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ABSTRACT

Immense effort is expended by the likes of the @@ffior Rail Regulation, Transport
Statistics Great Britain and the Office of Natior&htistics in generating extensive
time series data for the various measures of pgesemumbers, freight activity,
performance and much more. Unfortunately, the sheleime and complexity of the
data are such as to confound ready analysis batéioation of normalization with
the use of Simplex diagrams has the potential ve@alesome key correlations and
trends in a highly visual manner. This will be ugedassess the impact of the key
strategic initiatives of recent times — Nationdiiaa (1947), the Beeching Axe
(1963), Privatization (1993) — and also the effemftsrarious major projects — e.g.
High Speed Trains (1970s), the Channel Tunnel (19%94d the Total Route
Modernization (1990s).

Is the evidence consistent with genuine strategamagement or was there just
rudderless “drift” as the roads and car ownershipaaded following the Transports
Act of 1947, 1953, 1962, 1985 and 2000? What reduftom Southall (1997),

Ladbroke Grove (1999) and Hatfield (2000)? In tartkfully short existence was the
Strategic Rail Authority (2001-2006) ever stratelgit alone authoritative? What is

happening now and what might happen in the future?
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Chapter 1

1.1 The Early Years

The Britain’s railways have been considered to lbe ¢ountry’s largest industry
(Ch.Wolmar 2005). Its most profitable time waswe#n 1850 and 1914 when it was
owned privately. Thereafter, the railways came undarious degrees of
governmental influences including the period whieaytwere nationalised but also
during privatization. During this time the railwagdustry experienced periods of

decline and investments.

After the First World War, the Government beganrtgkmore control and by 1921
120 private companies were involved. The Railwayg &f 1921 was passed to
address the fragmentation of the industry. Its nam of the Act was to increase
railway efficiency and it resulted in the groupiofjthe 120 companies into four
regional ones known as the Big Four. At the same tihe Government subsided to
railway’s projects. Also the Government imposedrgbha for freight transport did not

satisfy the freight private companies.

In 1939, WWII started and the rail transport wasnary used for military reasons.

Between 1938 and 1944 freight traffic (tonne x sjilencreased by 50% so that
similarly passenger traffic increased by 68% andl944, 64% of all freight was

carried by rail.  WWII was the flourishing timerfaailway companies in terms of
trains, which were used as the main way of trarigfion, (Thalmann 2004).

WWII indicated catastrophic results for the railgagondition. Both trains and lines
where devastated. The railway condition strongliecdéd the safety aspect. The
situation was so bad that train accidents happeredy week. That situation did not
encouraged people to use trains as the commonptdndn addition, petrol was

getting cheaper and more accessible so that theceai competition became even

stronger.



The time between the two wars is known as the “Goldime” for the British
railways (Wolmar 2005). This time is related to ellent quality of services provided.
Trains were advertised as the way of transport Wwipiovided comfort, luxury and
general happiness. It was equipped with such lesuas hairdresser saloons or access
to radio headsets. Nevertheless, only select fewplpecould afford that pleasure.

There was a giant gap in train standards betweamyiclass and middle classes.

Apart from external factors (i.e. accidents) whichd a big impact on the BR
conditions, the other primary issue which botherativay was the management
aspect. The British railways’ companies did notéhany strategy for either freight
and passengers transport or infrastructure. In fadtvay companies did not even
know what was the exact aim of running trains. Tiveye not able to define whether
the purpose of railway was to be just a way ofdpamt or their priority should be to
achieve the high service standard. Generally, tivaelack of strategic decisions.. At
the time of The Great Depression the Governmenpedekhem to cope with the
difficulties of economic situation. Even though qumanies were aware that
Government intervention would reduce their indegeny, they did not have any

other choices when facing the problem of lack oheyo

The election of 1945 was won by Labour. They ainadiationalizing Britain’'s

railways as well as almost every other form of pulbdansport. The upside of that
step was also seen by various entrepreneurs whuad foationalized railway as a
cheaper transport than profit- making ones ownegrisate companies. The idea of
nationalization of the BR had already been mentiobefore in 1919 but was not

implemented that time.

In the late 1940s Britain’s railways were in a dafim situation. The financial
situation was really bad and people were becomingenmterested in car transport.
During all those “dark years” for the BR, freight@ found roads as a new and
cheaper way of transport. In addition, nationalnesoy was widely developing at that
time. Coal, which was the main cargo transportedréiyns, was pushed aside by gas
which used light transport.



Finally, in 1948, the British railways were natitinad (by the Transport Act of 1947)
and all inland transport was under British Transg@ommission’s (BTC) control.
That time, The Railway Executive was also establisiwhich was responsible for
reporting day - to — day problems to BTC. Howetkat way of running the BR did
not work as well as previously hoped. The decisiegarding nationalization was
made in a rush and without any strategy. BTC prefkto gain as much as possible
from profits than to fix the BR’s disaster. The BFRailway Executive structure did
not work efficiently at all. The Railway Board didot want to cooperate with
established organizations and stakeholders andéaconore on arguing between each

other than solving problems.( Wolmar 2005)

The British Transport Commission was also respéaditr road transport and the
Commission budget was one for all modes of trarispdnat caused even more
problems British Railways as in this time of in@a interest in car transport,
instead of focusing, at least equally on investmentdifferent modes of transport,

most money was invested in road transportation.

Additionally, in 1950, the Government announced ¢he to petrol rationing as two
American companies had agreed to supply oil inrretar buying British goods and
suddenly queues of people appeared waiting fop¢hel.

Since the 1950s Britain’s railways were given mahgnces to recover. However, its
problems were never a priority issues for the Gawent. The Labour party was
afraid of the next election so they did not wantéal with difficult problems like for
example increasing fares for train transport. Raylwnanagers were narrow- minded
and focused only on the short term solutions imkt&fathe long ones. Additionally,
the Government in order to do “ANYTHING” to makeetBritish railways’ situation
better, were continuously making thoughtless densito keep people quiet, for
example a purchase of old wagons which in the st were utilized..(Wolmar
2005)

However, in 1951 the election was won by Conseveatand the new Prime Minister,
Winston Churchill’'s plan consisted of the reorgatian of the BR. That gave the

railways new hope.



