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WRITTEN EVIDENCE 
TO WAVERLEY RAILWAY (SCOTLAND) BILL COMMITTEE – MARCH 2006 

 
1.  Introduction 
 
In July 2005 the Waverley Railway (Scotland) Bill Committee of the Scottish Parliament 
backed the general principles of the Waverley Railway Project in its Preliminary Stage 
Report.  Paragraph 123 of the Preliminary Stage Report states that "The 
Committee…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."  
 
The Waverley Route Trust is now taking this opportunity to report on the outcome of the 
dialogue between the Trust and the Promoter and related issues. 

 
2.  The dialogue 
 
While an initial meeting in September 2005 failed to establish very much in the way of 
common ground, in a subsequent letter to the Promoter (dated 6th October and copied to 
the Clerk to the Committee), the Trust suggested a possible compromise agenda – 
focusing more on modified outputs rather than prescriptive inputs – to allow for 
continued discussions.  
 
In his letter of 11  October 2005 to the Waverley Route Trust, the Clerk to the 
Committee noted that 

th

“I have today emphasised to the promoter the Committee’s strong 
desire for it to enter into an open and constructive two-way dialogue with the Trust with 
a willingness to consider and investigate ideas and enhancements that could be 
accommodated within the scope of the Bill, aimed at improving the railway project”. 
 
This resulted in two further meetings during October and November, which focussed on 
the softer issues, leaving the difficult core issues, such as journey times, to one side.  
 
During the period October to January the Trust – which operates on an entirely unpaid 
voluntary basis – submitted four briefing papers / letters to the Promoter and the Clerk 
to the Committee (all attached to this written evidence), providing additional 
information on detailed rail issues and/or raising areas of concern, as follows: 
 

• letter on the respective roles of the Promoter and the Scottish Executive in 
determining the railway specification and the wider strategic perspective (26 
October) 

• briefing paper on ‘Developing a community rail perspective for the Borders’ (31 
October) 
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• briefing paper on ‘Infrastructure flexibility for freight and charter passenger train 
markets’ (16 November) 

• letter on strategic freight issues and the specific issue of ‘loading gauge’ clearance 
for containers through Bowshank Tunnel (24 January) 

During the further two meetings between the Trust and the Promoter, a consensus 
emerged that there should be a half-day meeting between the Promoter’s and Trust’s 
consultants to try to agree areas of common ground to be taken forward. The Trust was 
keen that such a meeting should take place, but was not in a position to provide any 
funding, so that all costs would have to be met by the Promoter.  
 
Having established and passed on to the Promoter in mid December the level of funding 
necessary, the Promoter then prevaricated for almost two months before finally 
conceding that the Trust’s costs would be met. If the lengthy delay was not enough 
evidence in itself of a lack of commitment, the wording of the letter from the Promoter 
confirming the funding made it perfectly clear that the half-day meeting would be an end 
in itself with no follow-on from it contemplated.  
 
At this point, we concluded that the Promoter was either unwilling or unable to treat 
seriously our key ideas first advanced more than three years ago. There was simply no 
point in having any further meetings.  

 
3.  Our key ideas: 
 
It may be helpful at this stage to briefly review the key ideas which the Trust has been 
advocating to the Promoter and others since 2002: 
 
(i) Developing a ‘community railway’, based on two different – but in practice 

very much compatible – approaches to the management and development of 
rural and regional rail routes, namely: 

• the ‘soft’ side, as in the form of a Community Rail Partnership designed to 
facilitate the involvement of local people and groups in the specification, (non 
financial) support, and promotion of the railway 

• the ‘hard’ side, in the form of fit-for-purpose engineering and operating 
standards, avoiding the ‘gold-plating’ of costs more appropriate for inter-city 
routes, but without compromising quality or safety.  

(ii) Securing a more cost-effective railway offering better value for money 
to users and taxpayers, in part through the adoption of fit-for-purpose standards, 
but also through applying an infrastructure and service specification better 
designed to meet the transport requirements of the Borders. 

(iii) Ensuring that the railway provides a faster train service to the Borders than 
the 61 minute journey proposed by the Promoter, in order to boost line usage and 
improve the business case. 

(iv) Incorporating a more flexible infrastructure specification in order to 
accommodate regular fast service trains, charter passenger trains and future 
freight traffic – in contrast to the current specification which provides no spare 
capacity for anything other than the scheduled stopping train service, except in 
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the middle of the night and on Sundays. The 2004 Corus report identified a 
specification to meet this requirement, based on double track from Portobello 
Junction to Gorebridge, with single track south thereof supplemented by two 
short ‘static’ crossing loops at Stow and Tweedbank, and controlled by a simpler 
signalling system. 

4.  The Trust’s willingness to seek compromise and consensus 

During nearly four years of dialogue with the Promoter we have demonstrated our 
willingness to seek compromise and consensus in order to improve the prospects of the 
railway, including: 

• withdrawing our opposition to the Shawfair routeing, despite concerns about the 
impact on potential freight traffic and passenger charter trains 

• not making a formal objection to the Bill, despite serious concerns about the capital 
cost and the narrow rigidity of its infrastructure and service specification 

• removing overt criticisms of the Promoter in our September 2004 submission to 
Parliament. 

