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Schedule 1
Amendments to the September 2024 Performance Data Accuracy Code

Table of Respondents

Proposal reference GBRf NR P2025-
Number: P2025-01 |01
GWR* | |
Network Rail | ]
Northern Trains Ltd* M M
Scotrail* | M
TransPennine Express* M |
West Midlands Trains* M M

*Responded collectively through DAMG forum

Key to “Exact details of the change proposed” field

e Black Text in italics is explanatory comment only which will not be incorporated within
DAPR as part of any amendment.

e Text in standard black font represents pre-existing DAPR text (included for context)

o  Struck-through-black-text represents pre-existing DAPR text that is to be removed as
part of the Proposal for Change

e Red Text represents additional/amended text proposed within the original Proposal
for Change, as submitted to industry for consultation.

o Struck-throughred-text represents text that was part of the original Proposal for
Change submission but which the Board are have opted to exclude from the final
proposal (again, this is shown for context only as such).

e Blue text represents additional/amended text to the proposal that have been made by
the Board based on industry consultation feedback.

Note that, as and when proposed changes are approved, all revised text will be displayed in
the document in red and all text to be removed will simply be deleted (i.e. use will not be
made of blue font or strikethroughs within DAPR itself). Such formatting has been used in this
document purely to highlight and track the changes that have been applied to proposals in
consequence of the consultation and review process for ORR’s benefit.

NB. In practice it has not been necessary to use blue text within the main body of this particular
submission. It can be seen that both proposals were approved without comment by the
industry during consultation, and these have therefore been submitted to ORR as originally
proposed without the need for downstream amendment.
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Originators
Reference Code /
No [For DAB input]

GBRf P2025-01

Name of the
original sponsoring
organisation(s)/
point of contact

cB Railfreight, | || | GG_-_

Exact details of the
change proposed

To amend the second bullet point in section 3.10

If no report has been obtained after this 30-minute timeframe has elapsed,
Network Rail may infill a report that is consistent with the next timing
report captured against the train’s schedule.

To

If no report has been obtained after this 30-minute timeframe has elapsed,
Network Rail may infill a report that is consistent with the next timing
report captured against the train’s schedule. This does not preclude the
normal investigations into possible reasons for a delay occurring from
taking place (for example a signaller’s report or use of a signalling replay
system).

Reason for the
change

A recent late start infill created a 4” minute late start from an off network
location, this was based on the train being 4” minutes late at its next
automatic reporting point. A review of CCF / TMV on the day showed that
the train came onto the network c40” mins early and sat in a loop until
booked time, then incurred a reactionary delay due to TCF. With some
basic investigation by L1 this could have been attributed correctly first
time. Instead we ended up with a 4” min late start which we disputed and
then a DRC had to re-attribute it.

The aim of this change is not to excuse the train operator from reporting a
departure time but simply to try and reduce L2 TDA work for both NR and
the operator.
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1. Do you perceive that this proposal will have a wider impact (including commercial impact) on
your business or the business of any other industry parties?

If yes;

For Network Rail — Please provide an impact assessment indicating the impact of the proposal on all
affected industry parties.

For Train Operator — Please provide an impact assessment on your own business.

No

2. If you have provided an impact assessment as per question 1 above, please provide a proposed
solution to neutralise any financial effect of the proposal.

N/A
Industry Responses
Network A. YES, PROPOSAL IS AGREED WITH AS WRITTEN.
Rail
DAMG A. YES, PROPOSAL IS AGREED WITH AS WRITTEN.

Secretary N/A
Note

Board No comments had been forthcoming from the consultation, and with no further
Consultation | issues raised by members, the proposal was approved for referral to ORR as
originally written.
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Originators
Reference Code /
No [For DAB input]

NR P2025-01

Name of the
original sponsoring
organisation(s)/
point of contact

Network Rail

Exact details of the
change proposed

Replace the term “an average” with “a mean average” in Section 1.1
(Definitions) against the entry for “Berthing offset”:

Berthing Offset - means, when a Timing is made at a
Triggering Point associated to a Recording Point location
which is not itself the Recording Point, a quantity of time (an
average a mean average-value based on train movements for
each berth at a location in seconds), that is used to
automatically adjust a train’s Timing to then be used in the
corresponding Recording;

Also apply the same amendment to Section 9.3.1 on location audits {NB.
WAS 8.3.1 prior to Sept 2024 reformat]:

When undertaking an audit of the times at a location the data
collected should be representative of the trains (reflecting the
different train lengths, train types and stopping patterns) and
frequency of service at that location to ensure an-average a
mean average time for all train classes is generated.

Reason for the
change

This point of clarification is proposed due to queries that have
been received as to whether an alternate form of average to
the mean may be utilised when calculating the berthing offset
at a given location.

Mathematically, an “average” may be a “mean” (the sum of a
series of numbers divided by the total of numbers in the set),
‘median” (the middle number within an ascending range) or
“‘mode” (the most commonly occurring number within a series).

This minor amendment will confirm that the average to take
when utilising a sample of train reports to calculate a berthing
offset must be the mean. As Section 9.3.1 already explains,
berthing offsets need to factor in the running times of all
traction types/stopping patterns that apply at a location (e.g.
use of a median or mode average could discount the running
times of freight and/or passing passenger trains at station
locations which are mainly used by stopping passenger trains.
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NB. The importance of disregarding any sample times that
appear to be outside of tolerance (i.e., when a recording is
apparently incorrect or at least does not reflect a running time
that should reasonably expected in the normal course of
event) from offset calculations is already covered in Section
9.4.1 [8.4.1. pre-September 2024] and does not require further
elaboration within this proposal.

3. Do you perceive that this proposal will have a wider impact (including commercial impact) on
your business or the business of any other industry parties?

If yes;

For Network Rail — Please provide an impact assessment indicating the impact of the proposal on all
affected industry parties.
For Train Operator — Please provide an impact assessment on your own business.

No — Clarification of existing process only

4. If you have provided an impact assessment as per question 1 above, please provide a proposed
solution to neutralise any financial effect of the proposal.

N/A
Industry Responses
Network A. YES, PROPOSAL IS AGREED WITH AS WRITTEN.
Rail
DAMG A. YES, PROPOSAL IS AGREED WITH AS WRITTEN.
Secretary N/A
Note
Board No comments had been forthcoming from the consultation, and with no further

Consultation

issues raised by members, the proposal was approved for referral to ORR as
originally written.