1.2 The Modern Era

In the years since 1952 there were certainly tdwbge changes in the numbers of
passengers, freight moved and routes kilometresnbugall for the better. Figure 1
displays the diagram of the National Rail rout@kiktres. There may be highlighted
the impact of Beeching Axe (massive cuts in railite km). After Dr Beeching's
actions, quantity of rail route kilometres carrmidecreasing and never came back to
the pre- Beeching’s position .(Fig.1)

Fig.1 Length of national rail network (km/10"3)fD2008)
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The number of passengers km and freight moved esemted in the graphical
examination of data series (Fig2). Passenger kmbkad increasing and decreasing
repeatedly up to the middle of 1990s just afterRhgatization of British railways. It

is indicated that the high peak in the end of 1980sumber of passengers happened
to be the reaction for buoyant economy. It lasteghart time as passenger numbers
fell again in the recession of the early 1990steAthat, the number of passengers km
have been continuously increasing up to the presith was again stimulated by
Privatization, but this has been at extra coshétaxpayer and passengers who have

seen steady price increases.(Sh&zQ06)



Whereas freight moved had achieved a noticeablénde(faster than number of
passenger km) up to middle of 1980s when the nsr&rikes happened. After that,
there was a sudden peak towards the end of 198Dmahe same time as passenger
km, freight moved started constantly increasindpalgh slower. This increase in
passenger and freight is debated whether it wadalpéevatization or simply due to
an improved economy which usually results in mosgdl. The main trend in changes
in freight moved and passengers km may mostly résurh the expansion of the car
transport which started after WWII and was develgpithrough all further
years.(Thalmann 2004) However, the political decisimade about transport during
these years, accidents happening and economidarddtave also had a big impact
on the Britain’s railways situation.

Fig 1 and Fig 2 show the changes in National Rauite km, freight moved and
passengers km against the time. If there was arigtit moved per route km and
passenger km per route km considered their relawimud look like in Fig 3 (against
time). However, this standard and ubiquitous preegEm is useful in terms of
comparing them with for example road transportsTraises the question of how the
freight moved and passenger km change depend tnotlaer. Hence, Fig 4 displays
the relationship between the two factors. The diagdoes not show any general
trends between points although it can be saidpbits from the mid 1980s shaped a
linear relationship. It might be indirectly combéheith the fact that route km in that
time stayed fairly constant. However this projemtuses on efficiency of Britain's
railways and it is assumed that the fact of Beaglire could change the efficiency
of the railways. Hence all these points suggestaionalize data by using route km
which is presented Fig. 5 reveals some obviouslgr@mthe data.

The first indication is that there is not one trendhe passenger km per route km
(passenger/1076) / Freight moved per route km @&016) diagram through the
whole period of time. However, there may be dispthfour point trends which have
a linear relationship. Analyzing the plot it can®iced that points are composed in
logical groups of years. Nevertheless, inside egolip points mix in an incoherent
way. There may be four eras distinguished. Howdwerjnspection is very broad and
imprecise. In addition, this method allows choosamly general groups of points and
it is impossible to indicate exact change pointsnay be expected that there is not

only one change point but a few and they belongvw different eras. In order to



investigate further there are correlation and regjom analysis and boundary line

method used.



Fig. 2 Passengers and freight moved diagram (DOBRO
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Fig. 3 Passengers km/Route km and Freight mdredte km against time diagram (DfT 2008)
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Fig.4 Passenger km per route km (passenger /1@&Hsmoved per route km (tonne/10"9) diagram (DfT 2008)
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Fig 5 Passenger km per route km (passenger /1Bf€éight moved per route km (tonne/1076) diagranT(P®08)
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1.3 Data Sources

Most of the data are drawn from different issues" dfransport Statistics Great
Britain” and the additional publications such asdiisport Trends, Focus on Freight”
(1998) or National Rail Trends of the Departmen@ cdnsport. Necessarily previous
data was extended by using Railway StatisticsjdBriRailway Statistics and British
Transport Commission Annual Report & Accounts (1:9282). Caution must be
exercised in comparing data over long time perisdvays of collecting the data
changed. Also in terms of London Underground. lis firoject most data does not

include Underground (where possible).

Diagrams consist of the data since 1952 due tdattie of further information. The

data after 1983 is displayed differently than poegi ones. They are calculated as the
representative data of two years. The reason oépaance that change instead of
calculation the average of two years is the untexé changes in the data of each

month and lack of data.

1.4 Research Question and Objectives

The purpose of this thesis is to integrate therdgxtewhich the measures of Britain’s
railways has changed in the face of:
= Nationalization (1947),
» The Beaching Axe (1963),
= Privatization (1993),
= The Channel Tunnel (1994),
and the accidents at:
Southall (1997),
Landbroke Grove(1999),
Hatfield(2000),

and:

what is happening now and what might happen irithge?

11



Chapter 2

Modern Four Eras of the Railways

When freight and numbers of passengers are analymedifficult to find something

in common which links them together. The most obsimeasure and one that can be
used as a proxy for network capacity is the lergjtithe network, i.e. route km. It
would be ideal if there was track data used inpifugect. It would be more precise in
terms of train capacity. However, due to lack odilability of this data route km is
used. It gives a broad indication of how resouraes loaded. For this project it is
assumed that is a good measure which combinegthtacttors.

2.1 Correlation and Regression Analysis

The trend line, also known as regression or cuittiead, obtained by the method of
least squares, represents the tendency that “tedithhe general pattern or direction of

the time series data”. (Bussiness Dictionary 2008)

Fig 5 in the previous chapter displays the relatom between freight moved per
route km (tonne x 1076) and passenger km per kmtépassenger x 1076). It shows
four groups of points shaped with a linear relatldp. However, in order to find the

exact strength of its correlation and regressioalysis is used. Table 1 presents
correlation coefficient of each group of pointsinitlicates that three out of four eras
present very strong correlation whereas one enalayjis a weak one. Note that, if
there is taken the correlation of factors withowrmalization, on balance, these
values would be smaller than those obtain with rabzation i.e. -0.74, 0.94, 0.29,

0.91.

In terms of normalized factors, it might be assuried there is more than one change
point between years and that the correlation adefft (R) may change depending on

12



the chosen change points. In this case the yearsralyzed by moving boundary
ends and checking the correlation coefficient (€dbl

The correlation and regression diagrams which Vigpaesent the trend lines of each

era are displayed in Fig 6.

