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Introduction 
 
1. The purpose of this Memorandum is to provide the Waverley Railway 

(Scotland) Bill Committee (“the Committee”) with further information from 
the Promoter of the Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill (“the Bill”) on the 
dialogue that has taken place between the Promoter and the Waverley 
Route Trust (“WRT”), the consideration and investigation of ideas and 
enhancements suggested by WRT which could be accommodated within 
the scope of the Bill aimed at improving the railway project, and the 
outcomes of those discussions, including progress made on particular 
issues, such as journey times. 

 
2. A letter dated 11 October 2005 from the Clerk to the Committee, Fergus 

Cochrane, indicated that the Committee required the Promoter to submit 
this Memorandum by 17 March 2006. 

 
 
Evidence required by the Committee 
 
3. In the Committee’s Report on the Bill’s Preliminary Stage (Committee’s 1st 

Report 2005 (Session 1) (hereafter referred to as “the Committee’s 
Preliminary Stage Report”) they stated: 

 
“123. The Committee is not, however, discounting the intentions of the 
WRT and believes that any innovative thinking, that can lead to 
improvements in the project’s cost and economic viability, must be 
encouraged. The Committee accepts that while the WRT’s proposals are 
an untested alternative the Committee is pleased to note the promoter 
indicating that some proposals could be accommodated as possible 
enhancements for the future. The Committee therefore calls upon the 
promoter to enter into regular dialogue with the WRT and, through 
this partnership, develop ways to ensure a fast, reliable, efficient 
passenger railway that maximises passenger uptake and comes in on 
budget and on time.” 

 
 
Update on meetings and contact between the Promoter and WRT 
 
4. Prior to and during the Bill’s Preliminary Stage the Promoter carried out 

extensive consultation with the local communities in connection with the 
Waverley Railway project, and this included engagement with the 
community groups (including WRT, Stow Station Supporters Group and 
Campaign for Borders Rail).  This included public meetings at which WRT 
and other community groups were represented and attendance by 
representatives of the Promoter at local Community Council meetings since 
2002.  

 
5. The Promoter offered the WRT early and free access to its consultants to 

assist it with the development of its proposals. The Promoter endeavoured 
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to work with the WRT, as it did with other parties, in an open, transparent 
and responsive manner to the extent that, in 2004 alone, there were 25 
occasions when correspondence or meetings facilitated the exchange of 
ideas between the Promoter and the WRT. 

 
6. Since publication of the Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report on 22 July 

2005 (and approval of the Bill’s Preliminary Stage by the full Scottish 
Parliament on 28 September 2005), the Promoter has carried out further 
consultation with the community groups, including WRT.  Various meetings 
took place including meetings to discuss issues arising from a possible 
station at Stow (e.g. on 12 September 2005) and a meeting between the 
Promoter and WRT to discuss WRT’s input to the Bill scheme (held at the 
Scottish Parliament on 22 September 2005).  (Relevant correspondence in 
this regard is reproduced as Appendices 1 to 3 to this document). 

 
7. There followed a meeting between the Promoter and WRT on 13 October 

2005.  (Relevant correspondence in this regard is reproduced as 
Appendices 3 to 5 to this document).  Matters discussed included holding a 
proposed technical meeting between the Promoter’s engineering 
consultants and WRT’s consultants to further discuss potential 
improvements to the Promoter’s Bill scheme.  Representatives of the 
Promoter therefore contacted one of WRT’s Trustees, David Spaven, by 
email on 25 October 2005 to request such a meeting.   

 
8. Mr Spaven responded by email on 27 October 2005 confirming that WRT 

were clarifying the position with their consultants, Corus, and would confirm 
this to the Promoter’s representatives as soon as possible.  A further 
response was then received from Mr Spaven by email on 31 October 2005 
confirming that Corus were considering how they might be able to 
contribute to such a process but he hoped to be able to confirm their 
answer within a further week.  He also queried whether the Promoter would 
be involving its consultants who prepared the Promoter’s “various demand 
and revenue projections” in the process.  Also on 31 October 2005, the 
letter from WRT dated 26 October 2005 (reproduced as Appendix 4 to this 
document) was received by the Promoter. 

 
9. Following a further meeting with WRT on 14 November 2005, the Promoter 

wrote again to WRT on 15 November 2005 (which letter is reproduced as 
Appendix 5 to this document).  Discussions also took place in November 
2005 regarding the likely extent of WRT’s consultants’ fees for the 
proposed technical meeting and whether they could be met by the 
Promoter from Scottish Executive funding.   

 
10. Unfortunately approval to underwrite such fees was not supported by the 

Waverley Working Group or the Scottish Executive (see email from Bruce 
Rutherford to David Spaven dated 13 January 2006, reproduced as 
Appendix 6 to this document).  However the Promoter’s Strategic Board 
offered to cover a contribution of £2,000 (from the Promoter’s own funding) 
towards WRT’s consultants’ fees to be incurred in connection with taking 
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part in the proposed technical meeting between the Promoter’s engineering 
consultants and WRT’s consultants (see letter from the Promoter’s Project 
Director, Bruce Rutherford, to Mr Spaven of WRT dated 9 February 2006, 
reproduced as Appendix 7 to this document).  Such technical meeting was 
envisaged as being a half day meeting.   

