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Network Rail Sole Reference Document  

TTP2712  
 

Attercliffe Blockade (Woodburn Junction walking route) 
 

1 DETAILS OF PARTIES 

 

1.1 The names and addresses of the parties to the reference are as follows: - 

 

(a) Cross Country Trains Limited (04402048) whose Registered Office is at XC Trains Limited, 

Admiral Way, Doxford International Business Park, Sunderland, SR3 3XP [XCTL]) (“the 

Claimant”) 

 

(b) Network Rail Limited whose registered office is at Waterloo, General Office, London, SE1 8SW  

(“Network Rail”) or (“the Defendant”) 

 

(b) Potential ‘Involved Parties’ to this dispute include Freightliner, GB Railfreight, DB Cargo, East 

Midlands Railways, Northern and TransPennine Trains. 

 

2 CONTENTS OF THIS DOCUMENT 

 

2.1  This Response to the Claimant’s Sole Reference includes: - 

 

2.1.1  Confirmation, or qualification, that the subject matter of the dispute is as set out by the 

Claimant in its Sole Reference, cross-referenced to the issues raised by the Claimant 

in the Sole Reference, identifying which the Defendant agrees with and which it 

disagrees with. (Section 3)  

 

2.1.2 A detailed explanation of the Defendant’s arguments in support of its position on 

those issues where it disagrees with the Claimant’s Sole Reference, including 

references to documents or contractual provisions not dealt with in the Claimant’s 

Sole Reference. (Section 4)  

 

2.1.3  Any further related issues not raised by the Claimant but which the Defendant 

considers fall to be determined as part of the dispute. 

 

2.1.4 The decisions of principle sought from the Panel in respect of: legal entitlement, and 

remedies.(Section 5) 

 

2.1.5  Appendices and other supporting material (Section 6) 

 

 

3  SUBJECT MATTER OF DISPUTE 

 

3.1 This dispute relates to Network Rail’s decisions in respect of a Restriction of Use (RoU) and associated 

Network Rail Variations to the timetable to facilitate a renewal of infrastructure in the Attercliffe area 

between Sheffield and Meadowhall. The issue relates to the construction of a driver walking route at 
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Woodburn Jn (walking route) in support of a 5-day RoU on Monday 2nd February 2026 – colloquially 

this ROU is known as Attercliffe blockade. 

 

3.1.1  The Claimant’s Sole Reference Document (SRD) states that the dispute is ”‘regarding the 

construction of the Woodburn Jn walking route during the 5- day Attercliffe blockade”. Network 

Rail believe this is incorrect and the Claimant’s dispute is regarding the construction of the 

walking route prior to the Attercliffe blockade.  

 

3.1.2  The walking route is being constructed, and XCTL representatives have continued to be 

informed of the progress. Site visits with nominated representatives from both Network Rail 

and XCTL have taken place are planned to continue and representative of XCTL have 

supported this process.  

 

3.2 Network Rail does not accept the Claimant’s right to bring this dispute as framed, or the remedy sought.  

There appears to be no challenge to Network Rail’s decisions in relation to Part D of the Network Code 

(such that the decisions relate to the principles outlined within H1 of the ADRR), and the remedy sought 

is prejudicial to the operation of the processes and decisions underpinned by Network Code Part B 

(Performance Monitoring) and the relevant provisions of XCTL’s Track Access Contract.   

 

3.2.1 The RoU has been established following the consultation processes outlined within the 

Conditions set out in Network Code Part D2.2, and Network Rail made decisions concerning 

Timetable variations in response to the RoU in accordance the Rules set out in The Network 

Code Conditions D4.1 and D4.4, and the application of the decision criteria under Condition D 

4.6.  

 

3.2.2 The Claimant has not identified any procedural breach Network Rail has made, nor have they 

challenged decisions made by Network Rail and application of the Decision Criteria within D4.6 

with reference to relevant provisions of Part D. 

 

3.2.3 The Claimant states exceptional circumstances apply as set out in Condition D5.3.1 of The 

Network Code but does not challenge any decision made by Network Rail or identify any 

procedural breach nor in the remedy sought does the Claimant propose an alternative decision 

to substitute Network Rail’s existing decisions 

 

3.2.4 The Claimant’s own processes appear to be the final determining factor in respect of the 

utilisation of a walking route that Network Rail is confident of constructing - Network Rail 

cannot be liable for costs associated with XCTL’s processes or the performance thereof. 

 

3.2.5 XCTL have not requested a removal of or amendment of the RoU and the timing of their 

dispute in the Claimant’s own words means that ‘to remove access would not be a palatable 

option’ – as a result the Claimant appear to seek to transfer all risk and cost to Network Rail 

despite being the sole arbiters of defining ‘successful completion of the walkway’. 