Table 1 Calculation of the strongest correlatioafttoient (R)

(@) 1% era 1952-1960

(b) 2" era 1959-1970

(c) 3% era 1969- 85/86

13



(d) 4™ era 84/85- 08/09

Fig. 6 Correlation and regression diagrams

(@ 1%era
1952-1960
R=-0.85

Freight Moved per Route km (tonne x 10"6)

1,0 11 1,2 1,3 14

Passenger km per Route km (passenger x 106)

The correlation coefficient in the first era equals85. It indicates the strong negative
relationship between points. It implies that higliues on passenger km per route km

are associated with low values on freight movedrpete km.

14



(b) 2" era
1959-1970
R=0.93

Freight Moved per Route km (tonne x 1076)

1,0 1,2 1.4 1,6 1,8

Passenger km per Route km (passenger x 10°6)

The correlation coefficient is higher in the secasr@ and is equal to 0.93. The
relationship between two factors is strong andtp@sivhich means that high values
on X axis are associated with high values on Y.axis

15



(c)3%era
1969-1985/86
R=-0.54

Freight Moved per Route km (tonne x 10"6)

1,4 1.6 18 2,0

Passenger km per Route km (passenger x 10"6)

The relationship between points in the third erthes weakest one and is -0.54. The
correlation is negative.

16



(d)4" era
1984/85-2008/09
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The strongest correlation out of four eras is ia ldist era and is equal to 0.93. The
relationship between points is positive.

In addition, the correlation and regression analysilicates that changes in Passenger
km per route km (tonne x 1076)/ fright moved peuteokm (passenger x 1076)
diagram are not sharp but proceed gradually whdicates that through all the years
changes in freight, passengers and route km cgpaere not sudden but gradual.

Both factors increased during the second and foer#ls in the same time which
means that the general efficiency in these permddisne increases. It is impossible to
say anything else about efficiency of each of thactdrs as such as

17



passenger km_ pa
maximum_ possible passenger km_ pa

*100% or

freight _moved pa
maximum__ freight_moved_pa

*100%

measures are not collected. However, the gendrfaileeicy can be proved by putting
a line with particular gradient and indicating thewerything from the line is
increasing or decreasing efficiently. Neverthel@sshe first and the third periods the
general efficiency is impossible to calculate beeaneither factor changes in the
same directions and we do not know the trade- efiveen passenger km per route

km and freight moved per route km.

The results of correlation and regression analysggest that eras are bounded by
points (period) rather than a single point. Lookiagy correlation and correlation
coefficient results it may be suggested that irs @here R is strong there were made
some logical decisions in terms of Britain’s raijahence the relationship between
passenger km per route km and fright moved peterkon was strong. However, in
the third era correlation coefficient is weak whidlay be an indication of a drift and
lack of strategy. Nevertheless it is hard to sayhaut the historical analysis whether

there was any general strategy for all eras ciasgsifs an one trend.

2.2 Boundary lines

Rather than being sudden and identifying exacttpanh change the project focuses
on periods of time over which curves are changimghis case the boundary lines are
used to limit the eras and to suggest periods lmtweeasBut because the purpose of
these was the identification (rather than predigtiof the breaking points between
each era, these were drawn parallel to each tieadrather than curved, as would be
done in routine linear regression) and at a digtauch that every point was included
within the boundary. This was achieved, for eaaugr by finding the point with the

y-value furthest from the predicted y-value (on tekevant trend line) and expressing

the distance between them as a multiple of thedatanerror in the trend line (i.e. “the

18



standard error of the predicted y-value for each the regression”) as shown in Fig
7.

The change points are located in the intersectiotwo following groups and they
belong to both of them in the same time. The ieigiens consist of the following

change points:

Table. 2 Intersection points

between T and 2¢

1959,1960
era
between ¥ and &

1969,1970
era

between % and 4"
1984/85,1985/1986
era

The standard approach (correlation and regressiahysis) is used to carry out
confidence intervals for each trend line. Wherdsboundary lines method reveals a
greater numbers of points in the eras of overlapvéen each period than were

apparent from the correlation alone.

Looking atPassenger km per route km (tonne/ 1076)/ Frightedoper route km
(passenger/1076) diagram (Fig 7) there are chamgeamber of passengers, freight
moved and rail route km. The diagram indicates fenais in the BR’s history which
may be selected by inspection. Focusing only onemeliable methods (correlation
and regression analysis and boundary lines methodj be noticed that they do not
display exactly the same change points, but in @&ehsection they lined up. The big
impact on these differences may be due to therlistoGreat Britain and the British
railways. The first of eras would see big changeslen the so called 1955

Modernization Plan.

19



Fig 7 Specification of the range of each group poi (2008)
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Chapter 3
1952-1960 Post — nationalization

The first era of analysis characterized with catieh coefficient equals to -0.85
which indicates strong, negative relations witlina time period ( Fig.6a). Most of the
time freight moved was decreasing. Although the &tatzation Plan did keep it
stable for a period but it did not last long. Numbé passengers was not as straight
forward. Although the post-modernization peak tdelo years, it did not stay the

course.

The main reason in the first era of changes ingfieimoved and numbers of
passengers in the early 1950s was competition leetwee growth of trains and cars.
At that time, BTC invested roughly five times maneroad transport than in railway.
Train fares were high, petrol was cheap and thehase of lorries after WWII was
beneficial.( Wolmar 2005

The war had heavily damaged both rolling stock mfidhstructure. While in Europe
diesel and electric traction, which had higher Eality and lower running costs, was
becoming commonplace, BTC had to stick with steamth® railways as available
funds were not enough for full modernization. Hengeorder to find any solution, up
to the middle 1950s about 900 ‘standard’ steamntaatoves were produced to fill the
gap that the war had left. However, this inhibitedhnological innovation did not
have any chance to catch up with European standdtus Railway Archieve 2004-
2010)

After WWII, the British Government involved itsatfiore and increased control over
the British railways as a matter of necessity. Bpeeading Government control
limited the Railway Executive’'s room to manoeuvrellowing their victory in the
1951 election, the Conservatives wanted a returcotopetition, commercial policy
and administrative decentralisation. Most of dleyt were determined that the railway
network should be profitable. (Wolmar 2005)

