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From: Martin Clarke
To: Gianmaria Cutrupi
Subject: Re: Industry Consultation – MCWR, Section 17 Application, Nottingham-Bristol Temple Meads
Date: 14 February 2025 11:36:29
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Hi Gian

Thanks - also an interesting proposal! As with Liverpool-Cardiff Airport, We're happy
to support this application on the basis of open access operations having
demonstrated that they improve passenger satisfaction and value for money through
increased choice and competition.

In both cases, we'd invite the applicant to work with us as they develop their service
proposition.

Best regards

Martin
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Martin Haffner 
Track Access Manager 
CrossCountry 
5th Floor, Cannon House 
18 Priory Queensway 
Birmingham 
B4 6BS 
 
11th April 2025  
 
Dear Mr. Haffner 
 
Midland Central and Western Railway (MCWR)  
Section 17 Open Access application: Nottingham-Bristol Temple Meads 
 
Thank you for your comments on MCWR’s Nottingham-Bedford-Oxford-Bristol Temple Meads Section 
17 Open Access application as part of the industry consultation undertaken by Network Rail. 

We note your comments about our proposals and in particular about the relationship between our 
proposals and some of the potentially competing strategic plans on the routes.  

Part of the purpose of our application and early Network Rail-led industry consultation was to enable 
us to understand other industry members’ strategic plans and perspectives and thence fully develop 
our overall proposition and full timetable options in a collaborative and complementary rather than 
competitive manner with yourselves, DfT, Network Rail and other passenger and freight operators. 

Following the consultation, we propose to move forward with further detailed operational planning 
whilst at the same time engaging in detailed discussions with key stakeholders including DfT and 
Network Rail.  

However, we hope that the following feedback on your comments is useful to help you better 
understand our proposals in the meantime: 

Nottingham Platforming 

Whilst MCWR recognises that Nottingham is a busy station node, our initial planning has indicated 
that there is capacity to accommodate the additional proposed services. During the next phase of 
detailed operational planning, we will undertake a full analysis of the platforming requirements at 
Nottingham throughout the day. 

Leicester Congestion 

Similarly with Leicester station, our initial planning has indicated that there is capacity to 
accommodate the additional proposed services. During the next phase of detailed operational 
planning we will undertake a full analysis of the platforming requirements for the proposed services 
at Leicester throughout the day, noting that our services passing through the station will not be as 
demanding as the listed aspirational terminating services. 
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OFFICIAL

Dear Gian

WMRE notes this application which has the potential to provide useful new connectivity between the East Midlands and Oxford
and Bristol. While the service itself does not serve the West Midlands we are actively working with DfT, Network Rail and Midlands
Connect to develop proposals for enhanced services between Birmingham and Nottingham and Leicester as part of the Midlands
Rail Hub project. We are also supporting proposals being developed by Midlands Connect to enhance services on the Coventry –
Leicester – Nottingham route. We are concerned at the potential conflict between these service enhancements, which enjoy a
high degree of political support across the East and West Midlands, and the new application. We would therefore require
confirmation that capacity exists, particularly around Nottingham, to accommodate the proposed Nottingham-Bristol service
alongside these future service plans which are needed to support investment in major capacity upgrades in the West Midlands as
part of the Midlands Rail Hub project to which £123M of public funding has already been committed.

Kind regards

Peter

Peter Sargant ​​​​

Head of Rail Policy and Strategy

Direct Dial:
Mobile: 
Email: 

If you are a customer with a physical or mental health disability and require a reasonable adjustment, please visit our website for more information.

Confidentiality: The information in this email may be confidential, contain personal and/or sensitive information, and/or may be legally privileged. If an
addressing or transmission error has misdirected this email, please notify the author by replying to this email and then deleting the original and your reply. If
you have received this email in error, any disclosure, copying, distribution, or any action taken or omitted to be taken in reliance on the email, may be
prohibited and potentially unlawful. Any views or opinions expressed in this email are those of the sender and do not necessarily reflect the views of West
Midlands Combined Authority, unless explicitly stated otherwise.
​
​Find out about WMRE by visiting West Midlands Rail Executive
​
6 Please consider the environment, before printing this email.
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OFFICIAL

Hi Ian and Gian,

Unfortunately at this point in time Freightliner cannot support this application – we need a 
better understanding of the paths this application would use and how they interact with other 
services/what level of flexing would be required to accommodate.