 

4 EXPLANATION FROM THE DEFENDANT’S PERSPECTIVE OF EACH ISSUE IN DISPUTE 

 

4.1 Issues where the Defendant accepts the Claimant’s Case. 

4.1.1 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 4.4 and the Claimant’s SRD Appendix L 

Network Rail accept this is an accurate list of events.  
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4.1.2 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 5.1 Network Rail accepts the date for 

completing the walking route construction has changed over the course of 

conversations relating to its benefits and funding arrangements.  

 

4.1.3 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 5.1 Network Rail accepts the walking route is 

required to enable drivers to change ends at Woodburn Jn 

 

4.1.4 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 5.1 Network Rail accepts the walking route is 

an asset that enables and supports the proposed timetable variations during the 

Attercliffe Blockade 

 

4.1.5 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 5.1 Network Rail accepts that XCTL are the 

only operator running through services during the Attercliffe blockade.  

  

4.2 Issues where the Defendant qualifies or refutes the Claimant’s Case. 

4.2.1 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 5.1 Network Rail does not agree that the 

walking route was the only means of ensuring a through service during the ROU.  

i. An alternative route which negates the requirement to reverse (direct 

operation between Beighton Jn and Aldwarke Jn) 

ii. Double sets could be operated without the walking route with an 

additional driver.  

iii. A reverse move with single sets is available (XCTL have done this 

previously) albeit it is accepted that this reduces passenger capacity. 

 

4.2.2 In response to the Claimant’s SRD item 5.1 Network Rail does agree that XCTL have 

expressed a preference for the completion of the walking route prior to January 2026, 

however Network Rail note that;  

i. Network Rail has provided progress against this aspiration throughout 

and XCTL were made aware at each stage of changes as they 

occurred;  

ii. XCTL have provided evidence of their preference regarding completion 

dates, but not evidence of Network Rail’s commitment to deliver; and 

iii. Network Rail has provided progress against this aspiration throughout 

and XCTL were made aware at each stage of changes as the occurred; 

culminating in a strategy on the 7th January 2026 (NRSRD Appendix 5) 

 

4.2.3 Network Rail does not accept an inference that the construction of the walkway, and 

timeline thereof, is a decision that is underpinned by the decision criteria (Claimant’s 

SRD 4.2).  Network Rail’s decisions under Part D relate to the Restriction of Use and 

Network Rail variations facilitating the Restriction of Use.  Both decisions remain 

consistent, and the walking route will be completed prior to the operation of services.   
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4.3 Issues not addressed by the Claimant that the Defendant considers should be taken into 

account as material to the determination 

4.3.1 The Restriction of Use at Attercliffe is required to undertake a significant renewal of 

railway assets.   The sleepers and ballast were installed in 1968 and the sleepers are 

exhibiting signs of failure (chair gall, cracks in the fastening/housing area and centre 

bound cracks). The ballast is poor, degraded and choked with fines which is impeding 

trackbed drainage. There are a number of registered faults (Twist Faults, Cyclic Top, 

gauge faults etc..) within this section which are predominately attributable to the poor 

ballast conditions. Monitoring systems of Track Quality demonstrates a degrading 

condition, with the likely imposition of a Temporary Speed Restriction within the next 

12 months with significant adverse impacts to network performance. The rail is 

currently in a good condition (2018 CEN56 rail) but the driver for the track renewal is 

the sleeper/component condition and poor ballast condition. 

 

4.3.2  Network Rail highlight that this hearing appears to be a reaction to events taking 

place during a 6-hour period on 7 January 2026.  

i. The Claimant’s request for a formal hearing in relation to TTP2712 was 

made at 15:57 Wednesday 7 January 2026, the request specifies the 

reason as being ‘due to failure of the walking route to be completed 

before Christmas’ (NRSRD Appendix 3)  

ii. This is despite the Claimant being clearly aware, following a meeting on 

17 December 2025, that the walkway would not be complete before 

Christmas (Claimant’s SRD Appendix H) 

iii. At 09:59 on 7 January 2026 a XCTL representative contacted Network 

Rial via email requesting ‘a set completion date of when the walking 

route would be fully complete’. (Claimant’s SRD Appendix I) 

iv. This was responded to at 10:04 on the same date, this response 

(Claimant’s SRD Appendix I) provided the schedule noting this did 

include some contingency and stated, that a XCTL rep ‘was coming to 

site next week which will allow sight of the partially completed walkway’ 

which was consistent with the output from 17 December meeting 

(Claimant’s SRD Appendix H)   