 
11. A further consultation meeting was held in Galashiels on 13 February 2006 

between representatives of the Promoter and representatives of Campaign 
for Borders Rail (one of whom is also a member of WRT).  Subsequently 
the Promoter’s Project Director, Bruce Rutherford, received a letter from 
WRT chairwoman Petra Biberbach (dated 20 February 2006, reproduced 
as Appendix 8 to this document) in response to Mr Rutherford’s letter to Mr 
Spaven dated 9 February 2006.  The letter dated 20 February 2006 
confirmed WRT’s rejection of (a) the offer to hold a half day meeting 
between the Promoter’s engineering consultants and WRT’s consultants to 
discuss possible improvements to the Bill scheme and (b) the Promoter’s 
offer of £2,000 towards WRT’s consultants’ costs in this regard.   

 
12. On or around 20 February 2006 this time Mr Rutherford also spoke to Mr 

Spaven, who confirmed WRT did not wish to meet the Promoter again 
without preconditions as to taking WRT’s proposals forward, and that they 
considered £2,000 too low as a contribution to WRT’s costs.  (In summary 
WRT’s current position seems to be that they are no longer willing to assist 
the Promoter in attempting to find potential enhancements and 
improvements to the Bill scheme).   

 
13. Mr Rutherford therefore wrote to Ms Biberbach on 10 March 2006 

(reproduced as Appendix 9 to this document) and the Committee is 
referred to its terms as representing the Promoter’s understanding of the 
current position regarding WRT.  The Promoter would also like to point out 
that it would have to fund the input of its own officers and consultants at 
roughly the same cost.  The Promoter would therefore have anticipated 
having to budget for approximately £5,000 in this regard.  As the Promoter 
requires to rely on funding from the public purse, it would have to seek this 
(and all other funding) from the Scottish Executive. 

 
14. WRT’s current position seems to be that they are no longer willing to assist 

the Promoter in attempting to find potential enhancements and 
improvements to the Bill scheme.  In fact WRT appear to have reverted to 
the stance they adopted during the Bill’s Preliminary Stage i.e. promoting 
their own preferred railway scheme including freight traffic, freight 
infrastructure and chartered passenger trains (see letter from David 
Spaven to Fergus Cochrane of the Scottish Parliament’s Private Bills Unit 
dated 24 January 2006, reproduced as Appendix 10 to this document). 
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WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements 
 
15. The following ideas were suggested by WRT (and others):- 
 

• A station at Stow; 
• Stabling of trains at Tweedbank; 
• Relaxation of Network Rail standards; 
• Reductions in journey times; 
• Community involvement; 
• Community Rail status for the line beyond Gorebridge; 
• Upgrading of Portobello Junction; 
• Available train paths on the East Coast Main Line; 
• Twin tracking of existing line between Portobello and Newcraighall; 
• Freight traffic; 
• Chartered Passenger services. 
 
The Promoter’s view on all of these ideas is set out in paragraphs 16 to 35 
(inclusive) below. 

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: a 
station at Stow 
 
16. The Promoter lodged a supplementary Bill with the Scottish Parliament on 

9 January 2006 relating to the potential provision of a station at Stow, as 
requested by the Committee in the Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report 
(paragraphs 30 and 31).  However the Committee’s request in this regard 
was made “principally on social inclusion grounds” and the Promoter has 
not changed its view that there is insufficient financial/economic justification 
for a station at Stow within its overall Outline Business Case for the 
proposed railway. 

 
17. This recent review of Stow, which culminated in the submission of the 

supplementary Bill in January 2006, examined all aspects and critical 
discipline inputs to ensure a thorough and robust appraisal of the scheme 
merits of including a station at Stow. This included: 
 
• Consultation 
• Engineering (all core disciplines) 
• Operations & Timetabling 
• Land Referencing 
• Business Case impacts and appraisal 
• Environmental issues 
• Parliamentary and Bill powers review 
• Cost appraisal 

 
This offered a full, auditable and robust appraisal of this potential scheme 
alteration. 
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18. As regards funding, the additional costs relating to the potential provision of 

a station at Stow are not covered by the funding so far secured by the 
Promoter.  The Promoter is not aware of a source of funding for this 
additional element.  If the Committee decides to recommend that the 
project should include a station at Stow, the Promoter will initiate urgent 
discussions with the Scottish Executive as the principal funder of the 
railway. 

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Stabling of trains at Tweedbank 
 
19. First ScotRail, as current franchise operating company, has indicated that 

stabling of trains at Tweedbank would be in line with similar situations 
elsewhere in the country such as Airdrie, Dundee, Helensburgh and 
Dumfries, and is therefore acceptable to them in principle.  On the 
assumption that First Scotrail (as current Scottish passenger rail 
franchisee) would be the Train Operating Company for the Waverley 
railway, the Promoter is continuing discussions with First ScotRail on this 
issue and is hopeful of a favourable outcome.  The introduction of this train 
stabling would offer benefits to the Promoter’s scheme.  Train stabling 
would generate local employment with train crew and service staff being 
located within the local community.  First ScotRail have confirmed to the 
Promoter that they would currently estimate 18 drivers and 18 conductors 
being based at Tweedbank, with all of these being new (i.e. local) jobs.   