Apart from the political chaos, there were two &ddial issues which tipped the
scales for big changes in 1955. Especially theedathe determined the railway’s

situation. First was the accident in Harrow in 198#ch had been the worst railway
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disaster in England since 1915 (Quintishill). Tleason for it was never known but
the collision was caused by the passing a signdhager (SPAD). Second was the
Transport Act of 1953. The Railways Executive Comteei was abolished and
autonomous area boards were established in chargettong fares and seeking the
maximising income. However, the most controversigpect of the Act was the
denationalization of road haulage. At the time whahwas still under Government
control and in much trouble, road transport becéneereal competition. That time
fright moved by rail fell 6% by 1955 whereas thabved by road increased about
19%. In two years the rail’'s modal share in totaight moved declined about 2%

whereas the road’s share increased about the $Rig®A)

Fig. 8 Modal shares of freight moved (1953-19&H) 2008)
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35% | 379 |—®—Rail

1953 1954 1955

Year

Having in mind the actions described above, andingetsome money, the
Government decided to take some actions in ordemprove Britain’s railways
condition. The British Transport Commission camewifn a massive Modernization
Plan realised in 1955. In the beginning everytiHoaked very optimistic. It gave a
big chance for the BR with £22mIn in annual loose®ecome the efficient way of
transport again. The big modernization planned 12 spend over 15 years, in
order to replace steam traction completely withia of diesels and electrics and to
invest in wagons, freight, stations and other senatifrastructure. The outcome of the
plan was to improve numbers of freight moved by aad passengers km and to be a
more economically self-sufficient railway. (Wolm2005)

22



The changes which occurred in 1955 gave Governtienhope that the BR could
stand again on its own feet. Passengers beliexadmnhestments and modernization
would lead to better service. Initial results ohonges were very promising. In the first
year, at the post-nationalization peak, the in@easiumber of passengers was about
4% and goods moved stayed stable (DfT 2007). Howthes extra income was not

enough to stop losses from rising.

The Modernization Plan proved to be nothing elsetbe quick way to pour oil on
troubled waters at least for a short time. The ioriglea was to make the BR
profitable in 6 years. However, the modernizatiomswot completed until the late
1960s. The rush in creating the Plan contributedlaitk of strategy. Railway
managers, without experience of managing such aé&glopment budget, made a
series of catastrophic decisions. One of them waskample the order of diesel
designs from inexperienced British manufacturerghaut any previous prototype
phase for testing the designs. It resulted in n@agses which were scrapped within a
few years of delivery\Wolmar 2005)

The plan soon started being called imaginativestlyir it was not based on any
analysis or detailed calculations. Hence, rathan tspending money on investments,
almost half of it was needed simply to nurse thisteyg network back to its former
health. The publication of Modernization Plan mdde number of passenger km
increase and freight moved stayed stable, howédeeffitst started decreasing after
two years whereas the latter in the year time (R®07). Secondly, the core idea of
the Modernization Plan was unconsidered. The plnch was supposed to change
the country’s largest industry) based on nothirsg d&lut the simple idea that if money
were invested in railway improvements then the reimbf passengers would
increase. But there were other factors that shalsid have been considered. It can be
said that The Modernization Plan did not take extoount the role and power of road
transport that time. It resulted in wasting big ams of money on investments in

things like marshalling yards, when small wagowoadl traffic was in rapid decline.

Resulting from increasing interest in road trangptine railway had a massive
problem with freight. Due to increase of interestlifferent energy sources trains did
not carry as much coal as they had previously heddads were preferred for light
freight (Clear Air Act 1956). Also charges for fgat were based on out of date
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regulations which also made rail unprofitable tansport freight. Additionally, in
1956 the first Britain’s nuclear power station westablished. Those factors and the
decrease in heavy industry caused that the Bradtvays was not combined with
traditional freight markets. Additionally, in 1938e M6 Preston Bypass was open
and the year after the first section of the M1; tiorway era began. It permanently
changed the situation between rail and road godict (DfT 2009).The effect of
that may be seen in freight moved by rail decline amost 8% from 1955 to
1960(Fig 9). By 1955, owning cars was a luxury thate people could afford as cars
became cheaper. Although by the 1960 passengerykrailchad decreased by 2%,
and passenger km by road had increased by the aament, thus not enough to pay
off the debt(Fig 10).

Fig. 9 Modal shares of freight moved (1955-1960)T(R009)
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Fig 10 Modal shares of passenger transport (1958)1@fT 2008)
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The British Railway’s financial situation did notlp the fact that two accidents out of
three happened in 1955 being caused by signallingyse However it began the
signals modifications called Approach Release (@némg drivers from seeing a
proceed signal ahead of a crossover too soon) iaadide speed restriction signs.
Also the accident in 1957 at Lewisham as well astlar at Harrow and Wealdstone
station accelerated the introduction of the Advan@éarning System(AWS), which
gave the driver an in-cab indication of signal aspeand applied the brakes

automatically in the event of a signal overrun (Ralway Achieve n.a.)

According to the correlation analysis and boundargs method which calculation

was presented in the previous chapter the beginoinghe first change period

occurred four years after the publication of Modzation Plan. It suggests that the
after- modernization process of changes must rested up to 1959 when the relation
between the passenger km per route km and freighed per route km had started
to change. The changes were also noticed in thdeuaof rail route km which for the

first time since 1900 was less than 30000 km asypt kradually decreasing (DfT

2008).

The Modernization Plan achieved a number of itssaimcluding the main one which
was shifting from steam to electrical power. By 39@iesel and electric power

accounted for 62% of total passenger traction kimmared with only 13% in 1955.
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However it did not have such a big impact on freidgi that case steam traction still

accounted for more than 50% of traction km in 1@84almann; 2004).

