Mike Lunan
Consultation Questions

My reponses should be read alongside my more detail  ed written
Response, enclosed with this Form.

Procuring rail passenger services

What are the merits of offering the ScotRail franchise as a dual focus
franchise and what services should be covered by the economic ralil
element, and what by the social rail element?

Q1 comments: In principle there is no reason why the franchiselsould not be
split, but there may be very large operational reasns for keeping it in one piece.
Whether one operator could manage two separate op&ting systems (ie
maintaining single Head Office costs, single rollig stock etc.) with different
payment and incentive regimes is not easy to seeimagine such complexity
would be priced into the bidding, with no real benét to taxpayers. Occam’s
useful observation comes to mind: keep it simple.

What should be the length of the contract for future franchises, and what
factors lead you to this view?

Q2 comments: Long, ideally 20 years (see 9 above). This is rculg half the
lifetime of rolling stock and re-franchising at that point would seem sensiblg
Choose an operator carefully then sit back and letim get on with it.

What risk support mechanism should be reflected within the franchise?

Q3 comments: | have no comment to offer.

What, if any, profit share mechanism should apply within the franchise?

Q4 comments: | have no comment to offer.

Under what terms should third parties be involved in the operation of
passenger rail services?

Q5 comments: | have no comment to offer.

What is the best way to structure and incentivise the achievement of outcome
measures whilst ensuring value for money?




Q6 comments: | have no comment to offer.

What level of performance bond and/or parent company guarantees are
appropriate?

Q7 comments: | have no comment to offer.

What sanctions should be used to ensure the franchisee fulfils its franchise
commitments?

Q8 comments: The sanction that dare not mention its name iseputational risk
Had Andrew Adonis publicly told National Express wten they quit the East
Coast franchise that National Express, in all its @as of operation, could kiss
good-bye to any public contracts for 10 years theutcome might have been
different. Even if it were not the Minutes of theNational Express Board Meeting
would have been worth reading.

Achieving reliability, performance and service qual ity

Under the franchise, should we incentivise good performance or only penalise
poor performance?

Q9 comments: Both, as appropriate. Poor performance should begnalised not
by making the operator pay £x to Transport Scotlandout by requiring him to
invest £x (or perhaps £1.5x) in improvements somewhe on the network,
preferably in the are where the shortcoming manifeted itself. It would be
permitted for the operator to pay Network Rail to do this.

Should the performance regime be aligned with actual routes or service
groups, or should there be one system for the whole of Scotland?

Q10 comments: Individual routes, as described in 17.

How can we make the performance regime more aligned with passenger
issues?

Q11 comments: See detailed views in 16 to 20.

What should the balance be between journey times and performance?

Q12 comments: See 20.




Is a Service Quality Incentive Regime required? And if so should it cover all
aspects of stations and service delivery, or just those being managed
through the franchise?

Q13 comments: | believe SQUIRE has delivered significant benefitso
passengers and the suggestion that effort is beidgplicated in inappropriate.
Having someone oversee that work has been carriedtgroperly is not
duplication of effort - it's checking. It is important that this be carried out
independently of the operator by someone empowerdd require shortcomings to
be addressed. Atthe same time SQUIRE should bexible enough to respond to
what passengers actually require, and any changebsauld be made.

What other mechanisms could be used for assessing train and station quality?

Q14 comments: | believe much more could be made of the “mysteryl®pping”
approach. When the RPCs were abolished the eyesdiizens of experienced
passengers were no longer available. The ordinapassenger can - and does -
complain, but such complaints are usually about féures on a particular service.
What is needed is a cadre of people who can spoirnfys before they go wrong.
This does not seem to happen on the railway, in cvast with many commercial
concerns who actively pursue the mystery shoppingagh in order to improve
their service to customers.

Scottish train services

Can better use be made of existing train capacity, such as increasing the
permitted standing time beyond the limit of 10 minutes or increasing the
capacity limit? What is an acceptable limit for standing times on ralil
services?

Q15 comments: Most passengers resent standing. However the grdalk of
them have little choice, and they would rather stad on this train than wait for a
seat on thenext one. This suggests that standing for say 15 miregd isn’'t an
insupportable inconvenience. Again, passengers 8cotland fare remarkably
well in comparison with their fellows in the Londonarea.

Should the number of services making use of interchange stations (both rail to
rail and rail to other modes) be increased to reduce the number of direct
services? What would be the opportunities and challenges of this?

Q16 comments: As indicated in 23 | think this a very bad idea.




Should Government direct aspects of service provision such as frequency and
journey time, or would these be better determined by the franchisee based
on customer demand?

Q17 comments: Train specification should be flexible across routg as outlined
in Option 3 of 5.21.

What level of contract specification should we use the for the next ScotRail
franchise?

Q18 comments: Train specification should be flexible across routg as outlined
in Option 3 of 5.21.

How should the contract incentivise the franchisee to be innovative in the
provision of services?

Q19 comments: Financial rewards are likely to have high importane attaching.

Scottish rail fares

What should be the rationale for, and purpose of, our fares policy?

Q20 comments: (1) raising the required revenue; (2) utter simplicty and clarity.

What fares should be regulated by government and what should be set on a
commercial basis? Do your recommendations change by geographic area
(the Strathclyde area example), or by type of journey (for example
suburban or intercity)?

Q21 comments: The Strathclyde “rule” is an anomaly, dating back b SPT days
and can now be abolished. Fares should not be ¢Bt geography but by type|
of route (which remains unchangedbsent enhancements and does not change
with the political wind). The quantum of fares seton a commercial basis
should be minimal, and only associated with trial srvices.

How should we achieve a balance between the taxpayer subsidy and
passenger revenue contributions in funding the Scottish rail network? At
what rate should fares be increased, and how feasible would it be to apply
higher increases to Sections of the network which have recently been
enhanced?

Q22 comments: A political matter outwith my competence to commenbn.
50/50 seems an equitable starting point however.aFes should be increased at a
rate no faster than the generality of prices and sbuld not be different where
normal enhancements have been carried out.




What should the difference be between peak and off-peak fares? Will this help
encourage people to switch to travelling in the off-peak?

Q23 comments: See 32 for a detailed response.




Scottish stations

How should we determine what rail stations are required and where, including
whether a station should be closed?