We also have concerns over capacity utilisation between Didcot and Wooton Bassett between 
this and other competing Open Access applications, and how these will be accommodated while 
providing capacity for both existing freight services and capacity for growth in line with the legal 
commitment to grow volumes by 75% by 2050.

Once we have some further information on paths and interactions we will, of course, review this.

Regards
Chris
Chris Matthews
Head of Planning (Long Term)
Freightliner Group Limited

Mobile: 
Email: 
Web: www.freightliner.co.uk
Freightliner® is a registered trademark































 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Ref: TK0031 \GWR\NRC\DfT 
 
Gianmaria Cutrupi  
Aspirant Open Access Operators Manager  
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited  

    
 
12 March 2025 
 
Dear Gian, 
 
MIDLAND CENTRAL AND WESTERN RAILWAY (“MCWR”) – APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 
17 SEEKING A TRACK ACCESS AGREEMENT FOR SERVICES FROM NOTTINGHAM TO BRISTOL 
 
We refer to the Section 17 application in respect of Nottingham – Bristol (via Oxford) 
services submitted by MCWR (the “Application”) and thank you for inviting GWR to submit 
a consultation response regarding the Application. 
 
GWR has grounds for concern regarding the Application and objects to its approval.  GWR’s 
concerns are set out in further detail in this response and include: 
 

(a) MCWR is not a registered legal en�ty and does not yet hold a Passenger 
Opera�ng Licence or safety cer�ficate; 
 

(b) the services proposed in the Applica�on conflict with the requirements placed 
upon us by the Department for Transport in our Na�onal Rail Contract; and 

 
(c) it is our opinion that the Applica�on will not pass the relevant ORR tests.  As 

emphasised in the leter dated 6th January 2025 from the Secretary of State to 
the ORR in respect of the considera�on of Open Access applica�ons (and restated 
in the leter dated 4th February from DfT in respect of the live Open Access 
applica�ons received during the pre-elec�on period), there is a balance to be 
struck to ensure the benefits provided by Open Access operators outweigh the 
impacts they have on taxpayers and the ability to operate the network efficiently.  
Whilst the ORR will determine how much weight will be placed on each of its 
statutory du�es when considering the Applica�on, we believe the following 
considera�ons are par�cularly relevant to GWR: 

 

Great Western Railway 
Milford House 
1 Milford Street 
Swindon, SN1 1HL 
 
GWR.com 
 
T  
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i. Abstrac�on: GWR’s ini�al analysis indicates a high level of abstrac�on of 
industry revenue, with the service unlikely to meet the ORR’s “Not 
Primarily Abstrac�ve” test and it is likely that the absolute level of 
revenue abstrac�on will be too great for the Secretary of State’s finances 
to bear.   

[Redaction Reason 1: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's know-how; 
Redaction Reason 4: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's marketing and 
pricing strategies. We have included timetable and product offer in this category; Redaction Reason 
5: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's supply sources. We have included 
anticipated operation by Network Rail of Part D in this category; and Redaction Reason 6: technical 
or financial information relating to an undertaking's market shares.] 

 
ii. Performance: MCWR has not yet undertaken detailed performance 

monitoring so addi�onal �me is required to fully assess the poten�al 
impact; 

 
iii. Capacity: MCWR has not validated the paths required and the proposed 

changes may conflict with and s�fle strategic plans in place by Network 
Rail and sub-na�onal transport bodies; 

 
iv. Opera�onal Readiness and Viability: MCWR’s maintenance and stabling 

plan has not been set out, including any assump�ons that are made 
regarding the use of exis�ng depot and/or stabling capacity on the GWR 
network. It is known that depot and stabling resource is sparce on the 
Western Region, and there is a number of rela�vely new compe�ng 
aspira�ons for it; 

 
v. Financial Viability: The services proposed under this Applica�on are likely 

to be financially viable through substan�al revenue abstrac�on from 
Other TOCs’ services. 