British Railways’ financial position continued toovsen as the 1960s began. The
Modernization Plan came to an abrupt halt when Gowernment made a brutal
assessment of the rail operation’s lack of proiitigb The Publication of the White
Paper proved that there were taken actions in dodehange the railway situation as
correlation analysis and boundary lines calculatetthe previous chapter indicate. In
order to repair the situation, the Government aereid a broad review of the
financing and structure of the British Transporin@oission in 1959 and produced a
White Paper on the subject in the following yedre Tonsequence was to abolish the
Commission and replaced it with a number of sepaBatards to keep more attention

to each regions’ needs (Ministry of Transport 1960)

The 1950s were a period when much investment flankedthe railways as the
industry shifted away from steam to electric aresdl engines. However, the
Government had been advised beforehand that itdimeie waste of money to invest
heavily in the railway as it was a soon to be aicf@m of transport (The Railways
Archive n.a.). Nevertheless, having the electioa @85 in mind, the Conservative
Government had blindly decided to go for it andeisivin the Modernization Program
without detailed analysis of data. From the pregpeirt of view it can be said that it
was not a well-thought decision. It also was madagehe wrong way. When
managers were given money for investments theystedan everything without
thinking about long- term benefits. It seemed kkerything was purchased before
even it was known what it would be used for antiéfre is any need to buy it
(Fiennes, 1973)

. There was nothing that resembled strategy irattiens taken. The main managing
contactors did not cooperate together but ratheev®oking to their own profit.
Additionally, the Plan was always under strict Goweent control which limited
decision makers who were afraid of the Governmentser. Although, The British
Railway needed to change and The Modernization Plarlly achieved it, the
railway’s future did still not look very optimisticEven though the number of

passengers in 1960 was higher than in 1955 an@& twas mostly an increasing
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tendency in that period of time, from 1957 the antoof passengers started

decreasing. Freight moved kept declining througlios period.

Fig 11 Goods moved and passenger km (1955-1960)ZD®7,2008)
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With the time passing, more and more politiciansabee aware of the growing
political importance of the mass motoring. The appoent of Ernest Marples (who
owned a road business) as a new Transport Ministdl959 was another step in
changes of the British Transport. Additionally, Medernization Plan was over after
five years of its announcement because the unsati€overnment stopped investing
any more money in the British railways. Such quicits in money resulted in even

worse situation for the railway than before thenRM/olmar 2005).

The original idea for the British Railway was that 1962 it would make a yearly
profit of £85m. Instead of this, in 1961, the lassechieved £87m. The situation
required sharp actions. In those circumstances, pléar extended the Road
Modernization Plan and appointed Dr Beeching as ¢hair of the BR with
responsibility for making it profitable whatever would take. The further actions
mainly resulted from the fact that Marples was prads and during his governance,
road transport would develop, for example, by opgmotorways at the expense of
the railways (Thalmann 2004). Scepticism aboutfthere of the British Railways
grew and the resources shrunk. Railway’s sharegedtit traffic fell from 42% in
1952 to 22% in 1964 whereas road share increased 35% to 56% creating the
linear relation between two factors which is digpldin Fig 12 .
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Fig 12 Modal shares of freight traffic (1953- 19¢BfT 2008)
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Over the same period of time, the BR’s financdsritrated and there was no sign of
improvement as all the problems came on top of debt left over from the
Nationalization. Facing the stronger road transpBritain’s railways became an
unnecessary way of transport. Changes in numbepsiggengers and freight moved
confirmed that fact. However, Beeching, the newirchan of BR, envisaged a rather
different future for the BR.

Chapter 4
The Beeching Era of 1959-1970

During the 1960s or more particularly 1959-1970sgemger km per route km and
freight moved per route km would both improve drdoadly. The relation between
two factors is positive and strong; coefficient retation is equal to 0.93 (Fig 6b).
However this would not be because of any expangtather it resulted mostly from
the Beeching Axe and a massive reduction of raite®. The time when the'era
was finishing and the"2 one was starting, is called “turning points” asddiated
between 1959 and 1960.
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Two points within the second era which evidentlgnst out are 1962 and 1963
(Fig.7). They represent a sudden decline in passekig per route km and freight
moved per route km (Fig 13). Contrary to the fest, in this case the main reason of
change was not due to a decrease in either passemger freight moved (Fig 14).
The sudden reduction in national rail route km wees main case. Although in 1963
the Big Freeze of 1963 may be taken into accoumtedis(Fig 15). This was the time
of Beeching Axe the aim was to make British Railevay efficient and economic part
of the transport system (Beeching 1963)

Fig 13 Passenger km per Route km and Freight M@ezdRoute km (1961-1964)
(DfT 2008)
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Fig. 14 Freight moved and passenger km (1961-1@%4)2008)
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Fig 15 National Rail Route km (1961-1964) (DfT 2p08

30

29
28

” e

26

National Rail route (km/10"3)

25 T T 1
1961 1962 1963 1964

Year

—e— National Rail route (km/10"3)

The need for the Beeching Axe arose from the effeftthe Modernization Plan-
BR’s annual deficit at the beginning of the 196@swising at an alarming rate. There
was no more faith in British Railways and its exigtshape. There were no more
illusions about making £85 million p.a. profit bp@2. Affected by mild recession,
the railway business had a massive loss in 196aniE8which increased about £19m

over the one year and would get even worse in {@6#mar;2005).
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In terms of Beeching’s further actions the estibhient of the Transport Act'62 was
helpful. The Act, approved by Macmillan’s ConsewvatGovernment, brought about
the abolishment of the BTC, reorganization of thublig transport and separation
branches of each way of transport (Department afs@witional Affairs 1962). Based

on the measures in the Act, the closure of ab@ibfithe network became possible in

the following year when Beeching’s Report was pahsd.

The situation became even worse when in 1963 @Gmain suffered its worst winter
since 1948. The low temperature and snow lyingl wedrly April in some areas

caused disturbances in transport.

All above resulted in a rapid decrease in freighaved (3.8%) and passengers
travelled (2.5%) by rail transport (DfT 2007,2008).

Beeching’s Report was published on th& ®Farch 1963 entitled “ The Reshaping of
BR” which aimed to find out which parts of the st railways were profitable and
which were not. The Report contained shocking sttasi pertaining to the levels of

efficiency of the time: (Wolmar 2005; Thalmann 20

e half of BR route miles were not worth modernisirsgtlaey carried only 4% of
the traffic;

e 1/3 of the rail network carried 1% of total passamsgmiles and 1.5% of
freight tonne miles;

» 118 stations out of 2067 dealing with freight cadrb2% of the traffic;

* on half of the routes density was so low that rtebacovered the basic costs
of the route, track and signalling;

« about 9000 passenger coaches stood idle for thuesters of the year waiting

for the summer season.