More recently, despite severe misgivings about the Promoter’s intentions (based on past 
experience), in a last effort to seek compromise in line with the Committee’s wishes for 
regular dialogue, in October 2005 we suggested focussing more on a range of modified 
‘outputs’ rather than prescriptive ‘inputs’.  

All these efforts to seek compromise and find consensus have come to nothing, other 
than some relatively minor issues of agreement (see Section 5 below). Had we known 
three years ago just how rigid and cynical the Promoter’s attitude would prove to be, we 
would have adopted a very different approach to the progress of the Bill through 
Parliament. 

 
5.  Promoter statement of 14 March 2006 (and letter of 10 March 2006) 
 
The Promoter issued a press statement on 14 March (to which the Trust issued a 
response on 15 March). This and their letter of 10 March to the Trust (copied to the Clerk 
to the Committee) claimed that a number of aspects of the Trust’s proposals have been 
adopted, and the topic headings used by the Promoter form a suitable template for 
comment: 
 
(i)  Stow station. 
 
The amendment of the Bill to include a station at Stow is not of course a result of the 
Trust/Promoter dialogue, but stems from another of the Committee’s recommendations 
in its Preliminary Stage Report. A station at Stow has never been a central objective of 
the Trust, but the 2004 Corus report recommended such a station as part of a proposed 
express service from the Borders, and the Trust does welcome this development.   
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(ii)  Stabling of trains at Tweedbank 
 
This issue is evidently under discussion with First ScotRail, and is a small but welcome 
step towards a more locally focussed railway, with greater employment benefits for the 
Borders. 
 
(iii)  Network Rail Standards 
 
The Promoter has indicated that discussions are ongoing with Network Rail with regard 
to potential cost savings. However, it would be surprising if such discussions were not 
taking place for the construction of a new railway anywhere. We would like to see: 
 
(a)  Network Rail bringing in the expertise of their Account Director, Community 

Railways - whose remit to date has been artificially restricted to rural and 
regional routes in England – in order to explore innovative standards, and;  

 
(b)  exploration of the scope for the railway infrastructure south of Gorebridge (but 

not the train service, which should be a seamless ScotRail service from Edinburgh 
to the Borders) to be owned and/or operated and maintained by a local company, 
taking advantage of fit-for-purpose engineering standards – there should be no 
automatic assumption that Network Rail should be in control. 

 
It is the Trust’s view that that the Borders railway provides an ideal opportunity for a 
pilot project for the application of community rail development principles to the creation 
and operation of an entirely new railway. 
 
(iv)  Reduction in journey times 
 
During our discussions with the Promoter, it was intimated that alternative rolling stock 
and track alignment changes were being investigated to try to reduce the overall journey 
time. While anything that can be achieved by such measures is to be welcomed, it is very 
difficult to see how – with the currently planned track infrastructure and all-stations 
stopping train service – any savings could amount to more than a few minutes. In effect 
they might compensate for the additional stop at Stow.  
 
The Trust has always argued that an overall journey time at least 10-15 minutes faster 
than that suggested by the Promoter is necessary to make the service really attractive to 
car drivers, and work by Corus showed that an express service (taking 39 minutes from 
Tweedbank to Edinburgh) would increase rail patronage at Galashiels and Tweedbank by 
25% compared to the Promoter’s forecast. Tinkering around the margins, as the 
Promoter seems to be doing, will never achieve such a step change in speed and quality. 
 
The Promoter has also suggested that the service frequency could be varied by the train 
operator and need not replicate that on which the business case is based. It has been 
implied that some stops could be omitted on some journeys to speed them up. However, 
it should be recognised that the fixed number and location of ‘dynamic’ crossing loops on 
the single track (designed around an assumed all-day half-hourly all-stations train 
service) imposes the same stopping pattern on every train and any flexibility will only be 
gained by providing additional loops.  
 
The Trust believes that double track as far south as Gorebridge (supporting a half-hourly 
frequency local service through Midlothian and a generally hourly express service from 
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the Borders) gives the best compromise between flexibility and affordability. However, 
the provision of one additional loop north of Gorebridge, combined with extending the 
Shawfair loop towards Portobello, could at least cater for stopping and express services 
as previously proposed by Corus. We are not in a position to say whether such a reduced 
specification would still allow freight or charter passenger trains to operate, but we think 
further investigation would be worthwhile. 
 
(v)  Community involvement. 
 
The Promoter refers to “early work with tourism and enterprise companies”. This shows 
little understanding of the concept of community railways. Talking to a couple of 
agencies is not the same as genuinely involving the community in the specification, (non 
financial) support, and promotion of the railway. 
 
We suggest that the Promoter refers back to our briefing paper of 31 October 2005 and 
makes early contact with the Association of Community Rail Partnerships and with 
Network Rail’s Account Director, Community Railways. 
 
(vi)  Heritage trips 
 
The Promoter has undertaken to look at how turning facilities could be incorporated into 
the final scheme, which might allow heritage trips such as steam hauled specials to use 
the line. This is far from committing to actually incorporating the feature. In any case, it 
would be almost pointless on its own, as the planned single track specification with 
dynamic loops provides no spare capacity for anything other than the timetabled service 
– except in the middle of the night and on Sundays. 
 