Q24 comments: With very great care indeed, see 38 above. An olos closure
on the face of it would be Invershin on the Far Ndh Line. It has a tiny footfall
and serves no community beyond a few houses. Faatssengers may walk acros
the Shin Viaduct to Culrain; anyone who has had talrive to Invershin can drive
a few miles further to Lairg. | suggest that anyoe seriously putting this forward
should walk, accompanied by their grandmother, acrss the Shin Viaduct on a
December night.

[72)

What are the merits or issues that arise from a third party (such as a local
authority or local business) being able to propose, promote and fund a
station or service?

Q25 comments: The merits are excellent - if an outside body wislseto invest
money in the railway | can see no objection providithat standards etc. are
sufficiently high. Care must be taken that theres sufficient certainty of
continuing day-to-day funding if this is appropriate; this may be harder to ensure
if the outside body is not a statutory one.

Should only one organisation be responsible for the management and
maintenance of stations? If this was the franchisee how should that
responsibility be structured in terms of leasing, investment, and issues
relating to residual capital value?

Q26 comments: Yes. Carefully.

How can local communities be encouraged to support their local station?

Q27 comments: First ScotRail encourages this kind of activity aleady, with

some success. More of the same.

What categories of station should be designated and what facilities should be
available at each category of station?



Q28 comments: This is a large subject, and weight should be giveto the
Passenger Focus studies already carried out in thegsea. It might be worth
commissioning PF to carry out an up-to-date Scotlastonly study. Passengers

want to be safe, comfortably warm and dry, informed Beyond these basic needs

their further requirements are likely to depend onthe length of time they expect
to be waiting at the station. As this increases #y will expect toilet facilities,
refreshment facilities and larger waiting areas. [@pending on the footfall they
will expect a manned presence during the busier ties of day, including
information as well as ticket selling. Where passgers expect to drive to and
from the station they will expect car parks, oftencatering for several hundred
cars. All of this is basic and all of it is at thdorefront of the mind of the current
franchisee and doubtless of any potential bidderlt is hard to think of a facility
which is both useful and absent, although the extsion of facilities to stations not
already possessing them is always welcome.

D

Cross-border services

Should cross-border services continue to go north of Edinburgh? In operating
alongside ScotRail services, how do cross-border services benefit
passengers and taxpayers? And who should specify these services, the
Department of Transport or the Scottish Ministers?

Q29 comments: Yes, as set out in 42 and 43. Currently these ségs are
specified by the DfT with input from Transport Scotland. | see no likelihood that
DfT would cede this responsibility, but perhaps itmight contemplate equal status
for Transport Scotland where relevant.

Or should the cross-border services terminate at Edinburgh Waverley,
allowing opportunities for Scottish connections? And if so, what additional
benefits would accrue from having an Edinburgh Hub?

Q30 comments: No.




Rolling stock

What alternative strategies or mechanisms could be used to reduce the cost
of the provision of rolling stock?

Q31 comments: This is a technical area in which | have no expese.

What facilities should be present on a train and to what extent should these
facilities vary according to the route served?

Q32 comments: The Passenger Focus research, captured in 9.17, ggva good
basis. | would take issue with the observation i8.18 that there was no
significant difference between different types of @ssenger with regard to luggage
space. Commuters rarely need any provision for it@s larger than a brief case;
tourists frequently need vastly more space than igrovided. Rolling stock must
have what is regarded as the appropriate amount, ahthen at least 50% more.

Passengers — information, security and services How should we prioritise
investment for mobile phone provision and / or Wi-Fi type high-bandwidth
services?

Q33 comments: Highly. Wi-Fi is clearly something which will be ncreasingly
expected on all trains. It should be standard iny new or refurbished rolling
stock.

How should we balance the need for additional seating capacity and retain the
flexibility of a franchisee to offer first-class services if commercially viable?

Q34 comments: This is a matter which should be left to the commaeial
discretion of the franchisee. Any commercially-mided business would rathe
sell 1st Class tickets to 10 passengers than cary2 more Standard class$
passengers. The franchisee should be allowed td &8 own arrangements. It
might be proper for the franchise to stipulate that 1st Class seats shall he
available on all (or a specified list of) servicequt not the actual number.

What issues and evidence should be considered prior to determining whether
or not to ban the consumption of alcohol on trains?



Q35 comments: Common sense. |If it right to ban alcohol on traingo and from
certain sporting fixtures it is probably right to ban alcohol on trains to and from
other potentially rowdy events (T in the Park, popconcerts etc.). But policing it
will be difficult. Even with a total ban on smoking on trains there are still
frequent occasions when smokers use the toilets. bdanket ban on alcohol would
be quite disproportionate: why should | forfeit my enjoyment of a drink merely
because a minority become obstreperous? Machinesfready exists to deal with
stroppy passengers.

How can the provision of travel information for passengers be further
improved?

Q36 comments: This is always the Achilles heel of any train opetar, and no-
one ever seems to get any better at dealing with itWhen things are going to
timetable the provision of information (at stationsand to the mobile telephones of
passengers) has improved greatly over the last feyears. But when things go
wrong the provision of up-to-date information remans abysmal. To be fair to the
front line staff, to whom passengers naturally turnin such circumstances, they
often don’t know what is happening. In these circmstances “I don’t know; I'm
trying to find out and I'll let you know as soon asl find out” will satisfy most
passengers provided it is repeated every 10 minutes so. But the behind-the-
scenes discovery and provision of information to # front line staff (and to

station announcers) is poor. With the universal aailability of Blackberry devices
there is no excuse for this. The new franchise musontain details of how this
shortcoming will be addressed (by staff training, a much as anything else) within
the first 12 months of the new franchise.

Caledonian Sleeper

Should we continue to specify sleeper services, or should this be a purely
commercial matter for a train operating company?

Q37 comments: Yes.

Should the Caledonian Sleeper services be contracted for separately from the
main ScotRail franchise? Or should it be an option for within the main
ScotRail franchise?

Q38 comments: No.

We would be interested in your views in the level and type of service that the
Caledonian Sleeper Services should provide. Including:

What is the appeal of the Caledonian Sleeper Service, and if there were
more early and late trains would the appeal of the sleeper services



change?

What is the value of sleeper services to Fort William, Inverness and
Aberdeen and are these the correct destinations, for example would
Oban provide better connectivity?