 
20. This goes some way to offering a ‘Community Railway’ initiative as part of 

the Promoter’s scheme.  In addition to this, there would be no need to run 
empty rolling stock from an Edinburgh base to provide the first train out of 
Tweedbank.  This would potentially allow an earlier train to leave 
Tweedbank.  Likewise the last train at night from Edinburgh could be 
extended to run to Tweedbank rather than terminating at Gorebridge, as 
would otherwise be the case.  The proposals would also remove the 
requirement for two empty trains travelling from Edinburgh to Gorebridge to 
start the early morning service and an empty train returning to Edinburgh 
from Tweedbank in the late evening.  These proposals are likely to offer 
advantages to passengers (and therefore to the scheme’s overall Business 
Case).   

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Relaxation of Network Rail standards 
 
21. Ongoing discussions between the Promoter and Network Rail regarding the 

construction and operational standards to be applied to the railway by 
Network Rail have proved most useful.  The Promoter is encouraged by the 
attitude currently being shown by Network Rail to assist in identifying any 
cost savings which may be achievable through close attention to the 
specification for the scheme.  During recent discussions, Network Rail have 
confirmed that they will, understandably, have to protect their own interests 
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and to that end their Group and Company standards will apply to this 
scheme.  They have however demonstrated a pragmatic approach to the 
Waverley route.  They will not therefore apply a rigid approach to the 
standards applied nor indeed to the approvals process which they could 
have applied had this been a completely new railway with entirely new 
infrastructure.  However the Promoter would have valued WRT’s input and 
assistance on this, which now seems unlikely to be forthcoming from WRT. 

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Reductions in Journey times 
 
22. The Promoter has given an undertaking to the Parliament to do all that it 

can to reduce journey times during the detailed design stage.  Some early 
work has already identified sufficient time savings to allow the addition (in 
principle) of a station at Stow without detriment to the Promoter’s timetable.  
This would consist of a 3 minute improvement in the return journey times, 
with a 2 minute improvement in the Edinburgh to Tweedbank leg (now 58 
minutes as opposed to 60 minutes) and a 1 minute improvement in the 
Tweedbank to Edinburgh leg (now 60 minutes as opposed to 61 minutes). 
This 3 minute improvement would result in an improvement in the 
turnaround time from 5 minutes to 8 minutes1.   

 
23. In addition, the Promoter has now entered into strategic discussions with 

Transport Scotland regarding operations and timetabling with the latest 
meeting being held on 8 March 2006. These discussions have proved 
beneficial in terms of informing Transport Scotland of the operational 
features of this route.  In addition it was agreed that a two-way dialogue 
should continue between the Promoter and Transport Scotland as they 
develop a strategic fit between the various timetables for the new schemes 
currently being developed in central Scotland. 

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Community involvement 
 
24. The Promoter is keen to ensure that the railway is successful and is 

committed to working with local communities to promote the railway and 
ensure as much community involvement as possible.  Early work with 
tourism and enterprise companies has been very encouraging and the 
Promoter is keen to build on this. Reference is also made to the comments 
regarding train stabling made in paragraphs 19 and 20 above.  
 

Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Community Rail status for the line beyond Gorebridge 

 
25. So far as Community Rail status for the line beyond Gorebridge is 

concerned, nothing in the Promoter’s proposals would, at an appropriate 
                                            
1 “Explanatory Memorandum on behalf of the Promoter in relation to a Railway Station at Stow, 
Scottish Borders”, submitted to the Committee on 9 January 2006, paragraphs 108 & 111 and 
Table 1: “RailSys Operations and Timetabling Output”. 
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time, preclude the concept of Community Rail status being used on the 
Waverley Line.  However it is beyond the scope of the current Bill which is 
now at its Consideration Stage.  In any case the Promoter previously 
discussed the option of operating a section of the railway as a Community 
Railway with the Scottish Executive, Network Rail and First ScotRail, prior 
to the Bill’s Preliminary Stage, but received no encouragement to progress 
this approach.   

 
26. Given that the Scottish Executive, Network Rail and First ScotRail are 

happy to see the Promoter’s scheme integrated into the national rail 
network, it is difficult to see why the Promoter should adopt a different 
approach to the one before the Committee now whose principles the 
Committee approved on 28 September 2005.   

 
27. In any case what is clear to the Promoter about current Community Rail 

services in England is that none of them are for a brand new service, 
operating the hours the Promoter is proposing and which is forecast to 
operate profitably within a few years of opening.  The Promoter believes 
the pilot projects in England all appear to be on existing lines, which have 
been under-funded for many years, where patronage had fallen 
dramatically, and where Community Rail status is an attempt to breathe 
some life back into long neglected lines. 