 
Summary of Objections 
 
The key grounds for GWR’s objection include the potential detrimental effect on 
performance and extremely significant revenue loss from abstraction. In addition, there are 
potential opportunity costs of approving the introduction of services that could obstruct 
potential alternative uses of the network in the future that should also be considered.  
 
At the outset we note that further detailed work will be required to both test the 
assumptions within the Application, particularly regarding timetabling and the resultant 
operational and economic impacts on GWR. This will require the building of a timetable and 
performance model that has not been possible within the current consultation timescales. 
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We assume that Network Rail have identified a similar need for more detailed and time-
consuming work in order to more fully and appropriately respond.  
 
Whilst we are firmly of the view that this modelling is required, this response sets out in 
more detail the principles for our objections, alongside identifying where further detail is 
needed from MCWR and where time for more rigorous testing is required on GWR’s part.  
 
Pathing 
 
To fully understand the impacts of the Application on the existing timetable, GWR will need 
to create a new base timetable with the proposed services included. This would then 
require services to be deconflicted to ensure that the Application can be accurately 
modelled from a revenue and performance perspective. This exercise will require more time 
than allowed by the consultation timescales but is something GWR believes is critical prior 
to any decision due to the potential cost impact to the taxpayer and to establish the true 
detriment of the Application, including declining performance and associated revenue 
depletion. 
 

We understand from initial information provided that the proposed changes are likely to 
conflict with the potential introduction of a new hourly Bristol to Oxford service which is 
documented within strategic plans by various parties (including Network Rail and sub-
national transport bodies), is a clear aspiration of stakeholders across our region and 
continues to be the subject of a successful ongoing trial of two round trips on winter 
Saturdays when resources are available.  We believe that this is one of a number of 
potential cases for better use of capacity and connectivity across the route, providing 
journeys between Oxford, Swindon, Bath and Bristol that are poorly served by rail at 
present and by other modes.  

Redaction Reason 1: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's know-how; Redaction Reason 
2: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's business plan; Redaction Reason 4: technical or 
financial information relating to an undertaking's marketing and pricing strategies. We have included timetable 
and product offer in this category; Redaction Reason 5: technical or financial information relating to an 
undertaking's supply sources. We have included anticipated operation by Network Rail of Part D in this category; 
and Redaction Reason 6: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's market shares. 

 
Performance 
 
The Application suggests that detailed performance modelling is yet to be undertaken. We 
believe that this is vital to understand the performance challenges arising from this 
Application and would wish to ensure an industry underwritten exercise is undertaken. As 
well as any Network Rail modelling, in particular GWR would be seeking to use our 
performance modelling software to understand performance implications that would arise 
from these services. This is particularly important as part of the route (Bicester to Bletchley) 
has yet to experience passenger traffic and therefore no historic performance data exists.  
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GWR believes that the intention to operate these services from December 2026 does 
present a performance risk. We understand that the level of infrastructure work that is still 
required on the existing Marston Vale Line (Bletchley and Bedford) remains significant and is 
unlikely to be complete within this timeframe, currently at least 2030 before East West Rail 
Phase 2 is completed. With this in mind, there is a very real risk that poor performance on 
this section (as a result of ageing infrastructure or ongoing improvement work) could import 
delay onto the Western Route at Oxford.  GWR would want to see evidence of how this risk 
would be managed and mitigated  
 
[Redaction Reason 1: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's know-how] 
 
In addition to Oxford, GWR would be keen to see modelling to demonstrate punctuality 
performance at Swindon. 
 
[Redaction Reason 1: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's know-how] 
 
The aforementioned risk around Oxford is likely to transfer into poor performance at 
Swindon in the form of late arrivals, due to there only being 1 minute of dwell time at 
Oxford. 
 