What facilities should the sleeper services provide and would you pay
more for better facilities?

Q39 comments: The provision of more early or late trains would swely have
little impact on Sleeper patronage. After all, thepoint about the Sleeper is that it
combines travel with overnight accommodation. Neifter an early nor a late train
obviates the need to sleep somewhere (and somewhelase to the centre of an
expensive major city in most cases). Against thizackground the Sleeper offers
very good value. | would not wish to see any of ¢hcurrent destinations of the
Highland Sleeper withdrawn. Whether or not an Obanportion were introduced
would be the sort of matter that a franchisee couldest on a non-franchise basis
(as in 32 above). The present facilities are adegte and - beyond refurbishment
as required - need no further enhancement. (The dnshortcoming | have found
is that the provision of food in the Lounge Car igo0 often less than that
advertised; but this is a day-to-day matter for thefranchisee. Following the
deplorable behaviour of National Express and then &st Coast in wantonly
destroying the excellent reputation built up by GNER in the area of restaurant
cars, it would be a national disgrace if the only écent restaurant car on Britain’s
railways were not to continue to serve haggis andhisky to weary travellers.)

Environmental issues

What environmental key performance indicators should we consider for
inclusion in the franchise agreement or the High Level Output
Specification?

Q40 comments: | have no comment to offer beyond endorsing the porities set
outin 12.8.

My detailed Response is appended here.

Response tdRail 2014 (R14) from Mike Lunan

1 | am grateful for the opportunity to contributethe R14 Consultation. | make
my response as a Member of ORR’s Rail Industry salwi Group (a safety body

where | am a lay member representing passengeest$g, and in my private capacity

as a resident of Thurso - the most northerly statio the British rail network.

2 It is relevant to state my involvement with paggs representation. From



1998 until its abolition in 2005 | was a Membero(fr 2000, Convener) of the Rail
Passengers’ Committee for Scotland, and as suclkraldr of the Rail Passengers’
Council. | was the Convener of the Council's Saféask Force, liaising with
industry members at a high level on all aspecgastenger and public safety. | was -
and remain - closely involved with level crossimdety issues. From 2005 until 2009
| was Convener of the Friends of the Far North Liree rail user group promoting
better services on the line from Inverness to Wicl Thurso.

3 Before addressing R14 itself | think it propelattknowledge the considerable
strides that the railway has made in Scotland,qagirly since the re-convening of
The Scottish Parliament in 1999. Successive Sto@iovernments have provided the
vision and finance to carry out a significant numbkeexpansions and enhancements.
Among these have been the Larkhall-Milngavie reapgrthe Newcraighall service,
the opening of Beauly station and others. Moremdg we have seen the Airdrie-
Bathgate reopening, the restoration of a rail serto Alloa and new rolling stock on
the Ayrshire routes. Commitments have been maa®nstruct 25 miles of railway
into the Borders and to electrify the main Edinlutglasgow route (with some
sensible additions). All of this has been accosty@d at a time when new stations
and reopened lines have been very rare south oBtinder, apart from the High
Speed Line in Kent.

4 As the Ministers point out in the Foreword, 2Gdeks both a new ScotRalil
franchise and the beginning of Network Rail's C&&¢ the opportunity to consult on
and consider what the Scottish rail system showdfdy the next generation is
welcome and timely.

5 While this Consultation has been open the SegretaState has confirmed
the Westminster Government’s intention to build H$8tially from London to
Birmingham with second-stage extensions to Leedd Blanchester. Scottish
Ministers have at the same time indicated theiirdebhat HS2 should eventually
reach Edinburgh and Glasgow, and have taken stegsedome involved in the
planning process. Further consideration of HS@uisvith the Consultation and this
Response, but it serves to underline the importahteng-term rail planning and the
need to have a clear vision for periods much lonigen the parliamentary timescales
normally dictate.

6 Paragraph 2.1 sets out the Scottish Governmegrt/sn Economic Strategy
Transport Priorities (which | have numbered GESGES7 for easy reference). Of
these GES2 (maintaining a safe and reliable trahggioastructure) can be ignored in
this Response as it is the day-to-day responsilofitGovernment to do this. GES5
(the Forth Replacement Crossing) and GES7 (intemmat connectivity) are also
ignored as being beyond the scope of this Conguitat The others may be
summarised thus: GES1 - better connections, rétialand journey times; GES3 -
greener transport and modal shift; GES4 - presgriimal links; GES6 - continuing
to improve the rail network in Scotland. 2.4 adolghese high-level priorities five
“aims” of Scotland’s Railways



7 | endorse the policy statements set out in 217.19. The opportunity to cast
the provision of rail services in Scotland occuagely and the importance of “the
industry acting in a co-ordinated, integrated mahoannot be over-stated.

8 The priorities of passengers, as researched §seRger Focus, are set out in
2.23. They should remain at the focus of everysilet made, and the question asked
at each pointoes this help to meet passengers’ priorities a®seby PF, or does it
make them further from realisation?

9 3.18 suggests that “there is no conclusive ewedethat longer [franchise]
contracts will increase the level of investmennfrdOCs”. This flies in the face of
the experience of Virgin and Chiltern. In the f@mtase a long franchise has seen
the introduction of Voyagers and Pendolinos. Whileither train is without
drawbacks it cannot be denied that an entrepresddomiss with a flair for publicity
and a long pay-back period has delivered a stepgehin rail provision which would
have been extremely unlikely elsewhere on the ndtwad\ similar long-term vision
from Adrian Shooter at Chiltern has seen unimadeaffrastructure enhancements
with concomitant service improvements. | suggkat,tcontrary to what is stated in
3.18, the evidence points very strongly towards tmmclusion that the right
franchisee with a long franchise will deliver faora. The idea of break points in a
long franchise may seem attractive to a lawyerlydnibut will be seen by an
entrepreneur as an extra source of risk, and wilbticed accordingly. By all means
let a franchise specify certain minimum standaodse met, with penalties for failure,
but the possibility of early termination should ne¢ an option. Fines are the
appropriate means of dealing with performance sbarings. The policy must be to
encourage entrepreneurial management of the railway

10 | am not clear what is envisaged in 3.20, anthout a better idea of what is
envisaged it is impossible to respond. If the exanof theJacobitesummer steam
services between Fort William and Mallaig is wisain mind | doubt if incorporating
these into the franchise would be welcome eithethleycurrent franchise operator or
the Jacobiteoperator.