Even if the eventual operator of the service chose to reduce the service frequency to 
hourly south of Gorebridge, we believe that the section north thereof to Portobello would 
still be fully occupied with a passenger train every half hour in each direction.  
 
(vii)  Issues deemed to be outwith the powers of the Promoter 
 
In his letter of 10 March 2006 the Promoter refers to four issues which have not been 
addressed, and which are said to be outwith the powers of the Promoter and outwith the 
powers being sought in the Bill: 
 

• upgrading Portobello Junction 
• available paths on ECML 
• twin tracking of the existing line between Portobello and Newcraighall 
• adopting community rail status for the line beyond Gorebridge 

 
This is not the time or the place to argue the details of each of these issues and whether 
or not they lie within or outwith a narrowly defined view of the competence of the 
Promoter, although we do accept that at least some of these issues are critical to our case 
for an enhanced scheme based on a cost-effective railway with strong community 
involvement, offering an express service from the Borders in addition to a local service 
within Midlothian.  
 
However, consideration in general of issues which may be beyond the Promoter’s view of 
its responsibilities and/or capabilities does raise the fundamental question of which of 
the key stakeholders in the 6-year plus history of the development of the scheme should 
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have been taking responsibility for articulating a wider strategic perspective for the 
Waverley Railway in the context of its relationship to the current and future rail network. 
 
All of the four issues above lie within the competence of the Scottish Executive, yet a 
recurring aspect of discussions we have had with the Promoter and the Scottish 
Executive has been evidently contradictory assertions about the other party’s role and 
responsibilities in the development of the railway. Key examples are: 
 

(a) When we have sought to make the case for a ‘twin markets’ approach, with a 
separate Borders express service and a local Midlothian service facilitated by 
double track to Gorebridge and static loops at Stow and Tweedbank, the 
Promoter and the Executive have each said this is an issue for the other party. As 
a consequence, nothing has happened to develop this potentially crucial 
improvement to the value-for-money of the scheme and the attractiveness to car 
drivers of the service it would provide. 

(b) This amended infrastructure specification would also provide the market and 
operational flexibility to cater for charter passenger and/or freight traffic, which 
will be virtually precluded by the current specification. At the Trust / Promoter 
meeting on 13th October 2005, when we suggested that it was to time to re-
examine freight prospects in light of market and technological developments in 
recent years, we were advised that the Scottish Executive and the SRA had 
directed that the railway should not handle freight, and that the Promoter’s 
hands were therefore tied. 

(c) We have long advocated that the railway south of Gorebridge should be built, 
maintained and operated on the basis of ‘fit-for-purpose’ standards, in line with 
the pilot projects being developed on rural and regional routes in England by the 
Department for Transport and Network Rail. We have also suggested that there 
could be scope for a local company to own and maintain the infrastructure more 
cost-effectively than Network Rail, and we were given to understand that the 
Executive had an open mind on this issue. However, at the 13th October 2005 
meeting we were advised that the Executive requires the Promoter to deliver the 
line to full Network Rail standards.  

Now that strategic responsibility for the Waverley Railway Project has been transferred 
to the new Transport Scotland agency, we would urge the Committee to press Transport 
Scotland to develop a more strategic perspective for the Borders railway. This should 
include objective and detailed assessment of the case for an enhanced scheme 
incorporating complementary improvements to the existing rail network in the 
Newcraighall-Portobello Junction-Edinburgh Waverley corridor, which would generate 
commercial, economic, social and environmental benefits through enhancement to the 
speed and quality of service of a range of existing inter-city, inter-regional and local train 
services, as well as a faster service from the Borders and a potentially more reliable local 
train service within Midlothian. 

(viii)  The Business Case 
 
In his letter of 10 March the Promoter states: 
 
“The Promoter has developed a 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 the Trust’s scheme, which is understandable 
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given the resources available to you. The Promoter did give consideration of [sic] your 
proposals but given the additional costs of your scheme and the earlier work that had 
been carried out by our designers, was firmly of the opinion that your proposals would 
give no betterment to the Business Case. This does not imply that a faster service would 
not be more attractive. The Promoter accepts that fact and is working to reduce journey 
times. However, the Promoter was not prepared to abandon the scheme which is before 
the Parliament, in order to promote your scheme, which by your own admission requires 
considerable development with no guarantee that a better business case could be 
developed nor that the additional funding required could be secured.” 
 
This statement raises a number of fundamental questions: 
 

(a) The Promoter has reached an “opinion” that our proposals would give no 
betterment to the Business Case. How has that opinion been reached, and why 
has the methodology used to reach such a conclusion not been shared with the 
Trust and its consultants ? 

(b) The Promoter appears to accept that a faster service would be more attractive, so 
why has it not sought to analyse in detail the scope for replacing the current ‘one 
size fits all’ train service with a split service catering for the two distinct markets 
in the Borders and Midlothian ? 

(c) Why has the Promoter concluded that the current scheme would have to be 
“abandoned” to accommodate the Trust’s key proposals ? All of the key 
infrastructure changes which we have advocated lie either within the Limits of 
Deviation of the planned railway or within existing operational rail corridors, 
other than a small stretch of line in the Millerhill area where the new alignment 
would require some intrusion into derelict land owned by the rail industry. 

