6 months behind already and there is a rumour of a blockade going ahead. It doesn’t look like it’ll be ready for 2021

· CM – Doesn’t believe it’ll be ready to warrant putting it in V3

· SH – Could be possible to sort the geography for it out but not the rest of it yet

· CD – Do we know who the project leaders from NR are part of the Barking Riverside project?

· RD – Lorna Samways? Probably need to find dates to form a subgroup to deal with the Barking Riverside geography but it isn’t as high a priority if it’s running late
	
	
	

	Version 3

Network Change

Clacton re-signalling
	· SY – A down train to platform 3 or 4 is under approach control. The speed board will the other side of the station has been moved closer to the station to help it make up the time at that side of the station. There is a 3 minute platform reoccupation here and it possibly needs 4 minutes. Also moves from Clacton to Clacton CS involve a reversal at Wash Road which isn’t reflected in TPS. Might be a good idea to add Wash Road in as a timing point at which the ECSs do a reverse move to show it correctly in TPS
	RD
	Version 3 (27/03/20)
	Added to TPRs
TIPLOC to be created once May 20 timetable has started (systems limit of 3 active TTs)

	Version 3
Network Change

Liverpool Street Platform 18


	· RD – If it has been done the rules linked to it need to be removed 

· AB – The parallel moves are stopped from Christmas so there is no parallel arrival into 16 and out of 17

· SY – The platform lengths would also need to be amended. Only their new 5 car trains will fit in them not the new10 car

· RD – If full length units are used then there would be no parallel moves anyway

· AB – If there are no parallel moves then some journey times may be extended
	RD
	Version 3 (27/03/20)
	Completed

	Version 3
Rolling Stock

Class 710s at Liverpool Street
	· SH – The new Operational Notice came as a surprise 

· SY – If it is an issue for the 710s it will be an issue for the 720s as they are longer 

· SH – It’s the signal sighting that is the issue

· RD – This will need to be reflected in the rules 

· SH – Mentions that it will be an awkward rule to put in

· SY – Will it mean some trains won’t be able to use certain platforms?

· SH – It is more likely that they won’t be able to share platforms. It may be best to put this into. Section 5.3 instead of platform lengths as it may be easier to find there, maybe the section on permissive working for Liverpool Street

· RD – There is a section splitting and coupling

· SH – For 710s splitting, coupling and top train working won’t be allowed.

· RD – There are restrictions for platforms 1,2,7,8,16,17

· SH – Also cannot put a 4 car on top of an 8 car
	RD
	Version 3
	Completed

	SDO
	· RD – This needs to be represented somewhere

· CM – This may open a can of worms as it is hard to keep accurate when new stock is coming in and platforms are being extended, there can be short notice change.

· SH – South East has an entry for each station, which could make it unmanageable.

· RD – It needs to be shown what can stop and legitimately use SDO.

· CM – SDO doesn’t happen in bay platforms and is mostly down to the operator.

· CD – Could these be put in a document other than the TPRs, like a train length spreadsheet saying ASDO is available in this platform? Do we allow ‘overlength’ trains using SDO?

· CM – Believes that the operators are responsible for using SDO correctly

· SH – Agrees that it is down to the operators as they are responsible for allocating and resourcing the rolling stock.

· AB – How does Network Rail know what is run on the day?

· SY – Unit diagrams are provided

· CM – Thinks that this should be raised at the National Forum, who from NR will be there?

· CD – It should be CD, Katherine McManus or Stephen Newman. Could do the SDO on a spreadsheet that gets sent out every couple of months for operator to confirm the details on it are correct.
	
	
	

	Version 3
Section 5.3

EA 1161
Mill Road Junction


	· SY – It is hard to use the margins around Mill Road Junction. There is a possible case for Mill Road Junction to be a Mandatory Timing point

· RD – Would rather it wasn’t a mandatory Timing Point as there would be very short SRTs between Coldham Lane and Mill Road Junctions. 

· SK – The margin seems to be tight when the trains are converging but plausible for diverging trains.