Rolling Stock Maintenance and Stabling 
 
The Application does not set out where MCWR intends to maintain or stable the proposed 
rolling stock. It would be helpful to understand these assumptions in order for GWR to make 
an informed assessment of the potential implications – if any – for its own operation. 
 
Rolling Stock type and Automatic Train Protection 
 
As with previous applications of this nature, it is important that the rolling stock that is 
proposed to be used meets the exact safety, speed and configuration requirements, etc. to 
fit into the timetable and meet the needs of the network. In addition, any service operating 
at high speed on the Great Western Main Line is required to be fitted with GW Automatic 
Train Protection (ATP). This is a legacy system and even with the limited rolling stock 
currently operating with it installed, it is becoming increasingly difficult to support the on-
going maintenance of the system due to limited component availability and support from 
the OEM (Alstom).  
 
GWR believes that there is a discrepancy in the current application, which refers to both 
Cl.221 and 222 as “Voyagers”. The latter are Meridians rather than Voyagers. Whilst this 
may seem academic, Meridians have not previously operated on the Western Route despite 
the Application claiming that the proposed rolling stock has been in use on the Bristol-
Oxford corridor. Clarification on the proposed rolling stock is required as Cl.222s (like the 
majority of classes of rolling stock) are not currently fitted with GW-ATP and would 
therefore require modification prior to introduction. 
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NR Engineering Access 
 
As part of mitigating the impact of long term HS2 construction works at Old Oak Common, 
GWR has sought ways in which trains from further afield on the GWR network can be 
diverted into other London terminals. In late 2024 this included running a test train into 
Euston via EWR infrastructure, joining the West Coast Main Line at Bletchley. These 
diversions are of potential significant benefit to our customers, with resultant revenue 
benefits, and so GWR would be concerned if the services proposed by MCWR could 
potentially prevent this opportunity, returning further pressure to the Thames Valley 
corridor at times of significant planned closures.  
   
GWR would require details on first and last services in order to make a fuller assessment of 
the impact on the existing engineering access regime. However, it should be noted that the 
network is already heavily constrained by volume of freight services on the route to 
Saturday and Sunday nights only. Any new traffic will generate additional maintenance and 
thus imports the potential risk of having to determine which services NR proposes to reduce 
or amend to allow that additional work to take place. 
 
Revenue Abstraction from GWR 

[Redaction Reason 1: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's know-how; Redaction 
Reason 4: technical or financial information relating to an undertaking's marketing and pricing strategies. We 
have included timetable and product offer in this category; Redaction Reason 5: technical or financial 
information relating to an undertaking's supply sources. We have included anticipated operation by Network 
Rail of Part D in this category; and Redaction Reason 6: technical or financial information relating to an 
undertaking's market shares.] 

 
Increased cost of GWR operation 
 
The Application is short of detail in a number of areas that are likely to have an impact on 
GWR’s cost base. 
  
GWR has put significant effort and resource into the recruitment, selection and training of 
drivers in order to meet our own service needs following COVID. We would be concerned if 
a new operator was to seek to then recruit these drivers, who would then need to be 
backfilled at increased expense to the taxpayer. As a result, GWR would like to understand 
MCWR’s plans for recruitment and training of traincrew for these new services. 
 
In terms of station operations, GWR has seen a marked increase in the number of customer 
assists in the current year, with a 24% increase in Assistance Requests in the first 10 periods. 
Given the additional pressure that the proposed services are likely to place on stations – 
particularly where they may be targeted at the leisure market - it would be helpful to 
understand what consideration MCWR has given to resourcing in this respect.  
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Finally, it is unclear what is being proposed in terms of Personal Needs Break (PNB) locations 
for train crew, or where those train crew will be based. GWR’s own facilities are currently 
full. As such it would be useful to understand MCWR’s proposals in this regard. 
 