(d) There may be no guarantee that a better business case could be developed, but 
the Waverley Railway Project as currently planned has a relatively weak business 
case, with benefits only just exceeding costs. On the basis of the work done by 
Corus there is reason to believe that a better business case could be secured from 
a combination of infrastructure changes and a much faster train service from the 
Borders to Edinburgh. Why has the Promoter, over the last three plus years, been 
unwilling to undertake serious analysis of the ‘split service’ concept and to share 
this analysis with the Trust ? 

(e) The Promoter talks of “the additional funding required” for the Trust’s proposed 
enhancement, but has provided no evidence that significant additional funding 
would in fact be required. Corus concluded that the split service concept and 
associated infrastructure changes could be achieved for broadly the same capital 
cost as the currently planned scheme. The same amount of rolling stock would be 
required, and the double tracking between Newcraighall and Gorebridge would 
be funded by savings from elimination of all the ‘dynamic loops’ and the use of a 
simpler signalling system south of Gorebridge. 

7.  Strategic protection of freight prospects 
 
We have always taken the view that the scheme should incorporate sufficient flexibility in 
rail infrastructure provision to ensure that the railway as built does not preclude the 

7 



development of important additional rail markets, with associated benefits for the 
Borders economy. 

It is a number of years since the freight potential of the Waverley Railway was 
researched, and in the intervening period there have been changes in both the rail freight 
market and the available technology for rail freight haulage, handling and siding 
infrastructure. With rising oil prices likely to be a continuing and worsening problem, 
rail freight’s greater fuel efficiency points to the likelihood of the rail mode becoming 
more competitive with road haulage for shorter haul and lower volume flows. 

Amongst the markets which may have particular future application for the Borders are 
movement of domestic waste, supermarket supplies, timber and oil. At least two of these 
(the first two) would involve the use of intermodal road-rail containers. 

The key infrastructure requirements to handle these kinds of freight are likely to be: 

• sufficient line capacity to accommodate trains run at times to suit customer 
needs, predominantly (but not exclusively) on Mondays to Fridays 

• ‘Route Availability’ (ie axleload capability over route structures) of at least 
21t/22t axleload – for the standard Class 66 loco and typical loaded wagons 

• ‘Loading Gauge’ (ie clearance through tunnels and arched bridges) to 
accommodate at least 8’6” high ISO containers – using standard platform 
(945mm above rail level) container wagons (‘W8’ Loading Gauge) 

• at Tweedbank – a ‘rounding loop’ of ideally around 300m length to enable 
locomotives to be released from the front of maximum length timber trains  

• at Tweedbank – sidings of sufficient capacity to accommodate the train lengths 
described plus associated hardstanding  

With regard to the Loading Gauge issue, the Promoter recently announced its intention 
to relocate southwards the ‘dynamic loop’ in the Stow area such that double track would 
be required through Bowshank Tunnel. Because of the arched profile of the tunnel and 
the square profile of modern containers, double track in the tunnel would almost 
certainly preclude carrying any containerised freight traffic (including domestic waste) in 
the future.  

This would be an incredibly short-sighted decision, and to avoid prejuducing future 
freight prospects we would suggest that the Committee consider recommending to the 
Promoter that it ensures that the track specification through the tunnel provides for a 
minimum clearance for 8’6” high containers on standard container wagons and ideally 
clearance for the modern generation of 9’6” high containers. 

8.  Concluding comments 
 
The relationship between the Trust and the Promoter over the last 3 plus years has been 
one of unequal partners – the Trust with minimal resources and dependent on unpaid 
volunteers, in contrast to the multi-million pound resources and paid staff of the 
Promoter. The trustees have put in many hundreds of hours of unpaid time to try to 
secure a better and more cost-effective railway, and managed to raise £25,000 from a 
variety of grant-giving agencies and campaigning groups for a consultancy study by 
Corus. 
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We have brought goodwill to the table, but have been treated by the Promoter as 
opponents, amateurs, or both. Given our willingness to compromise and seek consensus, 
we were shocked by the tone of the Promoter’s January 2005 response to the 2004 Corus 
report. This was overwhelmingly adversarial, and – surprisingly for a document 
produced by a statutory body and its professional consultants – was peppered with 
emotive and unhelpfully negative language.  

In its evident determination to do a ‘hatchet job’ on the Corus report – rather than 
building constructively on the ideas therein – the Promoter however strayed into 
territory which betrayed some serious deficiencies in the quality, rigour and 
professionalism of its own analysis.  
 
Our view is that this scheme has been poorly conceived and badly managed from the 
word go. The most serious flaw has been the inappropriate infrastructure and service 
specification which ‘emerged’ in 2000-2001 – we believe this may be more attributable 
to the Scottish Executive than the Promoter, but we have found it virtually impossible to 
identify where the Promoter’s responsibilities end and those of the Executive begin. 
 
The Promoter has failed to facilitate meaningful joint working with the Trust and its 
consultants on principal operational / technical development issues which could help to 
secure a better and more cost-effective railway. It and the Scottish Executive have 
demonstrated a lack of strategic perspective, an unwillingness to change course, and a 
refusal to accept that others may have something valuable to contribute to the process. 
 