· RD – The Cambridge matrix covers platform reoccupations

· SY – Does it cover the ECS moves and the Through Line?

· RD – These have been put into the route codes to avoid having lots of timing points within a small area around Cambridge. But there may need to be 1 more route code at Cambridge, between the depot and platforms 7 and 8 which are not using the ML. this route code may not need a totally new name as the line has a new in NESA- P7 as it is called the P7 line (Route via signal 710)

· SY – This could be confused with the line only going into platform 7 at Cambridge. May be an idea to check with Phil Wignall to see what he would recommend calling it and if the signallers have any other name for it?

· RD – It would be good to get in for December 20.
	
	
	

	SRTs
EA 1470

Oulton Broad North
	· RD – The trains here are running quicker than their current SRTS

· SY – This could be because there are the new trains running there

· RD – Has heard that the approach control on the signal has come off and therefor the time for this would need to be removed from the schedule.
	
	
	

	Section 2.1 & 5.1.3
EA 1450

Felixstowe Signal NQ4
	· RD – This has been causing issues as it was put into TPS for trains timed at Trimley and should be in everything going between Trimley and Felixstowe North. However, the SRTs for this have been missed which means that it is hard to use the junction margin put in for this signal and so what is shown on TPS doesn’t match the TPRs. Believes that Jason Bird has asked for the rule to be amended to match the current plan.

· CM – Would like to put in the SRT as previously intended. It was put in to help NR to help deconflict trains that are going onto or off the network.

· RD – NQ4 is also off network but it is used as a regulating point by NR and isn’t used much by the port.

· CM – Would like to split the SRTs for the addition of NQ4

· RD – Questions what the SRTs currently show, is it where the trains pass the NQ4 signal or is it when they come to a stop in the yard?

· CM – As it causes issues it needs to be sorted, how did the SRTs come about?

· RD – Has been in touch with Tom Mainprize from GBRF

· CM – Need to go down to the port

· CD – Do we need timings between Trimley and into the port?

· RD – The 8 minute junction margin seems high, but it is to allow a whole freight train to pass the signal and arrive and then for the next train to start off

· CM- need to come up with something, how much do these SRTs apply to?

· RD- they are linked to everything timed at NQ4

· CM- more data is needed to see where to split the SRTs between the different timing points.

· RD- Wants it sorted by Version 4. Jason Bird also mentioned adjustment at Felixstowe Creek Sidings which are off Network. Does everything pass through here?

· CM- No, not everything 

· RD- Richard North and the freight manager may be able to help w
	
	
	

	Version 3

Section 5.3
Ilford Depot London End Junction
	· AB – Has had to bid with this timing point in some services. It is currently mandatory on the EL when trains change lines. More SRTs may be needed for the new trains around here.

· RD – All of the SRTs are done already as they were almost put in before.

· SY – Do we need it in as a timing point for sure?

· AB – It isn’t used as much now as the Country end is used more as you can’t reverse at Seven Kings and shunt.

· RD – Did think that there would be more moves needing it

· SY/AB – Is it needed as a timing point?

· RD – Only time at it for crossing moves

· SY – Can’t see the benefit to having it in

· AB – 345 SRT changes

· CD – It there an SRT discrepancy?

· AB – Longer between Seven Kings and Ilford. Is happy to remove it.

· RD – Do we need to add rules in for the crossing moves?

· AB – Not mandatory except for the crossing moves. Maybe take it out in May?

· RD – It is needed in the schedule for ARS to work

· SY – The Ilford station down avoiding and then down EL 4 minute margin doesn’t look right.

· AB – Its 4 when linked to a long, heavy freight train

· SY – The pass from the passenger avoiding line to arrive in platform 4 at Ilford also seems high at 3 minutes

· RD – This is also against a freight train

· SY – Should it therefore specify it is against a freight train coming from a stand?

· Ab? Can it arrive 1 minute before a passing move?

· RD- if there is a 1 minute dwell the train would also not arrive on a green

· CM- what if two trains follow each other on the IL? Is this down to headway or do they also need the 4 minute margin as the 4 minute margin is to ensure the headway? Maybe more clarity is needed in this section?