The brutal numbers displayed the weakness of rgilwanagement and the failure of
the Modernization Plan. Managers were focused glyoon changes of labour
Government and the switch from steam traction &ztec and diesel which did not
stop car transport from developing. By 1963, oneiire families owned a motor car
and another eight were saving to buy one. In tseguences of such an interest, the
number of journeys taken by train were equal toyd% out of all modes of

31



transport. Most of them were long distance (Wolma@05).Regarding public

transport only 7% of journeys were by train.(Fig.16

Figl6. Modal share of passenger journe ys on pufditsport vehicles (1959-1963)
(DfT 2007)
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The Beeching Report proposed the following charigesrder to make the British

railways profitable: (British Railway Board 1963)

* reduction of passenger stopping services,

» substantial decline in number of small passenggiosis,

* increase of block train movements of coal,

» decrease of the uneconomic freight traffic passimgugh small stations,

« replacement of steam by diesel locomotives for matraction.

In general, the report indicated that British Ray& became a non-competitive means
of transport. In order to change it, the solutioaswwo implement the changes listed
above and make the railway profitable by 1970 (&riRailway Board 1963)

Fig.17 displays the modal share of passenger toahbptween 1959 and 1970. It can
be seen that by 1970 car transport was gettingfisigntly more popular. In the
meantime rail transport usage was gradually decrga®uring the Beeching Era
road transport usage increased by 6% up to 91%eotransport modal shares and
became the most popular way of transport. By 18¥® railway held only 9% of the
total share of transport.
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Although car transport had become popular befo&49it carried on increasing its
share up to the middle of the Beeching Era. Acemydo statistics, in 1965 changes in
passenger rail and car transport became stali@pliened to be the time when the
second Beeching Report called “The Developmenthaf Major Railway Trunk

Routes” was published (Fig. 17 ). .

Fig.17 Modal share of passenger transport (195®U(®fT 2007)
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In terms of freight transport, the changes areldysa in Fig 18. The modal shares
between rail and road transport changed steadfigvour of road. From 1959 to 1970
the modal share of freight moved by rail decreasgdnore than 10% whereas by
road increased by more than 15%. Radical chamgéegight transport had occurred
up until the middle of the 1960s but then slowednttary to passenger transport, in
some cases, like heavy bulk transport, rail wak séeded. By the end of the
Beeching Era in 1970 rail transport had a modafesiod almost 19% whereas road

was almost 63% (other way of transport were fomgxa: air or water).
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Fig.18 Modal shares of freight moved (1959-197DjT 2008)
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Together Fig.15,Fig.16, Fig.17 and Fig.18 reflecidad shift from rail to road and
reduction in the national rail network. The procedschanges resulted in brief
improvements of freight moved and passenger knnduhe post-Beeching peak: by
about 4 % each in a single year (Fig 19). Howethas, did not last long. Labour’s
victory in the 1964 election created more confugmrthe BR. Even though, the new
Prime Minister, Harold Wilson, condemned Beechimgl &is cuts, his action after
winning the election were completely at odds witlose promised. In 1965, he
announced that he was not able to stop any of ptatine closures put forward by
Beeching even though not much of Beeching’s word baen completed by the
election time. Not only did he carry on the closafdines included in the Beeching
Report but also those which Beeching rejected sagtihat between Oxford and
Cambridge. This is an example of “closure with rood) intention” as it had been

sought to retain due to its heavy freight poter{ifblmar 2005)

Some of actions seemed to be made without any lygicconsideration, especially in
terms of rail routes which where important due noeaonomic aspect; for example .
the Glasgow-Stranraer line which was partly closeBeeching Era but re-opened in
1990s (Glasgow and South Western Railway Associ&ii9)
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Fig.19 Passenger km and freight moved (1963-198#) 2008)
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The confusion that resulted from changes in railwaficy, was followed by
publication of the Second Beeching report, call€éde' Development Of The Major
Railway Trunk Routes'in 1965. Its very existence suggests that thé dinge did not
achieve its aims. It suggested concentration oastments in key major routes which
would link the country’s major cities. But the n&overnment seemed to have its
“‘own unplanned idea” for the BR. It rejected thepB®, decided not to renew
Beeching’s tenure at the British Railways Board aagdried on the line closures
which were damaging for the BR in the long termjust four years, by 1965 (two
years after the first Beeching Report had beeniglad) about 20% of the rail routes
were closed and the cuts were still not finishad4b).
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Fig 20 National Rail Route km (1961-19B)T 2008)
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Closures taken after 1966 seemed to be made withoyt reasonable purpose.
Wilson’s Government carried on cutting the netwdkck to about 19000 route
kilometres. One particular example of those closwras of The Great Central line
linking Sheffield with London via Nottingham and itester. The largest single
closure of the Beeching Era was made gradually andhe consequence of it the
number of passengers had declined; due to pooiceewhich had resulted from

cutting back the timetable over a period of yedise line became uneconomic and
was not efficient any more. What remained uncleas why at that time the most
profitable line in terms of freight tonnage and sg@awers carried in the BR’ system

should have been closed at all (Buckman 2002).

The closure of such a large number of lines in1®&0s was not only made in order
to make British railways more efficient. The paéal impact on BR’s decisions may
also be seen in Beeching’s actions. While thereevedvious reasons to close some
uneconomic lines, some decisions were backed ug pso-road minister and other
figures with their individual interests. Becausdlstt time road transport was seen as
the best future for transport all sorts of trickemmed to be used to minimize rail
transport . For example the passengers’ surveys b@sed on data collected on the
most unfair date for lines, as for example seasbusiness based on unseasoned data
which was dismissed as an “irrelevant objectiond{lvar 2005) Furthermore,

revenue was often misallocated. While the seasidatibns were made to look
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uneconomic, as they revenue was not high, in feet tould have been made highly

profitable as most passengers arrived with retickets.

Looking at the aftermath it may be said that att866, closures seem to have been
random and made without any long-sightedness adrvidn results of those actions
cross-country routes were decimated, major townse weft without direct lines to
each other and closed; and wasteland stations wech left (Wolmar 2005).
From the publication of the Beeching’'s Report1Bl70: (Thalmann 2004)

e the number of locomotives had been reduced by yna#3|

« the number of passenger coaches had been redudeddyy

» marshalling yards had been reduced by %;

» route length had been reduced by 1/3;

» the number of employees had been reduced by ohe hal

The Beeching Axe cost the BR vast effort, monemetiand the goodwill of its
customers. All those strenuous actions were mada fwor annual saving at around
£30M. It was less than a third of the overall défimstead of looking for other, more
profitable solutions like for example de-manningtisins, on-train ticket sales or
simplifying signalling, the decision-makers belidv& blindly in car transport which
supposed to represent the future, that there were elosures of perfectly efficient

lines that carried large numbers of passengers.