At various stages throughout the last 3½ years we have been told that the scheme was 
too far advanced to make significant changes, even though they could make a substantial 
impact on the business case and involved relatively modest changes to the Promoter’s 
scheme. Somehow it has never been quite the right time to seriously analyse and 
appraise our ideas. 
 
As currently planned, the Waverley Railway train service would have no less than six 
intermediate stops in the last 12 miles into Central Edinburgh (from Gorebridge). This 
involves more stops than any of the four inter-regional route corridors currently serving 
Edinburgh, and as a consequence the planned timetable from the Borders would be one 
of the slowest rail services in the East of Scotland. That is not a recipe for significant 
mode switch from car to train, nor for a convincing business case 

Throughout three plus years dialogue with the Promoter we have effectively been told 
not to rock the boat because that could endanger the railway reaching the Borders. We 
have always stated that the right sort of railway is needed to provide a robust business 
case to satisfy both the Parliament and the Executive.  
 
It will now come as no surprise to us if the railway does not reach beyond Gorebridge in 
the foreseeable future. Should that undesirable outcome come to pass – and the Borders 
continues to be the only mainland region of Britain without a rail service – the 
responsibility will rest with the inflexibility and absence of vision shown by the Promoter 
and the Scottish Executive. 
 

The Waverley Route Trust / March 2006 
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7 Merchiston Crescent 
        Edinburgh EH10 5AL 
Bruce Rutherford 
Project Manager – Waverley Railway    26 October 2005 
Scottish Borders Council 
Newtown St Boswells TD6 0SA 
 
 
Dear Bruce 
 
WAVERLEY RAILWAY PARTNERSHIP / SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE 
 
Now that the Trust and the Partnership have firmly established the regular dialogue 
recommended by the Bill Committee, we feel it would be opportune to raise the issue of 
the respective roles of the Partnership and the Scottish Executive in the planning and 
delivery of a cost-effective and attractive railway to the Borders. 
 
A recurring aspect of discussions we have had with yourselves and the Executive has 
been evidently contradictory assertions about the other party’s role and responsibilities 
in the development of the railway. Key examples are: 
 
(1) Our principle concern since the formation of the Trust in 2002 has been the narrow 
service and infrastructure specification the scheme has been stuck with since 2000, 
based on: 

• a ‘one size fits all’ all-stations half-hourly service, with a slow journey time from 
Tweedbank and Galashiels to Edinburgh 

• single track from Portobello Junction to Tweedbank, with three intermediate 
dynamic loops 

When we have sought to make the case for a “twin markets” approach, with a separate 
Borders express service and a local Midlothian service facilitated by double track to 
Gorebridge and static loops at Stow and Tweedbank, the Partnership and the Executive 
have each said this is an issue for the other party. As a consequence, nothing has 
happened to develop this potentially crucial improvement to the value-for-money of the 
scheme and the attractiveness to car drivers of the service it would provide 

(2) This amended infrastructure specification would also provide the market and 
operational flexibility to cater for charter passenger and/or freight traffic, which will be 
virtually precluded by the current specification. At the most recent Trust / Partnership 
meeting on 13th October, when we suggested that it was to time to re-examine freight 
prospects in light of market and technological developments in recent years, we were 
advised that the Scottish Executive and the SRA had directed that the railway should not 
handle freight, and that your hands were therefore tied. 

(3) We have long advocated that the railway south of Gorebridge should be built, 
maintained and operated on the basis of ‘fit-for-purpose’ standards, in line with the pilot 
projects being developed on rural and regional routes in England by the Department for 
Transport and Network Rail. We have also suggested that there could be scope for a local 
company to own and maintain the infrastructure more cost-effectively than Network 
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Rail, and we have been given to understand that the Executive has an open mind on this/ 
/ this issue. However, at the 13th October meeting we were advised that the Executive 
requires the Promoter to deliver the line to full Network Rail standards.  

It would be helpful to our understanding of the process if the Partnership (and indeed 
the Executive) could clarify their respective roles in the areas we have highlighted. Our 
key concern is to see that a strategic perspective is being developed, to maximise the 
opportunities for imaginative enhancement of the scheme to secure the best possible 
railway at the best possible price for the taxpayer. 

Yours sincerely 
 

 

                
Petra Biberbach       
Chair, The Waverley Route Trust      

        cc Fergus Cochrane 
         Damian Sharp 
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The Waverley Route Trust 

DEVELOPING A ‘COMMUNITY RAIL’ PERSPECTIVE FOR THE BORDERS 

 
1. Introduction 
 
This briefing paper has been prepared in response to the 12th September meeting of the 
Waverley Railway Partnership, Stow Community Council, Stow Station Supporters and 
The Waverley Route Trust (‘WRT’).  

At the meeting, which agreed that there was huge potential for developing leisure and 
tourist travel from Edinburgh to Stow for cycling and walking, WRT offered to gather 
intelligence on the experience of other rural stations in Britain and on the associated 
growth of the ‘community rail’ perspective over the last 10 years. 