· AB- How long between using the down avoiding line and passing through the platform, the freight needs to almost be at Seven Kings before a train can get into Ilford behind it

· RD- more data is needed on this as there are very few trains that do this

· CD- is this similar to some moves that occur at Stratford?

· AB- the principle is the same for the area around Maryland

· SY- it needs clarifying if it is a freight departing after a passenger leaves platform 10, how soon can freight depart signal 295 past Maryland?

· CM- more clarity is needed here

· SY- In 1600 tonne freight trains 30 seconds can make all the difference. Seven kings doesn’t seem quite right.

· RD- wants to concentrate on the GEML issues apart from certain specified areas as WA is for the next timetable.

· AB- do we want to include the depot in this too? Need to check the SRT into the Crossrail depot

· SY- can Crossrail use the old part of the depot?

· AB- doesn’t think that they are allowed

· SY- are they allowed 12 trains in there?

· AB- They are allowed 12 units including a standby unit and one for maintenance, it also includes the 1 and 2 road which are equivalent to the new sidings. They are off network so not needed in the TPRs, but it’d be good to get them clarified.

· SY- there is an argument for using different TIPLOCs here

· CD- like with Cambridge sidings.

· RD- there is an Ilford deport working group but is not sure who is involved with it

· SY- planning doesn’t seem to be involved

· AB- Could ask John Bradley about the working group

· SY- the outlet signal could be used for the timing location.

· RD- it would be possible to put in another timing point behind the current one

· CD- that would be similar to Felixstowe

· RD- can put in new TIPLOCs but can also convert the current one

· AB- MTR is fully signalled from inside the sidings

· SY- isn’t sure if this is the case for the other side
	
	
	

	May 21
GEML

Section 5.3
	· SY – Would like to look at TPRs for Bow Junction, Chelmsford and Witham

· RD – This will be covered as concentrating on GEML issues this time
	
	
	

	Version 3
Section 5.3 & SRTs

Class 66 Adjustments – Woodgrange Park


	· RD – They will hopefully be in for V3 between Woodgrange Park and Barking Station Junction

· CM – Is it Bi-Di around there as they want to lower the speed around the corner?

· RD – It is Bi-Di but there is a diamond Crossover

· CM – So you would start of on the wrong line? Does there need to be something in the TPRs to cover this?

· SH – May start doing shunt moves there when Barking Riverside opens

· CM – Will it start to be an issue in the future? With trains shunting. Not that urgent but it may be something to be considered.
	
	
	

	May 21

Section 5.3
Stansted South Junction
	· SY – The margin isn’t right at the moment, it is 3 minutes, but the junction is ¼ of a mile up the track. Has put forward suggestions.
	
	
	

	May 21
Section 2.1

Norwich Sidings
	· RD – Jubilee Sidings are shown in the wrong place on TPS. There needs to be a review of the TIPLOCs and Names around Norwich confirming what is where.

· SY – Norwich CSD/Jubilee Sidings are adjacent to platform 6 at Norwich. Norwich TC/Norwich Low Level/Royal Dock, all the same place, is the other side of the station. TPS does need to be updated to show this

· RD – Needs everyone to agree on the locations including GA, NR and the signal Box. Need to correct the geography to prevent trains that are compliant showing in TPS as conflicting with other moves.

· SY – NR planners do need to understand the rules so rules need to be right so a planner anywhere can understand them.

· RD – There are many unwritten rules or unclear rules that need to be recorded and clarified especially if they need to be added into ATTune.

· CD – It all comes down to interpretation whereas ATTune needs the rules to be much more specific.

· RD – The more trains added in the more the TPRs need to be specific

· SY – It would be good to anticipate future issues if possible, to try to prevent them from occurring.
	