Special Events 
 
GWR requires more detail on the interaction of the proposed MCWR services with major 
events at key locations on the Route including, but not limited to, the Bath Christmas 
Market, Bath Half Marathon and local football and rugby fixtures. In the case of such special 
events, the proposed services are likely to prove attractive to customers. Given the volumes 
and planning that such events necessitate – and the potential impact on GWR that result - 
we would welcome sight of MCWR’s proposals for managing them and ensuring that they 
are able to provide the significant capacity that is required (noting that the Application is for 
use of 5-car Cl.222 DMUs). This includes understanding how they will prioritise the 
movement of people in such instances, given the specific restrictions that they are likely to 
have in place for customer conveyance on their services.  
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, GWR believes that significant additional work and analysis is required in order 
to fully understand the impact of the proposed services on the economics and operability of 
our own business. Only through detailed timetable modelling can we fully understand those 
implications.  
 
However – as detailed in this response – we expect this analysis would support our initial 
view that these services would have a significant abstractive effect on GWR’s revenue 
returns to the Secretary of State’s funds, import additional operating costs and obstruct 
potential near-term opportunities to make better use of limited capacity in linking up other 
parts of the network. 
 
Therefore, GWR objects to the Application on the following grounds: 
 

(a) It would be primarily abstrac�ve in nature; 
 

(b) It would have an adverse impact on GWR’s finances and those of the Secretary of 
State; 

 
(c) It has untested and unverified assump�ons on �metable and operability; 

 
(d) The adverse performance impact the Applica�on (if indeed viable) will import to this 

part of the network; and 
 

(e) MCWR’s services not being able to be accommodated alongside GWR and other 
operator’s including freight.  

 
In view of the above GWR is not content for the Application to be Approved. 
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Yours sincerely 

 
Mark Hopwood CBE 
Managing Director 
  
 

 
 



































Department for Transport 
Great Minster House 
33 Horseferry Road 

London 
SW1P 4DR 

25 March 2025 

Gianmaria Cutrupi, Aspirant Open Access Operations Manager 
by email

Dear Gianmaria, 

Midland, Central and Western Railway, Section 17 Application, Nottingham-Bristol Temple 

Meads 

Thank you for sharing the above track access application from Midland, Central and Western 

Railway (MCWR), and for providing the Department for Transport the opportunity to respond to this 

industry consultation. 

The Secretary of State has been clear that Open Access will continue to play a role in the future 

GBR managed railway where services encourage growth, improve connectivity and capacity and 

provide more choice for passengers. However, these benefits must not come at the cost of 

performance of the network, better services for passengers or value for taxpayers. The Department 

remains committed to Open Access where these conditions are met. 

This application from MCWR raises a number of questions regarding impacts to taxpayers as well 

as concerns relating to network performance, which are detailed below. 

It has not been possible for the Department to produce robust analysis of the financial impact of 

MCWR’s proposals as data is not currently available in industry standard software – MOIRA – to 

give credible revenue outputs over new East West Rail (EWR) infrastructure between Bletchley 

and Bicester Village. It is also not possible to create a credible base timetable or counterfactual for 

analysis purposes as government-contracted services will be running along this new infrastructure, 

the details of which are not yet available. This means the level of potential abstraction at this point 

is largely unquantifiable but could be significant if service timings overlap. 

This means that the Department cannot comment on whether or not the application meets the ‘Not 

Primarily Abstractive’ (NPA) test as set out in ORR’s guidance, and, while we note that MCWR 

state that they have “undertaken initial MOIRA 1 runs of the timetable which suggests that services 

can meet the ‘Not Primarily Abstractive’ threshold”, we believe that any such NPA calculation using 

MOIRA 1 would be inaccurate and have very low analytical assurance. 

We would however note that the proposed MCWR service would interface with a number of 

government-contracted services and therefore likely result in abstraction from a number of 

contracted operators. This will require significant further assessment by the regulator as this 

application progresses, and we would stress the importance of ensuring that unacceptable burden 

is not placed upon taxpayers. 