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Upgrading of Portobello Junction/ Available train paths on the East Coast 
Main Line/ Twin tracking of existing line between Portobello and 
Newcraighall 
 
28. With regard to the upgrading of Portobello Junction, availability of train 

paths on the East Coast Main Line, and twin tracking of the existing line 
between Portobello and Newcraighall, these are outwith the powers of the 
Promoter and the scope of the Bill.  The Promoter also refers to its earlier 
evidence as summarised in the Committee’s Preliminary Stage Report as 
follows: 

 
“120. The promoter was also concerned at the overall cost impact of 
implementing the WRT’s proposals. For example, the promoter contends 
that significant infrastructure improvements would be required, such as twin 
tracking at Newcraighall to the Portobello junction, station works at 
Brunstane junction, and associated overhead electrification works. These 
works would be outwith the scope of the Bill (the Bill provides for the 
provision of a railway to Newcraighall and not beyond) and, to implement 
them, would require additional land take by the promoter thereby leading to 
the need to notify affected persons (which could lead to subsequent 
objections to the Bill being lodged) as well as detailed engineering and 
environmental survey work being carried out. This would likely have a 
significant cost and time impact. While Network Rail may have scope to 
use its permitted development powers to allow for such works to be carried 
out, the works are not part of the promoter’s proposals.” 
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“121. In addition, as the Scottish Executive had no plans to fund such work, 
the cost would fall on the promoter (thereby increasing the overall project 
cost), and the work was dependent on sufficient spare capacity on the east 
coast main line. Additional railway paths created would unlikely be 
allocated to the Waverley railway against higher profile services such as 
the east coast main line or local aspirations such as improved Dunbar and 
Edinburgh south suburban services.” 

 
29. The Promoter has developed a scheme which is deliverable, has approval 

in principle from the Parliament and has the backing of the Scottish 
Executive, the local authorities and the rail industry.  The scheme builds on 
the existing Edinburgh Crossrail service, which does not therefore rely on 
additional paths being available on the East Coast Main Line.  Even if these 
paths exist there is much demand for them and it is not in the Promoter's 
power to allocate them to the Waverley line.   

 
30. Had the Promoter developed its scheme on the assumption that these 

paths were given to the Promoter and this subsequently proved not to be 
correct, the Promoter would be left with a scheme which could not be 
delivered.  Indeed at the meeting with Transport Scotland on 8 March 2006, 
there was a general recognition that the Promoter has developed a scheme 
that is prudent and relies on known factors, like the two existing train paths 
on the East Coast Main Line, and does not rely on a strategy which relies 
on unconfirmed train paths. 
 

31. The Promoter has developed its Outline Business Case and, after very 
detailed scrutiny by the Parliament and the Scottish Executive, it has been 
accepted, subject to ongoing checks.  No business case has been 
prepared for WRT’s scheme, which is totally understandable given the 
resources available to them.  The Promoter did fully consider WRT’s 
proposals but given its additional costs and earlier work carried out by the 
Promoter’s design team, was firmly of the opinion that WRT’s proposals 
would give no betterment to the Business Case.  Even based upon the 
report on their own proposals by Corus2, WRT’s proposed scheme is 
considerably more expensive than the Promoter’s scheme and does not 
therefore assist the Committee’s objective to seek “improvements in the 
project’s cost and economic viability.”3 (The WRT proposals rely on the 
upgrade of Portobello Junction, which was omitted from their costs and 
proposals, and do not form part of the Bill scheme.  Whilst neither WRT nor 
the Promoter has therefore costed this upgrade in detail, the Promoter 
estimated during its Preliminary Stage written evidence that the upgrade of 
Portobello Junction alone might cost a further £15 million at least, based 
upon indications from within the rail industry and in particular Network Rail.  
In fact the Promoter is of the opinion that the WRT business case has not 

                                            
2 Report entitled “Delivering an Innovative Borders Railway” by CORUS on behalf of WRT, 
submitted to the Committee on 10 September 2004. 
3 Committee’s Report on the Bill’s Preliminary Stage (Committee’s 1st Report 2005 (Session 1) 
paragraph 123. 

R:\clients\w\win0029\0002\written evidence\Consideration Stage - follow up memos\060315 waverley route trust.doc  



 10

accounted for approximately £21.1million worth of capital costs, assuming a 
£15 million upgrade of Portobello Junction4). 

 
32. However the Promoter accepts that a faster service would be more 

attractive and is working to reduce journey times.  But the Promoter was 
not prepared to abandon the scheme which is before the Committee in 
order to promote WRT’s scheme, which requires considerable development 
with no guarantee that a better business case could be developed nor that 
the additional funding required could be secured. Indeed in the Promoter’s 
written evidence to the Committee at the Bill’s Preliminary Stage the 
Promoter clearly identified that the times quoted by WRT were: 

 
• For a different service (reduced stopping service obviously reduces 

time but at the cost of frequency of trains- see paragraph 33 below); 
• Did not conform to industry standards (station dwell times and 

margins)5; and 
• Did not take account of actual route geometry and features unlike 

the Promoter’s detailed review6. 
 