	
	

	Version 3
SRTs
	· RD – Includes

· Class 66 Adjustments also need SRT reviews

· Barking Riverside trains (though needed later rather than sooner)

· Woodgrange Park (same regardless of weight as it is so slow due, Heavy Axle weight SRT- restriction)

· Felixstowe Branch (Container and Light Loco SRTs most important)
	
	
	

	Outstanding/
On-going Items
Bethnal Green North Junction
	· SH – Is relaxed about when it is done, if it needs to be done

· SY – It does seem to work as it is

· SH – Maybe best to revisit when looking at the West Anglia area

· RD – It’ll be closed for now
	
	
	

	Outstanding/

On-going Items

Bi-Di Engineering Time
	· RD – It is now back to how it was

· CM – Using this we may be double counting the time needed in the schedule- not working

· CD – It needs to be done properly, there are 8 versions of the Bi-Di possessions and a ninth where it is not on.

· CM – Does that include the doubles?

· RD – The doubles are part of the 8

· CM – 6 minutes of engineering may not be enough for the doubles

· CD – Could add engineering time at the end of each block for the possession

· SY – Voyager Plan doesn’t understand this due to a lack of geography

· RD – ARS can cope with Bi-Di possessions but it doesn’t always match what TPS shows. As it doesn’t always make sense it is written in the TPRs as a note

· CM – There would be thousands of SRTs if the crossovers are put in due to more mandatory timing points and if the trains passes or stops in different places

· SH – Could it be mandatory only when the BI-Di is on?

· CD – The engineering time is only added for specific time periods

· CM – Could add in adjustment time after every crossover as to whether it was used or not. But there should be a reduced speed due to running past a worksite or using a single line.

· RD – Would need to work out the times to see what would come out of it and how complicated it may be. Possibly a capacity study?

· CM- it probably doesn’t work as there probably isn’t enough capacity. Has concerns about validating two track and single line working properly

· CD- could validate so that the trains are compliant at location A and location B and not worry about the bit in the middle? Would come with caveats.

· RD- this could make the night plan Non-ARS

· SY- the timing allowances on the route are excessive, 6 minutes from London to Norwich when London to Birmingham is 4 or 5. Could take it down to 5 minutes by removing [1] at Witham

·  CD- John Dwerryhouse is happy to take a look at it and review it

· CM- 1 minute per 50 miles standard across the country and was reviewed from Kings Cross

· SH- it is lopsided on the West Anglia area too

· CM- is this linked to delays, with it needing to be on the right place on the route

· SH- could have the SRTs uplifted instead of having more box time but not sure if that will make things worse for delays

· AB- due to the speed restriction at Maryland (20mph) Ga have had to cancel trains, should this be needed if box time is correct?

· SY- GA’s new trains accelerate faster away from speed limits

· CM- engineering time is shown in different ways across the country. Performance time is sometimes mandatory too, is this to cover for poor SRTs?

· SH- is it to cover for insufficient dwell times? If so, dwell times need to be uplifted

· CM- this needs to be mentioned at the National forum. Maybe need different ones for different trains, potentially over and under 100mph trains not based on train class? Need to sit down with JD to sort the Engineering time out on Anglia though the route is reluctant to reduce the engineering times.

· PL- the engineering time is there for pre-planned track relaying.

· CM- is also for going past worksites but the working practices for this have changed. Need to check what the time is there to cover and if it is all still needed. The whole of the Anglia route needs doing.

· RD- JD is willing to review it but he may not be able to answer all the questions. Maybe a meeting is needed just for the working group on the issue.
	
	
	

	
	· 
	
	
	

	Action Tracker
Shenfield
	· RD – If a train is going faster then it needs a clear aspect from further away. Rail Sys says it should have 3 minutes from a 345 passenger train to depart 6 and a 1600 tonne freight from the El to platform 3 at Shenfield. It needs 1 minute until it is clear.

· CM – The train will need to be at 100% power just to keep going

· RD – Travelling at 20mph

· CM – Due to the gradient the freight needs 100% power just to keep going

· SY – TRIP process states all signal to be on green/clear before the train comes in. if there is pathing time the train may be coming from a stand. What would the margin be if a stationary train departs L487 and a passenger departs from platform 6? 1?

· AB – 1.5 minutes?