11 | agree with the view in 3.24 that there sholéd less detail in franchise
contracts. In the following paragraph weight isaeled to the concept galue for
money This is a term much bandied about in rail potloguments, and has acquired
almost shibboleth status. However it suffers framo major drawbacks: no-one
knows what it means and no-one knows how to meas@aecurately. Passengers,
when asked whether they think they are gettingevédu money are naturally inclined
to say that they are not, for how else can theyetxguality to be raised? | have for
many years tried to get PF and others to find gehainore objectively quantifiable,
measure but without success. Until such a thimgbeafound | believe that chasing a
higher value for money target may well mis-allocatarce resources. After all,
halving all fares ought to see a substantial irswea value for money percentages
among passengers, but such expenditure would gleannis-allocated.

12 3.35 places perhaps too great weight on parempany guarantees. The
experience of GNER when Sea Containers encounferadcial problems, and of
National Express when the East Coast franchise heawled in, hardly inspire



confidence that a parent company guarantee islgctwath much.

13 3.36 suggests that high performance bond leseldd prevent “potential
classes of bidder such as mutuals or co-operativesthere any evidence that such
bodies have shown, or are likely to show, interestidding?

14 It is now appropriate to answer the first soit®uestions. Failure to address
a question should be taken to mean that | haveewve. v

e Q01 In principle there is no reason why the franctse should not be
split, but there may be very large operational reasns for keeping it in one
piece. Whether one operator could manage two sepe operating systems
(ile maintaining single Head Office costs, single Hing stock etc.) with
different payment and incentive regimes is not easto see. | imagine such
complexity would be priced into the bidding, with ro real benefit to
taxpayers. Occam’s useful observation comes to nunkeep it simple.

e Q02 Long, ideally 20 years (see 9 above). This isughly half the
lifetime of rolling stock and re-franchising at that point would seem sensible.
Choose an operator carefully then sit back and ldtim get on with it.

* Q08 The sanction that dare not mention its name iseputational risk
Had Andrew Adonis publicly told National Express wten they quit the East
Coast franchise that National Express, in all its seas of operation, could kiss
good-bye to any public contracts for 10 years theutcome might have been
different. Even if it were not the Minutes of theNational Express Board
Meeting would have been worth reading.

15 4.7 and 4.8 suggest that (a) people who do motmtly use rail might be

attracted by shorter journey times, and (b) thatctorent passengers reliability and
punctuality are what matters. The suggestion sdenise that these are mutually
exclusive - with a thoroughly worked-out timetal@ad appropriate infrastructure
they need not be. There is always a danger hereeadsting a timetable (by
implication for many years) which cements the exgstinfrastructure weaknesses.
The Highland Main Line is a good example. Traias pass only at certain places;
some dynamic, some not so. A step change in saidices cannot be delivered
without redoubling some sections, but this takeetiduring which a better timetable
cannot be delivered.

16 4.14 invites consideration of various perfornergsues. “Lateness” should
be defined exactly as it says on the tin. A tiaitate if it is one minute late at each
timetabled station. Of course no penalty shouldnoarrred for a one minute late
occurrence, but it should nevertheless be recoadéedoublished. The point at which
a penalty is triggered is probably about right vehieris, but passengers are irked by
the pretence that a train 599 seconds late is smmeh time. It isn’t: it's 10 minutes
late and Scotland would be an excellent place t@m=eck this new honesty. (This
does not mean that compensation arrangements stioarde.)

17 Performance must be measured on individual soutghen | travel on a train

| am not an electron, journeying to my destinatignall possible routes with a wave
function describing my probable location. | amasgenger on one train on one bit of
line. 1 am late or I am not.



18 Lateness, as noted in 16, should be measuredcat scheduled station. If
nothing else this will eliminate the dishonest i of padding the final timetabled
stretch of any journey.

19 The fifth bullet point of 4.14 (“Whether the fmmance regime ...”) should
also encompass the possibility that a connectianissed by a late-running arrival.
In an ideal world we would have a properly integdasystem where buses met trains,
but until then incorporating missed bus connectisrt®o complicated. But if a train
arrives late and a connecting train is missed tBbmld be a larger penalty on the
operator. This will encourage operators to timet@ionnections more thoughtfully at
the principal interchanges, in itself a useful thin

20 The final bullet point of 4.14 poses a seemingtyactable question, but the
answer is surely simple. First get journey timesoav as possible by carrying out the
necessary infrastructure enhancements. Then caettgetable and stick to it. One
hesitates to invoke the Japanese model, but thetables last for decades.

21 The second suite of Questions.

* Q09 Both, as appropriate. Poor performance shoulde penalised not
by making the operator pay £x to Transport Scotlandbut by requiring him
to invest £x (or perhaps £1.5x) in improvements soewhere on the network,
preferably in the are where the shortcoming manifeed itself. It would be
permitted for the operator to pay Network Rail to do this.

e Q10 Individual routes, as described in 17.

e Ql1 See detailed views in 16 to 20.

e Q12 See 20.

e Q13 | believe SQUIRE has delivered significant berigés to passengers

and the suggestion that effort is being duplicatedh inappropriate. Having

someone oversee that work has been carried out pregy is not duplication

of effort - it's checking. It is important that this be carried out independently
of the operator by someone empowered to require shHoomings to be
addressed. At the same time SQUIRE should be fldte enough to respond
to what passengers actually require, and any changehould be made.

* Q14 | believe much more could be made of the “myste shopping”
approach. When the RPCs were abolished the eyesdadzens of experienced
passengers were no longer available. The ordinapassenger can - and does
- complain, but such complaints are usually aboutdilures on a particular
service. What is needed is a cadre of people whancspot things before they
go wrong. This does not seem to happen on the rady, in contrast with
many commercial concerns who actively pursue the nsyery shopping path
in order to improve their service to customers.