33. The Promoter notes that the faster journey time for the WRT scheme would 

be at the cost of frequency of trains, with only one train per hour, rather 
than two trains per hour as proposed by the Promoter.  The reduced 
frequency of trains make it a less attractive form of transport, given the 
higher risk of delay should a passenger miss a train and have to wait for 
twice as long for the next train. The Promoter maintains that frequency of 
service has a bigger impact on demand than does journey time.7   

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Freight traffic 
 
34. The Promoter notes that WRT recognised during the Bill’s Preliminary 

Stage that the construction of the railway to Route Availability 8 would 
provide for the possibility that the railway could be used for some types of 
freight in the future, if there were a case to introduce it8.  The Scottish 
Borders Structure Plan supports the principle of re-establishing rail links 

                                            
4 Promoter’s Response to inter alia the “Non-Technical Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust on 
the Promoter’s Response to the Report by CORUS on behalf of WRT entitled “Delivering an 
Innovative Borders Railway”, submitted to the Committee on 7 April 2005, paragraphs 29, 30. 
5 Promoter’s Response to inter alia the “Non-Technical Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust on 
the Promoter’s Response to the Report by CORUS on behalf of WRT entitled “Delivering an 
Innovative Borders Railway”, submitted to the Committee on 7 April 2005, paragraphs 2, 7. 
6 Promoter’s Response to inter alia the “Non-Technical Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust on 
the Promoter’s Response to the Report by CORUS on behalf of WRT entitled “Delivering an 
Innovative Borders Railway”, submitted to the Committee on 7 April 2005, paragraph 105. 
7 Promoter’s Response to inter alia the “Non-Technical Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust on 
the Promoter’s Response to the Report by CORUS on behalf of WRT entitled “Delivering an 
Innovative Borders Railway”, submitted to the Committee on 7 April 2005, paragraphs 8, 51, 68, 
90. 
8  Promoter’s Response to inter alia the “Non-Technical Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust on 
the Promoter’s Response to the Report by CORUS on behalf of WRT entitled “Delivering an 
Innovative Borders Railway”, submitted to the Committee on 7 April 2005, paragraphs 19 & 20. 
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between the Scottish Borders and the national rail network and the 
Promoter has undertaken to work towards the development of passenger 
and freight services between Edinburgh and the Central Borders.  
However, the Committee should also be aware that, the Promoter sought 
guidance from the Scottish Executive and the Strategic Rail Authority as to 
whether freight should be considered as part of the Bill scheme. The 
Strategic Rail Authority advised that sufficient capacity for freight existed on 
the East and West Coast Main Lines to meet foreseeable demand9. The 
Scottish Executive concurred with this view, and there would be no through 
running beyond Tweedbank in any case if the Bill scheme is approved.  No 
other party has established a viable case for freight on the Waverley Line at 
this time, but the Promoter’s proposals do not preclude the possibility of 
freight services on the line in the future.  However in any case, construction 
of the freight traffic facilities and infrastructure sought by WRT is outwith 
the scope of the Bill (as the Bill does not seek to authorise acquisition of 
the necessary land for such purposes) and outwith the Promoter’s funding 
package for the Bill scheme. 

 
Promoter’s assessment of WRT’s suggested ideas and enhancements: 
Chartered Passenger services 
 
35. In discussions with the Promoter the Scottish Executive advised that the 

revenue benefits to be derived through the charter market would most likely 
be marginal.  WRT therefore appear to be optimistic about the revenue 
potential to be accrued from this niche market.  Neither the Promoter nor 
the Scottish Executive believe these benefits would greatly enhance the 
Business Case for the scheme.  However, tourism and leisure travel 
demand patterns were included in the Promoter’s demand forecasts and 
used to extract likely future rail demand10. 

 
 
Outcome of discussions 
 
36. The Promoter is disappointed that, despite real efforts to hold further 

meaningful discussions with WRT on potential improvements to the Bill 
scheme, WRT appear to have decided to discontinue further discussions.  
This is despite various ideas promoted by WRT having already been 
adopted as elements, or potential elements, of the Promoter’s scheme and 
despite the Promoter’s offer of assistance towards WRT’s costs for further 
discussions.  The Promoter is happy to leave the offer of £2,000 to fund a 
meeting between the Promoter’s and WRT’s consultants on the table in 
case WRT should wish to reconsider their position on this issue. 

 

                                            
9 See paragraph 238 of the Promoter’s Memorandum on General Principles Issues, September 
2004. 
10 Promoter’s Response to inter alia the “Non-Technical Commentary” by Waverley Route Trust on 
the Promoter’s Response to the Report by CORUS on behalf of WRT entitled “Delivering an 
Innovative Borders Railway”, submitted to the Committee on 7 April 2005, paragraphs 63 & 64. 
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37. However, on 1 February 2006, WRT chairwoman Petra Biberbach was 
quoted in the Edinburgh Evening News as saying: 

 
“The specification for the railway has been wrong from the word go- that’s 
why the business case is pretty poor and the line will require significant 
subsidy.  An uninspiring ‘one size fits all’ timetable with a 61 minute journey 
from Tweedbank is a recipe for failure.  We have been pointing the 
promoter towards better and more realistic ways of building and operating 
the railway since we set up in 2002, but they have failed to look seriously at 
alternatives.” 
 

38. Much the same comments are attributed to Ms Biberbach in the 3rd 
February 2006 edition (No. 33, page 6) of the publication “RailManager 
Online” in an article entitled "Calls for revised Waverley proposal as MSPs 
waver" (reproduced as Appendix 11 to this document).   