The term ‘community rail’ essentially encompasses two different – but in practice very 
much compatible – approaches to the management and development of rural and 
regional rail routes, namely: 

• the ‘soft’ side, typically in the form of Community Rail Partnerships 

• the ‘hard’ side, in ‘fit-for-purpose’ engineering and operating standards 

2. Community Rail Partnerships 
 
Community Rail Partnerships (CRPs) are essentially a means by which the various 
stakeholders and interested parties along a rail corridor can play an active role in the 
development of a responsive and good quality rail service.  Partnerships are not-for-
profit organisations including local authorities, community groups, rail user groups, 
Train Operating Companies and often (but not always) Network Rail. Some include other 
bodies such as national park authorities, parish or community councils and businesses. 
They are established by mutual agreement and are typically staffed by a paid officer 
supported by a committee of stakeholders.  

CRPs should not be confused with ‘Friends’ voluntary groups. However, the two are not 
mutually exclusive and a line or station Friends group would be an important partner in 
any CRP. In at least one instance, the Chester-Shrewsbury Rail Line Partnership, the 
establishment of new Friends groups, as in the case of the Friends of Chirk Station, is 
being actively encouraged by the CRP for the smaller intermediate stations. 

Many CRPs have been very effective in working with local partners to raise awareness of 
their lines and have secured external funding for projects, including station 
improvements and extra train services, allowing services to better meet local needs. They 
go beyond a simple ‘transport’ agenda and link into wider strategies for accessibility, 
rural regeneration, social inclusion and sustainable tourism. Their work includes: 

• improving bus links to stations 
• developing walking and cycling routes 
• bringing station buildings back to life 
• art and education projects 
• providing guided walks from stations 
• organising special events which promote the railway and its relevance to the 

community. 
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A CRP can be taken a step further, as in the case of the Esk Valley line from 
Middlesborough to Whitby in North Yorkshire, to Railway Development Company 
status. As such, it can employ staff, lease or own property and undertake trading 
activities in a way which is not possible for voluntary groups or for local government 
officers. It can also provide ancillary services such as running community bus services, 
but cannot undertake safety-critical tasks, which remain the responsibility of the train 
operator or Network Rail.. 

CRPs have achieved very significant increases in passenger numbers and revenues 
(including both local and visitor traffic) on some lines: 

• Revenue on the Bittern Line in Norfolk has more than doubled over seven years, 
with a 162% increase in passenger numbers. Increases in both are ongoing, with 
passenger numbers rising from 448,000 in 2003-04 to 480,000 in 2004-05 
(6.9%). (The Bittern line is 30 miles long and connects Norwich (population 
122,000) with Cromer and Sheringham (combined population about 18,000) on 
the Norfolk coast. The intermediate population is small and road links are poor, 
so there are a number of similarities with the Borders situation.) 

• The Penistone Line Partnership, covering the Huddersfield-Penistone-Sheffield 
line in West/South Yorkshire, has presided over a doubling of patronage from 
about 500,000 to 1,000,000 per annum during its less than 10 year existence.  

• Over its six years of existence, the Chester-Shrewsbury Rail Line Partnership has 
seen a 300% increase in passenger numbers. In the words of the Community Rail 
Officer, Sheila Dee, the line used to be seen as “a basket case” but has been 
turned round to such an extent that the train frequency will be doubled to hourly 
in December 2005. Tourist publicity highlights local walking and cycling routes 
focused on Chirk and other stations on the line. 

Contact details for a representative sample of Community Rail Partnerships are listed in 
the Appendix to this briefing paper. 

3. ‘Fit-for-purpose’ standards 

The term ‘Community Railways’ was coined for the Community Rail Development 
Strategy, published by the now defunct Strategic Rail Authority earlier this year, and now 
adopted by the Department for Transport for routes in England and Wales. The strategy 
is aimed at increasing income and reducing costs on the rural and regional rail network, 
and proposes the separate designation of Community Railways. They would form a third 
distinct category of lines, alongside the high-speed and conventional main line networks, 
to facilitate proper specification, promotion and community involvement.  

Some confusion has arisen over the overlap and distinction between Community 
Railways and Community Rail Partnerships. The key component of designation of routes 
as ‘Community Railways’  is the scope to apply ‘fit-for-purpose’ standards, and we have 
therefore used the latter label to better describe this distinctive approach to the ‘hard’ 
side of the equation. 

However, the Community Rail Development Strategy recognises the achievements of 
Community Rail Partnerships in improving the income side on such lines and advocates 
the establishment of either a CRP or Development Company for each line designated as a 
Community Railway, an approach commonly adopted throughout Europe for local lines.  

Important as it is to increase the revenue from fares, there are much bigger gains to be 
made from tackling the cost side of the equation – as the document states, “the numbers 
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here are much bigger, smaller percentage changes have a bigger impact on the bottom 
line”. 

The strategy therefore proposes that designated Community Railways should operate or 
be engineered to standards appropriate to the nature and volume of traffic being handled 
and be specified accordingly. These standards would be established directly from the 
specification through a process of risk assessment for the line. In some cases, derogation 
from the existing group or company standards used by Network Rail might be 
appropriate, supported by risk assessment, and in due course, such derogations would be 
grouped to form separate guidance for Community Railways.  

The new strategy includes seven demonstration projects (all in England), and those 
projects will provide practical experience of the best ways of achieving the goals set out 
by the strategy, namely: 

• sensible cost reduction through application of fit-for-purpose standards 

• increased patronage and revenue through greater local involvement in the 
specification and marketing of rail services and stations 

• through both of the above, an increase in the social and economic value of local 
railways supported by the national taxpayer 

The routes involved in the pilot projects range from short branch lines in Devon and 
Cornwall to the 55-mile inter-regional route from Grantham to Skegness.  