22 5.4 contrasts loadings on two journeys, chosmibtless because they show
two extremes. | find it surprising that capacity the unlikely journey between
Motherwell and Cumbernauld is as high as 10%. ddwment does itself no favours
by giving rail's critics an easy jibe. A former @etary of State suggested that
carrying fresh air round the countryside wasn'’t inth@ railway is for. Another easy
jibe, and one which is refuted by pointing out thdtthe fresh air inside Trident



submarines isn’'t economically productive either.raiis are nowadays of fixed
formation, and necessitate the extra capacity requiluring the peak being hauled
around largely empty in the off-peak. Scrappincpihauled carriage stock has this
as an essential consequence. Scotland is largahgd the sight of dozens of empty
trains sitting outside London termini in the aft@on waiting to take commuters -
many of whom will be standing - home.

23 5.16 raises the unwelcome idea that many josrreould no longer be
through, but that passengers will be expected &amgh. Passengers dislike changing
- apart from the upheaval of getting to the oth&tfprm (which may not be
straightforward, particularly with luggage or angpediment) there is the risk that
one may not find a seat, or that one’s train mayabe and the connection missed.
Even if none of these comes to pass the anxietysiil be there. An operator’'s
possible “greater efficiency” should not be at #ust of greater inconvenience or
anxiety to every one of its passengers. Much ideva the importance to business
passengers of being able to work while travellinlylaking business passengers
change, with a consequent wait, will make them ldsdy to travel by train. A
through train arrives at the supposed interchategeos and after a few minutes goes
on its way again. No interruption to work, no néednove luggage, no anxiety about
a missed connection.

24 On those occasions when it is necessary to ehing important (5.17) that

the facilities provided are appropriate. Toilete &ee on a train - why should a
passenger have to pay to use a toilet at a statidfi®y should left luggage be so
prohibitively expensive? Now that the threat oAlIRrrorism has receded why have
luggage lockers not be re-opened (as they wereeifa& and Dublin throughout the
last 40 years)? Litter bins?

25 5.21 sets out options. | endorse the rejectfdhe first two. Since option 3 is
kind enough to mention the Far North Line let meggmst that the “fuller
specification” which you suggest ought to includssib things like the provision of a
trolley on all services. A four-hour journey derdamefreshment opportunities at any
hour of the day. Indeed, the elimination of the ‘Gatering” category from all but the
shortest journeys should be a requirement. Dunodedinburgh affords plenty of
time to serve a hot drink to every passenger whatsvane.

26 The third suite of Questions.

e Q15 Most passengers resent standing. However theegt bulk of them
have little choice, and they would rather stand orthis train than wait for a
seat on thenext one. This suggests that standing for say 15 mireg isn’'t an
insupportable inconvenience. Again, passengers 8cotland fare remarkably
well in comparison with their fellows in the Londonarea.

* Q16 As indicated in 23 | think this a very bad idea

e Q17 ) Train specification should be flexible across

e Q18 ) routes, as outlined in Option 3 of 5.21.

e Q19 Financial rewards are likely to have high impotance attaching.

27 The fare structure is a mess, and is genereliyaavledged to be so. The DfT
has made suggestions that Something Might Be Damdhere is no reason why
Scotland cannot devise and implement a Better Bydtere. (There might be



difficulties in aligning a radically different Sdath fare structure with the existing

fare structure used by cross-border operatorspbuiroblem is insoluble.) It is not

for me to suggest what such a system should Id@k-lithere are enough transport
economists out there to provide Transport Scotlaitikd views - but perhaps it might
be useful to suggest a few high-level principles.

* A fare system must bextremelysimple to understand.

* It must reflect the cost of providing that proportiof the service that the
Government expects the passenger (as distincttinertaxpayer) to pay.Reflect
note, notmatch)

* It must command general, if grudging, respect ftbengenerality of passengers.

* It should advance policy objectives of encouradgiagmodal shift from private
cars, and (b) travel outwith the peaks.

* It should reward frequent or regular travellersty targeted use of discounts.

Back to Japan again - there the system is broadiygch a mile, with adjustments

for rural routes where there tend to be rathet afloniles. If it is desired to keep the

overall fare box unchanged over the whole of Sodtlthen the figures exist (albeit
not publicly) for a calculation to be done. Pemh#pe cost might be x pence per mile
for most routes or 0.6x (or some other factor)rtorl routes. Much juggling can be
done to bring out the required social and econombjectives. Travel outwith the
peaks costs half the peak fare; 1st Class is 58f@.eSeason tickets give appropriate
discounts. Carnet tickets (ie. flexible seasoketis) should be much more widely
available.

28 The question of fare regulation crops up prégidecause the existing
structure is a mess. Were Scotland to be blesséd avsimple system like that
described above there would be no need for compticeegulation. Fares would
increase annually (never more often) if the RRjgered an increase (which seems
likely for the foreseeable future). All fares wduincrease by the regulated
percentage (otherwise simplicity begins to disappedpecial “innovative” fares
under “commercial freedom” conditions such as thdseussed in 6.16 would be
exempt, but these would be few in number by dedfiniand the extra complexity
introduced would be minimal.

29 Fare baskets (6.17) are an anathema. | ammraleatron, remember, and | do
not travel in a basket.

30 6.20 examines the case for applying higherifareases where enhancements
have been delivered. On the face of it this hacitons, not least that passengers on
such lines have clear evidence of a better servigat it would destroy the over-
arching simplicity of a radically new fare struawuch as that outlined in 27 above.
However it could be justified in any such rob&forea new fare structure were put in
place, orthereafter if the route were previously of the %0.6ariety. Otherwise the
drawbacks outweigh the obvious benefits. This pigimaised again in 6.25. Unless
the enhancements are of a very substantial natoreexample the introduction of
domestic services on HS1) this pressure shoulédisted.

31 In 6.21 it should be noted that petrol pricadike rail fares, sometimes fall.
In 6.22 the CPVersusRPI issue is raised. In practice it mattersditilhether CPI +
x% or RPI + y% is used; what matters is that amydase (if one is to happen at all)
is formulaic, clearly understood and, as beforeegaly (if grudgingly) regarded as



reasonable.

32 6.27 examines the idea that a larger - say 2pfice differential between full
and off-peak fares might be necessary to engendesetul change in patronage.
Surely this is precisely the kind of area wherer@pprly conducted trial, say for 2
years, would deliver useful results. Either it Wor it doesn'’t; if it doesn’t, would
say 30% work? Desk-top modelling will not revehk ttruth, but a study in a
carefully-chosen area, ideally comprising two are¢hcontrasting routes, should do
so. The Glasgow-Perth-Edinburgh-Glasgow (via A@diriangle offers a good range
of likely journey types.