 
39. The Promoter also understands that Issue 41 (Winter 2006) of the 

Association of Community Rail Partnerships’ regular magazine “Train 
Times” was published and sent out during January and February 2006 to 
members of that organisation.  Issue 41 of the magazine contains an article 
by David Spaven of WRT entitled "The Waverley Line Awakens" 
(reproduced as Appendix 12 to this document).  In that article Mr Spaven, 
on behalf of WRT, continues to advocate WRT’s own scheme (including 
Community Rail status for the line south of Gorebridge and a split into 
commuter and limited stop express services) as publicised by WRT in 2002 
to 2004.   

 
40. Finally, WRT has again taken issue with the scope of the Bill and the 

specification of the whole of the Bill scheme (see comments by (it appears) 
David Spaven on behalf of WRT in the article entitled “Whitehall Shadow 
Stalks Scottish Express”, in the publication “Rail Professional”, December 
2005, pages.14-15, reproduced as Appendix 13 to this document).  Once 
again such comments reflect not a willingness to consider enhancements 
and improvements within the Bill scheme but rather a determination on 
WRT’s part to promote their own proposed railway scheme.  This is 
notwithstanding that the only improvements which the Promoter can 
competently consider are those which are consistent with the general 
principles of the Bill as approved by the Committee on 28 September 2005 
and within its scope.  

 
41. The Promoter fully accepts that WRT have every right to comment on the 

Bill proposals in public and seek publicity for their own views.  However 
their comments (as attributed to Ms. Biberbach in the Edinburgh Evening 
News on 1 February 2006 and “RailManager Online”11, as expressed in her 
letter to Bruce Rutherford dated 20 February 200612, and as expressed by 
David Spaven in his article "The Waverley Line Awakens" and comments in 

                                            
11 See paragraphs 37 & 38 above. 
12 See paragraph 11 above & Appendix 8. 
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“Rail Professional”13) do not appear to the Promoter to demonstrate a 
serious intention to seek further sensible improvements to the Promoter’s 
Bill scheme.  Rather, they appear to show that the WRT’s true intention is 
still largely to promote their own railway scheme outwith the scope of the 
Bill.  Such a scheme is beyond the Promoter’s remit in progressing 
discussions, as requested by the Committee, to improve the Bill scheme 
within its scope and powers. 

 
42. Ms. Biberbach of WRT states in her letter to Bruce Rutherford dated 20 

February 200614 that WRT have “demonstrated [their] willingness to seek 
compromise in order to improve the prospects of the railway” and gives 
three examples of this.  However those three examples are: 

 
• withdrawing WRT’s opposition to the Shawfair routing; 
• not making a formal objection to the Bill; and  
• removing overt criticisms of the Promoter in WRT’s submission to 

the Committee in September 2004. 
 
43. Such actions, while helpful from the Promoter’s view to an extent, are 

however still purely negative (i.e. simply involve WRT not doing 
something).  There is little indication at present that WRT wish to engage in 
any positive action to improve the Bill scheme, indeed they have now 
confirmed to the Promoter that they do not wish to take part in any further 
discussion with the Promoter on potential improvements to the Bill scheme.   

 
 
Progress made on journey times 
 
44. The Promoter has recently revisited the timetabling work.  This was done 

as part of the Stow Station review work.  This review consisted of updating 
the timetabling model to reflect industry standards and practices that have 
been introduced since the modelling was undertaken in 2002.  In addition 
the revised work took account of minor infrastructure changes that were 
made between the Promoter’s modelling work in 2002 and the Bill’s 
submission in September 2003. 

 
45. This modelling work revealed a potential 3 minute betterment in the return 

journey time, as referred to in paragraph 22 above.  The Promoter will have 
to develop the timetable in the future as the scheme develops to detailed 
design.  One of the key features of the next stage of this design stage will 
be to finalise and fix the track alignment both horizontally and vertically.  
This final track position will have an impact on linespeeds and so will have 
effects on the operational modelling and timetabling work.  The Promoter 
would have liked to discuss these final alignment changes with WRT and 
potentially to take cognisance of WRT’s recommended alignment proposals 
(within the limits of the Bill scheme).  However it now seems unlikely this 

                                            
13 See paragraphs 39 & 40 above and Appendices 12 & 13. 
14 See paragraph 11 above & Appendix 8. 
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will be possible as WRT have now confirmed to the Promoter that they do 
not wish to take part in any further discussion with the Promoter on 
potential improvements to the Bill scheme.   

 
 
Conclusions 
 
46. The Promoter has committed to taking forward many of WRT’s suggested 

enhancements into the Bill scheme and would have valued WRT’s further 
input into final alignment changes and applicable Network Rail standards.  
Such input now seems unlikely to be forthcoming, despite the Promoter’s 
offer of assistance with WRT’s costs in this regard, which is disappointing.  
The other enhancements requested by WRT are outwith the scope of the 
Bill.   