· CM – The train would be doing 10mph through the station if coming from a stop. Does a 1600 freight need adjustment time here to cross the EL? 1200 tonne trains go slow for the hill and speed up through the station

· AB – The rear of train needs to be clear of the 25mph section before it can accelerate

· RD – The adjustment could be looked at for Shenfield

· CM – Possibly double counting time here again.

· SY – 1200 tonnes  are 40mph, 1600 tonne 20mph over Brentwood

· CM – Could have 1 minute of adjustment that peaks and then come back down again
	
	
	

	Action Tracker

EA 1560
	· RD – All signal box timing points want to be added in as timing points

· SY – Stonea, Kings Dyke and Three Horse shoes

· RD – Maybe also March south for reversing trains but not passenger trains. Also, to add the end of the Cambridge PSB in as a timing point. This can be added into the Dec 21 WA work

· SY – Agrees that this could wait. Also, may be good to add in Spooner Row and Eccles into the Norwich to Ely line.
	
	
	

	Action Tracker
Peak Time Definition
	· AB – 7-10 am from Tottenham Court Road and 16-19
	
	
	

	Action Tracker
NLL
	· RD – Junction margins need to be looked at as well as headways. There was a good discussion about them but not enough data to create values.

· CM – Going for observations next Tuesday

· RD – Kensal green Junction needs its wording tidied up, but it is not a priority

· SH – The District London Underground Line want to add more Richmond to Gunnersbury trains in and this may cause junction margin issues at Richmond.

· RD – Some performance buffer is needed in these margins

· CM – The LUL had to have a new system as there old one didn’t understand the time in small enough increments for their headway. The new system can do to 5 second increments
	
	
	

	National TPR Forum Updates
	· RD – No National TPR Forum since the last Anglia TPR Forum.

· CD – National Items:

· SDO

· Headway definition (depart to arrive, depart to depart, how to make clear for each route TPRs, Fast vs Slow, Stopping v Non-Stop values)
· Platform reoccupation (does the second train have to stop/what about opposite direction movements? Needs clarification)

· Longer Freight lengths TPRs (are current margins fit for purpose?)
· CM – Freight are currently running at 750m. There should be one rule for everything so if an uplift is applied in one place why should it not apply elsewhere? It could make it unfair of the operators if different routes react differently as it could affect their ability to compete with other operators.

· SH – Can this be absorbed by performance uplift?

· CM – Certain key junctions probably need to be reviewed, issue raised at all of the TPR forums.

· SH – It could open a can of worms as don’t know how all of the margins were created or what they were based on

· SY – They were probably done based on passenger trains mostly. Though Western has length related margins

· CM – Do we need a standard W&W margin that considers length?

· SH – Could lose time if the margin is increased for longer freight trains and a shorter freight train uses it
· RD – Could be need to look at each junction margin individually.
· Amending TPRs for STP blocks. Can the TPRs be ‘squeezed’ for 1 weekend due to engineering work?

· SH – That would put performance risk in the timetable due to the works
· CD – What is an acceptable level of risk?

· National Forum Outputs

· AB – Does the National forum send out notes?

· CM – Each owning group should have a representative and they should share the minutes

· PL – The minutes don’t seem to have been circulated

· RD – Each Route TPR Forum should provide an update
· AB – Improved process would be to send out to everyone

· CD – Will start from the next National Forum
	
	
	

	AOB
	· SH – Richmond to Gunnersbury needs a wider TPR review before the increase in LUL services.
	
	
	

	AOB
	· SY – Need to review the Stadler SRTs to improve them. Same will be needed for 720 SRTs on WA. No firm dates in mind for this, but as soon as possible in the future.
	SY to provide update
	Next meeting 04/06/20
	New action

	AOB
	· AB – Is GA planning on using Aldersbrook Sidings? MTR plans to store 4 trains in there.
· SY – Not planning to use it until MTR have stopped.
	
	
	

	Next Meeting
	· Proposed date – 4th June

· RD – Could be possible to do a subgroup before that. The date is further in advance of V4 than usual.
	RD to send invite
	19/03/20
	To be completed


2