A potential extension of the concept of ‘fit-for-purpose’ standards, particularly in the 
case of newly constructed rail routes, would be the scope for a local company to own and 
maintain the railway infrastructure more cost-effectively than Network Rail. 

4. Relevance to the Borders 

Last year’s SRA consultation paper – which led to the adoption of the community rail 
policy by the Department for Transport – did not specifically cover routes in Scotland, 
since services within Scotland are specified and funded by the Scottish Executive, but it 
noted that “the principles could be applicable to some of them” and that “close contact 
has been maintained with the Executive in the development of this paper to ensure that 
the ideas it contains can be considered for the future in a Scottish context”. 

Both the ‘‘hard’ and ‘soft’ aspects of the community rail perspective have considerable 
relevance to the Borders railway. In the context of Stow station specifically, it is clear that 
important lessons on the development of local and visitor rail patronage can be learned 
from the experience of the ‘soft’ approach at smaller stations south of the Border.  

In addition, given the strong interest of people in Stow in the potential role of the railway 
in local community regeneration, it may be that local activists could play a key role in 
helping Scottish Borders Council to develop a Community Rail Partnership in the run-up 
to the re-opening of the railway. 

 

The Waverley Route Trust / 31 October 2005 
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APPENDIX: COMMUNITY RAIL CONTACTS 

• Sheila Dee, Community Rail Officer, Chester-Shrewsbury Rail Partnership, 
Crown Buildings Wrexham, LL13 8BG. Tel.  01691 772784 

• Ian Dinmore, Rail Development Officer, Norfolk County Council Passenger 
Transport Unit, County Hall, Norwich, NR1 2SG. Tel. 0844 800 8003 

• Brian Barnsley, Penistone Line Partnership, St Johns Community Centre, Church 
Street, Penistone, South Yorkshire, S36 9AR. Tel. 01226 370338 

• Tony Smare, Development Manager, Esk Valley Railway Development Company, 
 The Bus & Rail Centre, Whitby Station, Whitby, North Yorkshire, YO21 1YN.
 Tel.  01947 825885 
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7 Merchiston Crescent 
        Edinburgh EH10 5AL 
 
        24 January 2006 
Fergus D Cochrane 
Private Bills Unit 
T2.60 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh EH99 1SP 
 
 
Dear Fergus 
 
WAVERLEY RAILWAY PROJECT – BOWSHANK TUNNEL 
 
You will recollect that the Trust has raised concerns in the past that the current scheme 
does not provide any spare capacity for future freight traffic(or chartered passenger 
trains) except in the middle of the night and on Sundays. 

We have always taken the view that the scheme should incorporate sufficient flexibility in 
rail infrastructure provision to ensure that the railway as built does not preclude the 
development of important additional rail markets, with associated benefits for the 
Borders economy. 

It is a number of years since the freight potential of the Waverley Railway was 
researched, and in the intervening period there have been changes in both the rail freight 
market and the available technology for rail freight haulage, handling and siding 
infrastructure. With rising oil prices likely to be a continuing and worsening problem, 
rail freight’s greater fuel efficiency points to the likelihood of the rail mode becoming 
more competitive with road haulage for shorter haul and lower volume flows. 

Amongst the markets which may have particular future application for the Borders are 
movement of domestic waste, supermarket supplies, timber and oil. At least two of these 
(the first two) would involve the use of intermodal road-rail containers. 

The key infrastructure requirements to handle these kinds of freight are likely to be: 

• sufficient line capacity to accommodate trains run at times to suit customer 
needs, predominantly (but not exclusively) on Mondays to Fridays 

• ‘Route Availability’ (ie axleload capability over route structures) of at least 21/22t 
axleload – for the standard Class 66 loco and typical loaded wagons 

• ‘Loading Gauge’ (ie clearance through tunnels and arched bridges) to 
accommodate at least 8’6” high ISO containers – using standard platform 
(945mm above rail level) container wagons (‘W8’ Loading Gauge) 

• at Tweedbank – a ‘rounding loop’ of ideally around 300m length to enable 
locomotives to be released from the front of maximum length timber trains  

• at Tweedbank – sidings of sufficient capacity to accommodate the train lengths 
described plus associated hardstanding  
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With regard to the Loading Gauge issue, the Partnership recently announced its 
intention to relocate southwards the ‘dynamic loop’ in the Stow area such that double 
track would be required through Bowshank Tunnel. Because of the arched profile of the 
tunnel and the square profile of modern containers, double track in the tunnel would 
almost certainly preclude carrying any containerised freight traffic (including domestic 
waste) in the future.  

This would be an incredibly short-sighted decision, and to avoid prejuducing future 
freight prospects we would suggest that the Committee consider recommending to the 
Partnership that it ensures that the track specification through the tunnel provides for a 
minimum clearance for 8’6” high containers on standard container wagons and ideally 
clearance for the modern generation of 9’6” high containers. 