v. At 10:51 on 7 January 2026 XCTL representative responds to confirm 

they understand the walkway will be completed by 31st January, but to 

ask for confirmation of ‘how much of walkway will be built before 26 

January’ ‘would it be possible to have the walkway built sooner?’ and 

state ‘As you are aware we did say that the walkway should be 

completed by end of December’. (Claimant’s SRD Appendix I) 

vi. This email was responded to by Network Rail 1 minute later by Network 

Rail whose representative said they would ‘pick up this detail with the 

team’. (Claimant’s SRD Appendix I) 

vii. At 11:03 on 7 January another XCTL representative emails stating ‘The 

dates to deliver the walking route are not acceptable. We agreed to be 

completed prior to Christmas with our H&S reps to sign this off in early 

Jan’, ‘Also stating ‘This is stated in our CPPP response in order to agree 

the response’.  The rep continued to request an urgent meeting.  

Network Rail assumes, absent any other documentation this XCTL 
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representative is referring to (NRSRD Appendix 4) when they reference 

the CPPP response. 

viii. Network Rail facilitated the urgent meeting request, held at 14:00 the 

same day. This meeting confirmed timeline for construction and site visit 

dates (NRSRD Appendix 5)    

 

Furthermore, Network Rail believe more time than is necessary has continued to be 

spent on this dispute, as despite the request for a formal hearing, a significant amount 

of clarification and progress regarding delivery has been made (NRSRD Appendices 

6 and 7).  The construction of the walkway, with associated engagement with XCTL 

representatives, is progressing with confidence of delivery ahead of the Attercliffe 

blockade, and in line with the timescales agreed with XCTL’s representatives. 

 

4.3.3  The walking route was a preference for XCTL; a way of providing a 10 car through 

service during the restriction of use with the least constraints on XCTL’s business. It 

was preferred over other alternatives proposed by Network Rail that would be within 

their direct control specifically. 

i. Route Learning ‘the old road’ or being Route conducted via ‘the old 

road’ – between Beighton Jn and Aldwarke Jn directly (NRSRD 

Appendix 2) 

 

4.3.4 Woodburn Jn walking route as a concept has been an ongoing discussion with 

representatives of XCTL since April 2024 although not initially because of the 

Attercliffe blockade. (NRSRD Appendix 1).  It should be noted that Network Rail does 

not accept that a Timetable Participant can require Network Rail to construct new 

infrastructure in order to facilitate a Restriction of Use  

 

4.3.5 The walking route in the context of this specific ROU (Attercliffe Blockade) is funded 

and constructed as a feature of enabling future Restrictions of Use to support 

enhancement of the network – currently planned for summer 2027. The acceleration 

of the walkway formed a fortuitous opportunity to facilitate the operation of services 

during the Restriction of Use at Attercliffe, overcoming XCTL’s limitations in driver 

resource and route knowledge – and should be noted incorporate extra responsibility 

for Network Rail for the costs of prolonged asset maintenance prior to the planned 

use in 2027.   

 

4.3.6  In August 2025 Network Rail approached XCTL to recommend the exploration of 

alternative means of operating 10 car through services owing to confidence in the 

construction of the walkway, including exploring the implications of doing so with two 

drivers, or securing route conductors via the direct diversionary route for which XCTL 

does not hold route knowledge.  XCTL did not progress assessment of these 

alternatives. 

 

4.3.7 During the time where the correlation between Attercliffe blockade and the walking 

route have been aligned XCTL have suggested various preferences for walking route 

completion dates. Network Rail has not formed any commitment in delivery timeline 

other than its availability prior to the Attercliffe blockade. Good progress has been 

made in constructing the walkway, and Network Rail thanks XCTL’s representatives 
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in their engagement throughout January to progressively assure the construction in 

order to support XCTL’s internal processes to approve the use. 

 

4.3.8 Network Rail does not accept that exceptional circumstances apply, nor that 

TTP1706/1708 (Claimant’s Supplementary SRD 6.2) offer relevant precedent. 

TTP1706/1708 explored the applicability of exceptional circumstances in respect of a 

late notice restriction of use for which the panel considered that the Decision Criteria 

had been incorrectly applied and a substituted decision was necessary.  Network 

Rail’s decisions have not been ‘late’ such that Timetable Participants will suffer from 

“…such a significant effect on [their] operations and businesses” (para 81. 

TTP1706/1708 determination) giving cause for exceptional circumstances to 

apply.  Nor have XCTL requested remedy that involves a substituted decision. 