MCWR’s proposed services would also materially impact the deliverability of EWR service 

commitments and therefore reduce the value for money of the significant public investment in 

infrastructure that has already been made. By delivering new east to west connectivity along the 

Oxford-Cambridge corridor, EWR can provide faster journeys, open up access to employment and 

training, unlock opportunities for new homes and support the government’s mission to kickstart 

economic growth. We are concerned that approval of MCWR’s proposed services would result in 

sub-optimal outcomes for passengers as well as requirement for further infrastructure investment 

at cost to taxpayers in order to enable delivery of EWR services to planned levels, therefore putting 

at risk the significant economic benefits being unlocked across this region. 

Value for money would be further impacted should this application be successful as EWR 

Construction Stage 2 enhancement work will take place where existing services are not already 

run, meaning that infrastructure works have minimal impacts to existing services and central costs 

incurred by track possessions are also minimised. The allocation of rights to MCWR here would 

therefore impact EWR delivery plans by increasing the time of works, requiring Network Rail to 

increase spend for track possessions that may impact the proposed MCWR services. 

From an operational and performance perspective, we have concerns regarding constraint on 

capacity and knock-on impacts to wider network performance should MCWR’s application be 

successful. The Great Western Main Line already has severe constraints in a number of areas, 

notably on paths to Oxford, Swindon, Bristol and Bath, and other Open Access operators have 

already been approved to operate future services on this area of the network and will therefore add 

to congestion and complexity beyond that presently experienced. Additional services from MCWR 

would further add to these constraints, make pathing more difficult, and introduce greater risk to 

performance of existing services. This risk is exacerbated as, other than over two short sections, 

Class 22x diesel trains are not currently in use on the Great Western mainline, and rolling stock 

currently operated by GWR would be unable to assist with rescue of a failed train. 

Other proposed services, such as the current GWR trial of Bristol-Oxford services to assess the 

potential for permanently reinstating these services, as well as regional services that would link on 

to new EWR infrastructure, would also likely be impacted and potentially made unviable moving 

forward if rights were awarded to MCWR before existing operators’ plans can be fully considered. 

Additionally, CrossCountry are contracted to reinstate revenue generative services through Oxford 

to reduce endemic overcrowding and provide for the current level of passenger demand between 

Reading, Birmingham and Yorkshire, which must also be factored into capacity assessments. 

MCWR’s application also assumes available capacity on the Marston Vale Line that is reliant upon 

infrastructure enhancements that have not yet taken place and are due to be funded by DfT to 

support implementation of an hourly Oxford-Bedford service by 2030. Two single line sections 

mean that this capacity is therefore not currently available, and it is also clear that certain 

constraints will remain acute on this line even after completion of enhancement work. For example, 

this is the case at Bicester Level Crossing where it is expected that there will only be capacity (with 

regards to how train paths may affect level crossing safety and the associated barrier down time 

impact) for an additional 1tph even after delivery. Investment has been made in the railway here 

under the expectation that contracted operators will recoup certain costs through enhanced 

ridership and revenue, not so that private operators can be the main beneficiaries of significant 

public expenditure. 

Beyond capacity, there are also physical barriers to MCWR’s proposed services such as Fenny 

Stratford bridge (BFO/1b), where concerns around its structural integrity mean the bridge is 

currently subject to a temporary Route Availability 2 restriction. No regular services are currently 

routed over the bridge which is set to be rebuilt ahead of CS2’s introduction, likely requiring a 

significant period of route closure. MCWR’s rolling stock option using Class 221s, rated RA4, 

would be unable to run over the bridge at this time. 



For the reasons listed above, the Department for Transport does not support this 

application from MCWR. 

We would also note that MCWR seeks a 7-year track access contract from December 2026 to 

December 2033, but provides no clear explanation why a duration beyond the standard length of 5 

years is required. 

Please contact me if you wish to discuss this matter further. 

Yours sincerely, 

Joe Hickey 
Deputy Director, Rail Reform Coherence and Cross Cutting Policy 