33 | concur with the resolution in 6.28 to havehnog to do with the extra layer
of complexity introduced by shoulder-peak pricing.

34 The Oyster card (and its derivatives) have beemensely successful in
London and extraordinarily slow to travel outwittetM25. Clearly smart ticketing in
all its forms is the way in which travel (not justl) will be paid for in the next 25
years and Scotland should redouble its effortsind & way of doing it. | recall
writing much the same on the subject of ferry fare2002/3 - but there seems to
have been no progress. There are difficulties,ifbiley can do it in London and in
Northern Ireland they can do it here.

35 The fourth suite of Questions.

* Q20 (2) raising the required revenue; (2) utter simlicity and clarity.

e Q21 The Strathclyde “rule” is an anomaly, dating ba&k to SPT days,
and can now be abolished. Fares should not be $8t geography but by type
of route (which remains unchangedabsent enhancements and does not
change with the political wind). The quantum of faes set on a commercial
basis should be minimal, and only associated withial services.

e Q22 A political matter outwith my competence to corment on. 50/50
seems an equitable starting point however. Farediguld be increased at a
rate no faster than the generality of prices and sbuld not be different where
normal enhancements have been carried out.

e Q23 See 32 for a detailed response.

36 7.5 mentions the STAG process. If the wholasbak Scotland’s railway is
being examined this might be a good place to poirttthat there is a considerable
body of opinion which regards the STAG process asng an in-built bias against
smaller, rural schemes where the number of passemgmefiting from a proposed
enhancement is necessarily small. This is not imasra criticism of the principles
underlying the process, merely that there is agpion that the mechanistic nature of
the evaluation needs re-examination and probablysadent to eliminate any bias
which may be found. Benthamite principles must albbgether ignore the lesser
numbers.

37 | applaud the suggestion in 7.6 that outsidaespdvhether statutory or not,
should be encouraged to become involved with statio

38 In 7.9 the figure of £650,000 a year to keepliBlé-used stations open is
alarming. What would be the cost of closing theiahe likely bad publicity worth



it? Itis hard to square the thinking behind 7ithwhe statement in 7.11 that you “do
not intend to reduce ... the number of stationst¥en if all 16 of the “less than 500"
footfall stations were closed it's hard to see wh&8 new stations could be justified.
The urban situation described in 7.10 seems cleéhere are several stations rather
closer together (but perhaps on different lines&htis economical. | feel that these 3
paragraphs are ill-thought-out and deliver a canfusnessage. No doubt there are
better places to site some stations, but the expehdoing this merely to save less
than £900,000 a year seems disproportionate. Hawhndid it cost to re-site
Drumgelloch with all the attendant signalling c@sts

39 | have suggested in 9 above and in my Respan&Q®2 that an ideal length
for the new franchise should be 20 years. If th&se so, and stations were in the
control of the train operator then there would blereg enough pay-back period for
the operator to gain revenue from the cost of ataimprovements. In these
circumstances it might be appropriate at the same to reconsider whether any
other station should be re-allocated to Networkl,Res are Waverley and the two
Glasgow termini. Haymarket would be an obviousdidate given the plans recently
announced to create a new interchange with thestthere. With regard to 7.22 | am
not convinced that sub-leasing is a good ideaisitithe. | should prefer to see how a
new franchisee responds to the opportunities amdlertyes of a 20-year franchise
before implementing too many changes all at on&eich an innovation could be
initiated on a trial basis with the co-operationtlod franchisee at some stations after
say 5 years.

40 Suite five of the Questions.

* Q24 With very great care indeed, see 38 above. Aibvious closure on
the face of it would be Invershin on the Far NorthLine. It has a tiny footfall
and serves no community beyond a few houses. Fqmdssengers may walk
across the Shin Viaduct to Culrain; anyone who hakad to drive to Invershin
can drive a few miles further to Lairg. | suggestthat anyone seriously
putting this forward should walk, accompanied by their grandmother, across
the Shin Viaduct on a December night.

* Q25 The merits are excellent - if an outside body ighes to invest
money in the railway | can see no objection provide#that standards etc. are
sufficiently high. Care must be taken that there s sufficient certainty of
continuing day-to-day funding if this is appropriate; this may be harder to
ensure if the outside body is not a statutory one.

e Q26 Yes. Carefully.

e Q27 First ScotRail encourages this kind of activityalready, with some
success. More of the same.
e Q28 This is a large subject, and weight should bevgn to the Passenger

Focus studies already carried out in this area. Itmight be worth

commissioning PF to carry out an up-to-date Scotlatonly study.

Passengers want to be safe, comfortably warm and yrinformed. Beyond
these basic needs their further requirements are Kely to depend on the
length of time they expect to be waiting at the sten. As this increases they
will expect toilet facilities, refreshment facilities and larger waiting areas.
Depending on the footfall they will expect a mannegresence during the
busier times of day, including information as wellas ticket selling. Where



passengers expect to drive to and from the statiaiey will expect car parks,

often catering for several hundred cars. All of ths is basic and all of it is at
the forefront of the mind of the current franchisee and doubtless of any
potential bidder. It is hard to think of a facility which is both useful and

absent, although the extension of facilities to sti@ns not already possessing
them is always welcome.

41 We come now to those areas of the ConsultatmsuMent which have raised
the most controversy in the press. Reading betwleetines it is fairly clear to me
that many skittles have been erected for the egpraspose of their being knocked
down. Nonetheless knocked down they must be, ambcked down
comprehensively.