 
47. It has become increasingly clear from the recent press articles attributed to 

WRT that they are committed to their scheme and not to any 
enhancements to the Promoter's scheme which can be accommodated 
within the Bill.  Had WRT submitted their report prior to the Promoter 
lodging the Bill in Parliament it might have been possible to have 
considered many more of their suggestions.  However, without abandoning 
its own scheme in favour of the largely untested proposals submitted by 
WRT, the Promoter was never in a position to adopt more of WRT’s 
suggestions than it has already done. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Callum Hay 
Director of Technical Services 

 
Petra Biberbach 
Chair 
The Waverley Route Trust 
55/56 Queen Street 
Edinburgh 
EH2 3PA 

P
 

lease ask for:           Bruce Rutherford 

T
 

elephone/Ext:           5176 

O
 

ur Ref:  BR/LW 

E-Mail: brutherford@scotborders.gov.uk 

Date: 02 September 2005  

 
 
 
Dear Petra 
 
Waverley Rail Project 
 
Thank you for your support indicated in your letter of the 11 August and we look forward 
to continuing working with you on the issues detailed in The Parliamentary Report at the 
end of Stage One. 
 
I would like to extend an invitation to The Trust to attend a meeting at Stow Village Hall 
on 12 September at 7pm to discuss how best to take forward the issues of a station at 
Stow. 
 
Can you please let us know who your two representatives will be on the evening. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Bruce Rutherford 
Project Director – Waverley 
 
 

Bruce Rutherford, Project Director – Waverley 
TECHNICAL SERVICES 

Council Headquarters, Newtown St. Boswells, MELROSE, Scottish Borders, TD6 OSA 
Tel: St. Boswells (01835) 824000   Fax: St. Boswells (01835) 825071.  LP1 - Newtown St. Boswells 
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Appendix 2 
 
[Email from Bruce Rutherford to David Spaven, 21/9/2005] 
 
Dear David,  
 
Dialogue between Partnership and The Trust. 
 
Further to the letter you sent to my Chief Executive on 12th August 2005, the discussion 
we had at the Stow meeting on 12th September and the email I sent to you on the 19th 
September I look forward to discussing with The Trust how best to take forward the issues 
highlighted in The Parliamentary Report that are relevant to the involvement of the trust. 
 
Fergus has very kindly arranged a meeting room at the Scottish Parliament as the City of 
Edinburgh Council rooms are unavailable. 
 
Our meeting is arranged for 5pm on Thursday 22nd September and I anticipate that David 
Fox, Douglas Muir, Cliff Hutt and I will be in attendance. 
 
I look forward to seeing you on Thursday where we can jointly discuss how to promote 
the wider aspects you refer to in your email etc. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Bruce Rutherford 
Project Director - Waverley 
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Appendix 3 
 

 

R:\clients\w\win0029\0002\written evidence\Consideration Stage - follow up memos\060315 waverley route trust.doc  



 18

Appendix 3 continued 
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Appendix 3 continued 
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Appendix 4 
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Appendix 4 continued 
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Appendix 5 
 

Callum Hay 
Director of Technical Services 

 
The Waverley Route Trust 
7 Merchiston Crescent 
Edinburgh 
EH10 5AL 

P
 

lease ask for:           Bruce Rutherford 

T
 

elephone/Ext:           5176 

O
 

ur Ref:  BR/LW 

E-Mail: waverleyrailway@scotborders.gov.uk 

Date:                          15 November 2005 

 
 
 
 
Dear Petra 
 
Waverley Railway Project  
 
I refer to your letter of 6 October 2005. 
 
Although the contents of your letter formed much of the basis and discussion at our joint 
meeting at Parliament on the 13 October and is fully detailed in the minutes of the meeting 
can I just reiterate on a few points contained in your letter. 
 
As discussed on the 13th the amount of expenditure in dealing with the Trust issued to date 
directly reflects the amount of consideration the WRP have given to all Trust issues. 
 
I also would not have expected you or Corus to be involved in the analytical work 
associated with the Memoranda that was requested by the Parliamentary Committee 
specifically from the WRP.  This issue was fully discussed at our joint meeting. 
 
We have always considered that there has been and should be an ongoing discussion with 
the Trust, as there has been with other interested parties and as discussed at our joint 
meeting our Consultants have previously “shared” their findings with Corus to save on 
abortive work when they were producing a report for you.  As agreed we will instruct 
Scott Wilson to meet with Corus to progress any issues that can be of further benefit to the 
project.  The details which will be agreed at our regular meetings at Parliamentary offices. 
 
At this stage in the project, and on consideration of the stringent Minister’s conditions 
attached to the project, it would only be proper that “the real scrutiny and argument starts 
now”.  I can assure you that this continuing and intense scrutiny is familiar to all who are 
engaged in any of the major infrastructure projects in Scotland and this is only right and 
proper. 
 
While we would totally refute your comments that the current scheme is seriously flawed, 
we are very pleased you wish to continue working towards improvements where possible,  
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Appendix 5 continued 
 
 
and as agreed at the joint meeting, the topics you highlighted in your letter, mainly, service 
quality, market and operational flexibility, costs and value for money and community 
involvement will provide a good basis for future agendas and progress. 
 