The consequences of Beeching's actions can be sgen now. The short-
sightedness of cutting lines and closing statigngflected in part by the fact that the
Strategic Rail Authority (SRA), the non-departmétady, which provided strategic
direction for the railway industry between 2001 &@D6, presented a proposal to
reopen many of the lines closed in the wake of Begcas for example the Oxford-
Cambridge line. However, it would have been toe.ldthe railway financial crisis
which occurred after Beeching Axe barred any densiabout changing the situation.

The idea of cutting lines and closing stations wasdamentally flawed. The

assumption of cutting local routes and leaving mliaes did not recognise that
actually local routes were the feeders of the nings. Despite seeking cheaper ways
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of running services like diesel units or railbuselesures were made simply on the
basis of existing costs. Beeching’s assumption®veéndly directed by his faith in
road transport. The proof of this was his suggastnat if the rail lines would be cut,
passengers would easily swap from trains to busdsraleed additional buses were
provided. However, Beeching did not consider pagses preferences, especially
those of the middle-class, which were strongly keeithe railways. Where trains had
been full, buses were not and eventually altereabuses were taken out of use.
Money was spent pointlessly without any valuablgast on the BR. During the
decision making process of cutting rail routes,eotlfactors like number of car
accidents were not taken into account. The manageatehat time was directed to
road transport and concentrated on the reductiamibfines instead of seeking new
markets and business for the railway industry. (W&ol 2005)

Beeching’s cuts left Britain’s railways in a vergqy condition: "The new railway
system, billed as compact, efficient and moderrs veally demoralised, inefficient
and chronically short of investment capital’( Heash 1991) Although, lines were
still being cut, the situation did get slightly test with Barbara Castle’s 1968
Transport Act. The main resolutions, regarding Bngish Railways, were to create
self managing Passenger Transport Executives inmidger cities to make strategic
and financial decisions customised to local poputés needs and integration of bus
and rail services (The National Freight Corporatl®8). Castle’s idea of a railway
which would be the useful service provided to tlublje instead of social problem
judged on a narrow financial basis showed at lgsstecognition of the wider role of
the railway. There were significant grants madeilalvke for loss-making services
though the amounts of money were insufficient touiiel the railway and pay off the
historical debt of £1.2 billion . Finally, the 1968ansport Act had made a clear
distinction between the “commercial” and the “sd@ciamilway (Gourvish 2002;.
Anson 2002)

. The changes yielded little improvement in passendgm and freight moved. In
1970, the former increased about 3% whereas ttex @bout 9% (DfT 2007, 2008).
Hence, the integration of the railway which had rhesmcouraged in 1948 when
Britain’s railways where nationalized, but dropped1962 when Beeching's era

began, was again taken into consideration.
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The second era, called Beeching'’s era, is charaictgrby the strong correlation and
the increasing efficiency as both factors, passehkge per route km and freight
moved per route km, tend to increase. That faatltsesrom Beeching route cuts.
Although, Fig. 7 suggests that efficiency increagedyeneral terms over the era,
freight moved and number of passengers actuallyedsed. Hence, the increase in
efficiency resulted from the route cutting procesd from improvements in rail
transport; national rail route km has decreaseah 1859 to 1970 about 37% (Fig21).

Fig 21. National Rail Route km (1959-1970) (DfT 300
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The Modernization Plan and The Beeching Axe weus tsimilar in that both were

based on misconceptions rather than any long tesighss of strategy. However, the
former focused on big modernization investmentsomder to achieve a more

economically self-sufficient railway whereas latfecused on reductions of non-
profitable parts of the railway and their reductiororder to leave a core network that
could earn money. The Beeching Plan was not reljablen Beeching himself

admitted in his Second Report that the cuts migiithe successful in making the
railway profitable. Indeed the accumulated loss 8663-1973 (£775M) was much
higher than those for previous years. Even cloghey whole railway would not

help.(Wolmar 2005)
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Chapter 5
1969- 1985/86 Pre-Privatization

Contrary to two previous eras consisting of remblkaevents such as
Nationalization, Modernization and the Beeching'sits¢ the third was not
distinguished by any “hitting” actions regardinge tBritish railways. However, the
global situation of 1969-1985/86 affected it renadolly. Great Britain was constantly
fighting against world economic recessions, thecodis, the energy crisis and strikes

by industrial workers.

The third era characterized by an increase in pgesekm per route km and decline
in freight moved per route km (Fig7). The relatiwas negative. Both factors changed
irregularly. Out of all four eras this one exhibite weakest relationship between the

factors; the correlation coefficient is equal t16.54.

At the beginning of the era, in 1969, the yearrafte publication of the 1968 Act, the
changes are already apparent. The new financiahgement was having its impact.
Although, British Railways were struggling with £88illion of deficit in 1968, the
turn-round a year later was no less than £136.5omilvhich led eventually to an
operating profit of £48.5 million and a surplus éTBritish Railways Era n.a.).At the
same time the British National Income rose by fidobi (Fig.22).

40



Fig.22 National Income (1969-1975) (B.R. Mitchedi8B)
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Regarding passengers and freight, in 1969 there 8@5 million passenger journeys
covering a total of 29,6 billion passenger km vathaverage journey length of 36,9
km, while there were 23 billion tonne km of freighbved and 211 million tonnes of
goods lifted.(DfT 2008)

Fig 7, its correlation calculation, shows 1969 48d0 as the turning points between
the second and third eras. It suggests that betwesse years actions resulted in
changes in both passenger km per route km andsexvéreight moved per route km.
With regard to the third era not direct acts (li@eexample cutting lines in the second
era) had major influence on the BR but indirectsos&aightly relevant to global

economic situation.