 

4.3.9 In requesting the hearing using the rationale stated (“failure of the walking route to be 

completed before Christmas”) on 7th January 2025 the Claimant has requested a 

hearing using despite evidence existing of XCTL being aware this was the case and 

having already agreed timeline for site visits based on the revised construction dates 

(Claimant’s SRD Appendix H).  

 

4.3.10 Network Rail does not accept that the remedy sought (in respect of costs) falls within 

the provisions of Chapter H of the Access Dispute Resolution Rules (H60). 

 

4.4 Why the arguments raised in 4.1 to 4.3 taken together favour the position of the 

Defendant 

4.4.1 No appeal to Network Rail’s application of the procedures within Part D, nor 

application of the decision criteria in respect of decisions made pursuant to Part D is 

made. Network Rail remains committed to constructing the walkway prior to the 

Attercliffe blockade, and the Restriction of Use is necessary to maintain, develop and 

improve the capability of the network.  XCTL representatives have agreed a strategy 

for approving the use of the walkway, and this is progressing in line with that 

agreement.  Network Rail therefore expects that the Restriction of Use and 

associated Network Rail Variations will progress to operational implementation as 

planned. 

 

4.4.2  Network Rail believes the walking route (and early construction of) to be collective 

endeavour between both Network Rail and XCTL. In delivering the walking route 

nearly a year earlier than first anticipated, this provides XCTL with greater flexibility to 

better serve customers during a critical ROU to support asset renewals in addition to 

any future requirement.  Both parties have been required to provide information to 

ensure the funding for the works, and both parties were required to input in support of 

the design.  Network Rail has a construction programme to deliver in line with that 

design, which meets XCTL’s operational requirements.    

 

4.4.3 Network Rail does not consider that decisions in respect of the design, construction or 

approval for operational use of infrastructure to fall within the purview of the Timetable 

Panel nor decisions that are underpinned by the Decision Criteria.  Network Rail 

contends that the decisions made under Part D remain sound, and that the 
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infrastructure assumed to be available in making those decisions will be available for 

use. 

 

4.4.4 The Claimant’s SRD makes it clear that XCTL have been engaged in, consulted with, 

and regularly informed of progress relating to the walking route.  XCTL seek a remedy 

that appears to seek that Network Rail is accountable for internal XCTL processes 

and the performance thereof, and by its nature is prejudicial to the provisions of 

Network Code Part B and the wider operation of XCTL’s Track Access Contract.  

 

4.4.5 Relevant provisions of the Track Access Contract with XCTL (notably Schedule 4 and 

Schedule 8) provide a framework by which planned disruption to train services arising 

from Restrictions of Use and associated Network Rail Variations are compensated, 

and entitlements in respect of compensation arising from operational performance 

impacting events that occur.  

 

5 DECISION SOUGHT FROM THE CHAIR 

 

5.1 Network Rail endorses XCTL’s request that the Restriction of Use and Network Rail Variations 

facilitating the renewal of infrastructure at Attercliffe shall stand (Claimant’s SRD 6.1).  

 

5.2 Network Rail requests that the Hearing Chair dismisses the Claimant’s applications for costs.   

 

5.3 Network Rail makes no application for costs.  

 

6 APPENDICES 

 

6.1 XCTL Woodburn Jn Option 

6.2 Old Road Route Learning 

6.3 XCTL formal request for hearing email 

6.4  XCTL CPPP Response (assumed reference) 

6.5 XCTL Response to urgent meeting 7 January 

6.6 Progress Update 15th January 

6.7 Meeting notes 16th January 

 

The Defendant confirms that it has complied with Access Dispute Resolution Rule H21. 

 

All appendices and annexes are bound into the submission and consecutively page numbered. To assist the 

Panel, quotations or references that are cited in the formal submission are highlighted (or side-lined) so that the 

context of the quotation or reference is apparent. 

 

Any information only made available after the main submission has been submitted to the Panel will be 

consecutively numbered, so as to follow on at the conclusion of the previous submission. 
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7 SIGNATURE 

 

For and on behalf of Network Rail 

 

Signed 

 
 

Print Name 

 

Toby Patrick-Bailey 

 

Position 

 

Route Programme Director 

Network Rail 
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Appendices 

 

NRSRD Appendix 1 – XCTL Woodburn Jn option 

 

 
 

NRSRD Appendix 2 – Old Road Route Learning  
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NRSRD Appendix 3 – XCTL formal request for hearing email  

  

NRSRD Appendix 4– XCTL CPPP Response (assumed reference)  

 

 

NRSRD Appendix 5 – XCTL Response to urgent meeting 7 January  
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NRSRD Appendix 6 – Progress Update 15th January 

 

 

NRSRD Appendix 7 – Meeting notes 16th January 

 

 