42 The idea that cross-border services should tetmi at Waverley is
preposterous. East Coast and Cross Country batat@pwell beyond Waverley, to
Glasgow, Inverness and Aberdeen, and to GlasgovwAbeddeen respectively. When
East Coast reduced its Glasgow services recentlid(emmuch complaint from Scottish
users) much was made of the connectivity with thithnof England offered by Cross
Country. Passengers from beyond Waverley do nsth wo change there; they want
through journeys for all the reasons advanced ial#8/e. Although much improved
in recent years Waverley is not a welcoming plazevait for a connecting train
(always assuming that the connection has not beéssed). The seating
accommodation is minimal and uncomfortable; manyhef platforms are accessible
only by using stairs or a lift, and it can take es& minutes to cross from one side to
the other. The idea put forward in 8.6 that sawibeyond Waverley should be
operated by ScotRail is extremely unwise, desgstsurface attractions (all of which
confer benefits on the operator or the funder, vaththe drawbacks felt by the
passenger). 10.1 tells us proudly that “passergjerald be put at the centre of any
consideration on how to operate a rail networkerriinating long-distance trains to
and from England at Waverley flies in the facelho$ t

43 Having three operators running trains betweentiogh and Aberdeen gives
passengers a degree of choice not widely avaiklbawvhere. There is a wide range
of directly-served stations in England; there isage of types of rolling stock with
widely differing standards of comfort (in Standasi well as in 1st Class); there is a
range of catering provision; there is even a raofgprice options. These choices
serve passengers on that stretch of line well &adld not be arbitrarily curtailed.
For the foreseeable future these are not intemmatgervices; any suggestion that they
be curtailed should wait until they are.

44 The sixth suite of questions.

* Q29 Yes, as set out in 42 and 43. Currently theservices are specified
by the DfT with input from Transport Scotland. | see no likelihood that DfT
would cede this responsibility, but perhaps it mighcontemplate equal status
for Transport Scotland where relevant.

* Q30 No.

45 Chapter 9 addresses the issue of rolling stoclriously separate from (in
Chapter 10) the issue of passenger comfort. Tloeane surely inextricably linked:



good rolling stock is rolling stock whicimter alia provides the highest practicable
degree of comfort.

46 Currently, as set out in Table 7, ScotRail Hast§ of EMUs (59 units pre-
dating privatisation and 78 since, including 38tsimo more than two years old) and
DMUs (96 pre-privatisation units and 59 betweemd 24 years old). 9.10 notes that
vehicles are typically withdrawn “after 35 yearsThus the pre-privatisation DMUs
would, on this basis, expect to be withdrawn betw2814 (Class 314) and 2025
(Class 320). However the tighter requirements ndigg disabled passengers will
come into force gbsentderogations) at the end of 2019, and this will eha
significant effect on rolling stock throughout tBeitish network in the next eight
years. In practice it is hard to see that derogatwill be allowed for Class 314 (then
40 years old) and Class 318 (then 33 years old) tlaese are likely to be withdrawn
for replacement no later than 2019. Class 320kheil29 years old, with several
years’ of expected service and it is likely thag twning ROSCO will prefer to carry
out the necessary modifications rather than sdrapchass early. However, that will
be a commercial decision unlikely to be taken f@me years. It is therefore likely
that at least 37 EMU units will require replacembafore 2020. All of these units
work in the greater Glasgow commuter area, andilsi@itnew rolling stock is of a
type readily available elsewhere in Great Britaand currently being supplied to
English operators. | foresee no difficulty arismwgh replacement of EMUs for the
new franchise in the first 8 years of its expe@6dyear term.

a7 DMUs present a much trickier problem. The CHs8s will be 31 years old

and the Class 158s 29 years old at the end of 201191 suggests that they “will need
to be re-engineered, refurbished or replaced” thérl3 states that ROSCOs “are
more willing to finance electric trains than diesdins”, although nowhere is it

suggested that ROSCOs will refuse to finance newJsM ROSCOs are bankers,
and bankers will carry out this type of busineshd price is right. It continues “they
do however support the refurbishment of existingsdi units”. Transport Scotland,
and the new franchisee, seem to be presentedhwéh bptions, none of them ideal.

48 The first, and seemingly the one which R14 psgfis that the Class 156s and
Class 158s receive another refurbishment befor®.20¥hether it is envisaged that
these units should run much beyond their 35 yearst clear, but they are already
tired internally and showing increasing failureesat In particular the ScotRail Class
158s have a much worse reliability than similartsinised by other operators.
Doubtless some of this is because out 158s operateuch hillier routes with many

more station stops, but the fact remains that thegs will not suddenly find easier

conditions in 2020 after refurbishment (and probablengineering).

49 The second option - the one | believe most Jikeis that ROSCOs will be

accommodating and prepared to finance new build BMUa type suitable for the
156 and 158 replacement. There are large numlbé&stoand 158 (and 150 and 153)
units operating elsewhere, all of which will reguirreplacement or major
refurbishment. There will be the potential forader book juicy enough to attract a
ROSCO.

50 The third option, which ought to be stated befbeing discarded as too
optimistic, is for a return to loco haulage of higmality purpose-built coaches. These



would bring the flexibility of train length (all &t fresh air) during the off-peak which
was lost with the introduction of multiple unitima. Passengers would love a return
to a modern version of a Mk 3 - all that room!tatbse windows!

51 En passanthe writers of R14 have to be congratulated ippsfig a joke past
the eagle eye of the final vetter. 9.15 omits sgyhat pigs are unlikely to fly “in the
near future”. Passengers on rural routes are ololirty their breath for imminent
electrification, so no unreasonable expectationdess raised.

52 Realistically, Option 2 is the most likely. Ttlever part will be ensuring that
the new DMUs are appropriate, both for the terramd for the comfort of the
passengers who will use them. 9.16 suggests lgavis to the franchisee. In
principle this would be the right approach and omeould endorse, but the special
conditions - a large fleet requiring replacementl an likely 20-year franchise -
applying now lead me to prefer a more hands-onagmbr by Transport Scotlarmh
this occasion only Passenger representatives’ views should be yatright with a
view to drawing up a list of requirements for aeflef 96 (or however many may be
needed following the expected cascade of Class @i6e the Edinburgh-Glasgow
route is electrified) DMUs for operational use B2 or earlier.

53 | defer my Response to the seventh suite of {@mssuntil after | have
considered Chapter 10.