Yours sincerely 

 

David Spaven 

 Trustee, The Waverley Route Trust      

        cc Bruce Rutherford 
        Damian Sharp 
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The Waverley Route Trust 

BRIEFING PAPER ON INFRASTRUCTURE FLEXIBILITY 
FOR FREIGHT AND CHARTER PASSENGER TRAIN MARKETS 

1.  Introduction 

This paper arises from (a) the list of key project outputs suggested in the Trust’s letter of 
6th October 2005 to Scottish Borders Council, and (b) the Waverley Railway 
Partnership’s request for more details of freight / charter passenger train infrastructure 
needs at the 14th November 2005 meeting with the Trust. 

The information is intended to flag up key areas for further research, with a view to 
incorporating sufficient flexibility in rail infrastructure provision – along the route 
generally, and specifically at the Tweedbank terminus – to ensure that the railway as 
built does not preclude the development of important additional rail markets, with 
associated benefits for the Borders economy. 

2.  Freight flexibility 

It is a number of years since the freight potential of the Waverley Railway was 
researched, and in the intervening period there have been changes in both the rail freight 
market and the available technology for rail freight haulage, handling and siding 
infrastructure. 

Amongst the markets which may have particular future application for the Borders are 
movement of domestic waste, supermarket supplies, timber and oil. At least two of these 
(the first two) would involve the use of intermodal road-rail containers. 

The key infrastructure requirements to handle these kinds of freight are likely to be: 

• sufficient line capacity to accommodate trains run at times to suit customer 
needs, predominantly (but not exclusively) on Mondays to Fridays 

• ‘Route Availability’ (ie axleload capability over route structures) of at least 21/22t 
axleload – for the standard Class 66 loco and typical loaded wagons 

• ‘Loading Gauge’ (ie clearance through tunnels and arched bridges) to 
accommodate at least 8’6” high ISO containers – ideally using standard platform 
(945mm above rail level) container wagons (‘W8’ Loading Gauge) 

• at Tweedbank – a ‘rounding loop’ of at least 210m length to enable locomotives to 
be released from the front of container trains of 10 x 21m length wagons (30 
containers), and ideally around 300m length to accommodate timber trains of 
maximum 26 wagon length, plus a ‘head shunt’ of around 25m for the locomotive 
to access the rounding loop 

• at Tweedbank – sidings of sufficient capacity to accommodate the train lengths 
described (without excessive shunting) plus associated hardstanding to allow 
handling equipment to load and unload trains, for storage, and for lorry 
manoeuvrability 
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3.  Charter passenger train flexibility 

There is a buoyant British market for charter passenger trains which enable visitors to 
(a) reach attractive destination areas which do not normally have through rail services, 
(b) enjoy travel behind unusual traction, eg steam locomotives, or (c) experience luxury 
accommodation, eg the Royal Scotsman. The minimum train size is generally 7 or 8 
coaches of 19.5m length. The maximum train size on the Waverley Railway will be 
dictated by ruling gradients (in particular southbound), and by physical constraints in 
the design of the rail infrastructure as set out below. 

The key infrastructure requirements to handle these kinds of traffic are likely to be: 

• sufficient line capacity to accommodate trains run at times to suit customer 
needs, predominantly (but not exclusively) on Saturdays and Sundays 

• ‘Route Availability’ (ie axleload capability over route structures) of at least 21/22t 
axleload – for the standard Class 66 locomotive 

• the standard passenger train ‘W6’ Loading Gauge  

• at Tweedbank – a ‘rounding loop’ of at least 215m length to enable locomotives to 
be released from the front of 11 coach trains (the maximum length operated by 
the main Scottish operator, the Scottish Railway Preservation Society), and 
ideally the 255m length to accommodate the longest (13 coach) charter trains 
operated in Britain, plus a ‘head shunt’ of around 40m for up to 2 x Class 37 
locomotives to access the rounding loop 

• at Tweedbank – a platform of sufficient length to avoid passengers of over-length 
charter trains having to walk through* an excessive number of coaches to reach 
coaches adjacent to the platform – the currently planned circa 150m platforms 
are likely to be adequate for a train of 11 x 19.5m charter train coaches  

• at Tweedbank – a siding of sufficient capacity to accommodate overnight stays in 
the Borders by luxury trains such as the Royal Scotsman (this could be a multi-
purpose freight / passenger siding) 

• at Tweedbank in the case of both steam-hauled services and luxury trains – 
potable water supplies (which would probably be required anyway in the event of 
ScotRail having an outbased train crew depot at Tweedbank) 

4.  Combined market requirements 

The foregoing demonstrates that there is considerable overlap / synergy in the 
infrastructure requirements for the likely freight and charter passenger markets for the 
Waverley Railway, the key components being: 

1. Sufficient line capacity, for perhaps 2-3 trains in each direction daily. 

2. Route Availability / axleload capability of at least 21/22t. 

3. W8 Loading Gauge. 

4. Tweedbank rounding loop length of 215m-300m, plus 40m headshunt. 

5. Tweedbank platform of at least circa 150m length. 

6. Tweedbank freight / passenger siding (s). 

7. Tweedbank potable water supply capability. 
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* railway safety regulations allow for this arrangement, provided that a Risk Assessment has been 
undertaken and that sufficient train stewards are available to police doors not adjacent to platforms. 
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