I look forward to continue progressing the scheme. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Bruce Rutherford 
Waverley Project - Director 
 
 
 

Bruce Rutherford, Project Director - Waverley 
TECHNICAL SERVICES 

Council Headquarters, Newtown St. Boswells, MELROSE, Scottish Borders, TD6 OSA 
Tel: St. Boswells (01835) 824000   Fax: St. Boswells (01835) 825071.  LP1 - Newtown St. Boswells 
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Appendix 6 
 
From: Wilson, Leanne on behalf of Rutherford, Bruce 
Sent: 13 January 2006 15:20 
To: David Spaven (david@deltix.co.uk) 
Cc: Fergus Cochrane (fergus.cochrane@scottish.parliament.uk); David Fox 
(david_fox@turntown.co.uk); Douglas Muir (douglas.muir@midlothian.gov.uk); Cliff 
Hutt (cliff.hutt@edinburgh.gov.uk); Scott Noble (Scott.noble@scotland.gsi.gov.uk) 
 
Subject: Waverley Railway Project - Joint Working 
 
Dear David 
  
I hope you had an enjoyable bread at Christmas and New Year and I look forward to meeting yourself and 
Bill at the next Joint Working meeting between the Waverley Railway Partnership and the Waverley Route 
Trust at our next regular meeting.  I'll contact Fergus and arrange some dates at the Parliamentary Offices for 
the end of January. 
  
Following the last meeting we had in November you sent me an estimate of your Consultant's fees for a 
meeting and possible follow-up meetings with the Waverley Consultants and I undertook to speak to the 
Waverley Working Group to ascertain whether they would support paying for your Consultant's fees. 
  
I also took the opportunity to discuss this with the Scottish Executive who is the major sponsor for the 
project. 
  
Unfortunately, I  was unable to secure the approval and budget to underwrite the costs of the involvement of 
your Consultant's, however we would welcome your continuing involvement in identifying any innovations 
or improvements that may enhance our project. 
  
Yours sincerely 
  
Bruce Rutherford 
  
  

Leanne Wilson  
Secretarial/Administrative Assistant  
Waverley Railway Project  
Tel: 01835 824000 Ext. 5435  
Fax: 01835 822768  
E-Mail: LWilson@scotborders.gov.uk  
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Appendix 7 
 

 Director of Technical Services 
                                  Callum Hay 

  
   Waverley – Project Director 

              Bruce Rutherford 
 
 
 

Please ask 
for: 

Mr Bruce Rutherford

Our Ref: BR/CB/WRT
Your Ref: 
E-Mail: brutherford@scotborders.gov.uk 

Mr David Spaven 
The Waverley Route Trust 
7 Merchiston Crescent 
EDINBURGH 
EH10 5AL 

Date: 9th February 2006
 
 
Dear David 
 
WAVERLEY ROUTE TRUST REQUEST TO PAY FEES 
 
As discussed with you during out telephone conversation on Friday evening the Waverley 
Strategic Board met on Friday morning and considered your request to pay the fees of 
your consultants to meet with our railway consultants. 
 
Despite the pressures on both our budget and resources at this stage of the inquiry, your 
request was approved by the Strategic Board.  However they considered that the fees 
should be capped at the level of £2,000 which you previously indicated was the estimate 
for two consultants to attend a workshop to identify any areas of enhancement to add 
value to the Promoter’s scheme.  
 
In order to keep the consultant’s work focussed and, provide clarity from the Parliament’s 
Preliminary Stage Report, I have sought confirmation from the Parliamentary Clerk to the 
Committee that what they expect to see is any enhancement that can be made to the 
Promoter’s scheme i.e. the scheme that is detailed in the Private Bill, and not an 
alternative scheme. 
 
We would look forward to you contacting us with your acceptance of the offer and a list of 
potential dates so that the respective consultants can meet to take forward any possible 
enhancements. 
 
I have also spoken with the Scottish Executive who will attend the next of our regular 
meetings which will give you an opportunity to clarify what remit the Executive now has 
on railways in Scotland with particular reference to the Waverley project. 
 
With this offer I am anticipating that you will contact me to enable an early Consultant’s 
discussion to be arranged and also to set up the next of our regular dialogue meetings at 
the Parliament in Edinburgh. 
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Appendix 7 continued 
 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
BRUCE RUTHERFORD 
WAVERLEY – PROJECT DIRECTOR 
 
CC – David Fox, Project Management Director, Turner & Townsend 
CC – Scott Noble, Scottish Executive 
CC – Douglas Muir, Midlothian Council 
CC – Fergus Cochrane, Clerk to the Parliamentary Committee 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Council Headquarters, Newtown St Boswells, MELROSE, Scottish Borders, TD6 0SA 
Tel: St Boswells (01835) 824000 Ext 5435  Fax: St Boswells (01835) 822768   
LP – 1 Newtown St. Boswells     www.waverleyrailway@scotborders.gov.uk   
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Appendix 8 
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Appendix 8 continued 
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Appendix 9 
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Appendix 9 continued 
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Appendix 9 continued 
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Appendix 10 
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Appendix 10 continued 
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Appendix 11 
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Appendix 11 (continued) 
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Appendix 12 
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Appendix 13 
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Appendix 13 (continued) 
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Appendix 13 (continued) 
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