54 R14 is presented as a once-in-a-generation typpiyr to do some radical
thinking. Sadly this seems to have deserted thtensrof Chapter 10. If we start
from first principles we are faced with a simpl®lplem. How do we persuade more
people out of their cars and onto trains? The @yatpr, surely, is between my car
and the train. Each has its advantages and dr&aptoo numerous and obvious to
list (I can’t doze in the car, but it goes pregyselhere | want it to; | don’t have to
park the train but its seat isn't comfortable, aodon). What is sad is that the interior
comfort of the average family car has improved tiyeaver the last 40 years whereas
(with one or two exceptions) the interior comfoftroost trains has gone the other
way. (I exclude short-distance commuter trains rehthere has certainly been
improvement.) If the ScotRail DMU fleet is largaigplaced by 2020 it will be by
stock which will be expected to run until 2055 ar. sNow is the time to think
carefully about the kind of train interiors we wishr grandchildren still to be using,
and to seek the highest quality of interior fixsirgist as we would naturally seek the
highest quality of engineering under the floor.bdlieve that without an approach
which seeks to narrow as far as possible the cafodmvenience gap between the car
and the train it will be impossible to achieve tesired long-term modal shift which
the Scottish Government seeks. Comparison witktiagi new-build rolling stock
will not suffice - a wholly fresh vision is needed.

55 | now turn to the seventh and eighth suiteswésfions.
* Q31 This is a technical area in which | have no exptise.
e Q32 The Passenger Focus research, captured in 9.fjljes a good basis.

| would take issue with the observation in 9.18 thathere was no significant
difference between different types of passenger wiitregard to luggage space.
Commuters rarely need any provision for items large than a brief case;



tourists frequently need vastly more space than iprovided. Rolling stock
must have what is regarded as the appropriate amounand then at least
50% more.

e Q33 Highly. Wi-Fi is clearly something which will be increasingly
expected on all trains. It should be standard in @y new or refurbished
rolling stock.

e Q34 This is a matter which should be left to the aomercial discretion

of the franchisee. Any commercially-minded busineswould rather sell 1st
Class tickets to 10 passengers than carry 12 moréaBdard class passengers.
The franchisee should be allowed to set its own angements. It might be
proper for the franchise to stipulate that 1st Clas seats shall be available on
all (or a specified list of) services, but not thactual number.

* Q35 Common sense. |If it right to ban alcohol on #&ins to and from
certain sporting fixtures it is probably right to ban alcohol on trains to and
from other potentially rowdy events (T in the Park, pop concerts etc.). But
policing it will be difficult. Even with a total ban on smoking on trains there
are still frequent occasions when smokers use theilets. A blanket ban on
alcohol would be quite disproportionate: why shouldl forfeit my enjoyment
of a drink merely because a minority become obstregous? Machinery
already exists to deal with stroppy passengers.

e Q36 This is always the Achilles heel of any trainperator, and no-one
ever seems to get any better at dealing with it. ¥eén things are going to
timetable the provision of information (at stations and to the mobile
telephones of passengers) has improved greatly ovitre last few years. But
when things go wrong the provision of up-to-date iformation remains
abysmal. To be fair to the front line staff, to wlom passengers naturally turn
in such circumstances, they often don’t know whatsi happening. In these
circumstances “I don’t know; I’'m trying to find out and I'll let you know as
soon as | find out” will satisfy most passengers pwvided it is repeated every
10 minutes or so. But the behind-the-scenes disawy and provision of
information to the front line staff (and to station announcers) is poor. With
the universal availability of Blackberry devices there is no excuse for this.
The new franchise must contain details of how thishortcoming will be
addressed (by staff training, as much as anythinglse) within the first 12
months of the new franchise.

56 The final skittle concerns the implied threatwadhdraw Sleeper services.
Since R14 was published we have seen the offeb@fnillion from the Chancellor
and a matching £50 million from Scottish Ministéos continue to finance cross-
border Sleeper services. | am in no doubt thaketimas never any real intention to
withdraw them, and the resounding raspberry froengitess and public will no doubt
cause any residual inclination to think along thiases to vanish utterly. Having said
that, the odd idea of splitting Sleeper servicés aseparate franchise remains to be
defeated. True, Sleepers are a specialised semwibealedicated rolling stock and a
number of hired locomotives. But the franchise lddoe one of the smallest on the
British network and the Head Office costs woulddisproportionately large. Even if
it were offered as a stand-alone franchise it wanldll likelihood be bid for by other
Train Operators (who alone have the expertisendnains, be they UK or European).
Why not then keep it where it is? After all, it ike.



57 As with the earlier section on rolling stock,94Zkand 11.10 point out that,
despite recent refurbishment, some of the fadgliti@ll short of the expectations of
today’s passenger”. I'm not convinced of this t many UK passengers are likely to
be familiar with the much higher (and much moreesgive) accommodation for the
sleeper (as distinct from sitting-up-all-night) pasger in Europe and elsewhere. The
patronage of First ScotRail’'s Sleepers would ini¢hat, by and large, passengers of
whatever class of accommodation are satisfied with service they now receive.
Wholesale provision oén suitefacilities would be a waste in my view. There htig
be an argument for having a small number (perhapsr each 1st Class carriage) of
Premium berths with a much higher provision of lfies, but the cost to passengers
would need to be approaching double the preserntlass ticket to justify the loss of
revenue from the removal of four 1st Class berthgjuestion how many Premium
berths at £250 or more would sell on every train.

58 The final suite of Questions.

e Q37 Yes.
e Q38 No.
e Q39 The provision of more early or late trains woul surely have little

impact on Sleeper patronage. After all, the poinabout the Sleeper is that it
combines travel with overnight accommodation. Nelfter an early nor a late
train obviates the need to sleep somewhere (and sewhere close to the
centre of an expensive major city in most casespgainst this background the
Sleeper offers very good value. | would not wishotsee any of the current
destinations of the Highland Sleeper withdrawn. Whther or not an Oban

portion were introduced would be the sort of matterthat a franchisee could
test on a non-franchise basis (as in 32 above). dlpresent facilities are
adequate and - beyond refurbishment as required - eed no further

enhancement. (The only shortcoming | have found ithat the provision of

food in the Lounge Car is too often less than thaadvertised; but this is a
day-to-day matter for the franchisee. Following tle deplorable behaviour of
National Express and then East Coast in wantonly d#roying the excellent
reputation built up by GNER in the area of restaurant cars, it would be a
national disgrace if the only decent restaurant caon Britain’s railways were

not to continue to serve haggis and whisky to weartyavellers.)

* Q40 | have no comment to offer beyond endorsing theriorities set out
in 12.8.
Mike Lunan

12 January 2012