Although, British Railways recorded improvementshie very beginning of the third
era, after publication of the 1968 Act, the sitoatwas short lived. Shortly after,
Great Britain and indeed the whole world were Ritglobal economic recession. For
the first time since the 1930s unemployment exagddaillion.(T. Pettinger 2008) In
the early 1970s, the British economy had to coph high rates of inflation. In order
to solve the problem, the Government decided td |y increases which was called
“incomes policy”. This dissatisfied trade unionsomvere arguing that wages could
not keep up with prices. The dissatisfaction spréda@ughout most industries,

especially which had strong unions such as coalinginin the consequences of
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Government actions, coal miners kept working but more than the minimum
required by the rules of a workplace (“work-to-fijléeWhen the situation did not
improve they called the strike in 1972 which resdltn a decrease of coal stock by
almost 30% since 1969 (Fig.23)..(The Nationali Avek 2005)

Fig 23. Output of coal in the UK (1969-78.R. Mitchell 1988)
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The changes in the global economy also affectetsBrRailways. Fig. 24 shows
instability in changes in freight and in numberspassenger km between 1969 and
1975. Both factors dramatically declined by abo%i B one year when in 1972

miners went on strike first since 1929.
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Fig 24. Passenger km and freight moved 1969-1975 2D07, DfT 2008)
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The miners strike, which lasted seven weeks, sppaasiery quickly and targeted not

only at power stations but also steelworks, coglotle ports and other major coal
users. The situation was getting worse and worsetlam stock was exhausted. One
month after the strike had began, a state of emeygeas declared and to economize
on electricity, the Government had to reduce thekimg week to three days, which

was called The Three-Day Week . (University of VEéevansea 2002)

Although, the Conservative Government and NEM (tNational Executive
Committee) reached an agreement and as a resuhitiezs' wages were increased,
becoming among the highest among the British warldlass by 1974 the miners'
situation had got worse and a national miners estwis called again and lasted four
weeks (Fig.24). A state of emergency and The Tbhrag-Week was once again
declared. Finally, the new Labour Government etkoiel974 and the miners reached
a deal and the strike ended. However, strikes aed tonsequences showed the
country how important coal was to the country'snecoy. (The National Library of
Wales 2007, text available in English)
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Fig.24 Average Earnings in Coal Mines (1969-19BR( Mitchell 1988)
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In the meantime, the British railways was still lieg powerless regarding their

unstable position in the transport market, wher&ept losing comparing to road

transport. The global problems did not announce esfgrmations of railways.

Regarding passengers transport, rail shares milyirdatlined contrary to road ones

(Fig 25). By 1974 railway shared only 8% of trangpehereas road transport owned

91%.

Fig .25 Modal share of passenger kilometers trangfp969-1975JDfT 2008)
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Also rail haulage was losing in comparison to rgatsport. Not only did the global

crisis cause the poor statistic of rail freighingport but also lack of credit from the
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Treasury in order to replace old worn out freigipipment. As can be seen in Fig 26,
both road and rail freight transport declined naighe time between 1969-1975 .

Fig.26 Modal share of freight moved transport (1:9695)(DfT 2008)
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Although the economic crisis occurred, the globhtosis 1973 gave a new chance
to the British Railways. Additionally, in 1970s GiteBritain started Advanced
Passenger Trains (APT). That decision was madedbasdhe fact, that constantly
increasing numbers of cars caused traffic on tlael.ré\lso another chance for the
British Railways was given by the fact that Beeghimrongly assumed that
introduction of journeys by aeroplanes betweenesgitwould be the transport
innovation. However, it was not cost-effective eglouTherefore, Britain’s railways
started building new high speed tracks instead oflemization of old ones and
eventually the investments became a success.(W@at) The introduction of APT
and Intercity 125 in 1976 resulted in an increaspassenger numbers by up to 30%
on the routs where they were introduced. In fivargdime up to 1980 the number of

railway passenger km increased by 7 % and passgngeeys by 8% (Fig 27).
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Fig.27 Passenger km and Passenger journeys (1805-I3fT 2007)
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Regarding the railway freight transport, the oitprshock resulted in the revealing of
“freight facilities grants” due to the published iRay Act in 1974 in order to
improve quality of service and replace old freighjuipments(Her Majesty's
Government 1974). Although, the BR was given opputy to develop and rebuild
the instable structure, the number of freight mowedl lifted kept declining in
parallel. Between 1975 and 1980 first one decreasetl7% and the latter by 14%
(Fig 28).

Fig 28 Freight moved and lifted (1975-1980) (DfTO2)
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On top of all these problems stood different indesdetween interests groups. There
were passengers and freight customers focused iog peovided the best quality
services. Then railway managers, consisted of maigticated people with a real
commitment to rail transport. Next, the generalway workforce experienced
relatively low incomes, but strongly backed up yom organizations. Fourth, was
the Department of Transport which was responsitaeéte condition of all transport
modes, although especially focused on road trahsgluich was increasing its share
over the railway. And finally, the Treasury witls financial restrictions and dislike to
large public sector projects. That had the critro#.(T. Gourvish, M. Anson 2002)

Having in mind the pro-road Government, all chanbappened to the BR were

facing endless difficulties caused by a constavblirement of the Government in the

railway. It was mainly displayed by revenue accooantrol, based on the 1974

Railway Act, which was split into three categoriesjway investments, investments
in railway passenger facilities by Passenger Tramdpxecutives and investments in
the British Railways Board subsidiaries, by estblig spending limits.(Jones 1975,
Burt 1975/1976). Government’s finance control wis® ahe major reason of refusal

for such ambitious projects like an accelerateé wt electrification, the Channel

Tunnel. The plan of building the last one was mi#d in 1972 and the work on it

started. However, it was halted in 1975 and fort redmost 20 years has never been
continued. (T. Gourvish, M. Anson 2002)

In the meantime, the economic situation was gettiogse. In 1979, thousands of
public workers went on strikes due to complaintstabnoney which was limited by
the Government fighting against growing inflatiohhé BBC n.d.). In 1979 the
inflation achieved 27%. The unions’ strike actidag&en in that time were called
“Winter of Discontent”; the term used to describ&iBh winter of 1978-79.

The Labour Governmen’st decision to keep pay riseshe public sector below 5%
and his powerlessness to stop public strikes, teadn early general election and
victory for the Conservative Party and new Primimister Margaret Thatcher )The
BBC n.d)
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Britain's first female prime minister, an advocate privatization of state-owned
industries and utilities. Reform of the trade umsiothe lowering of taxes and reduced
social expenditure across the board, was successfoéducing the inflation by
increasing the interest rates. Her governing timas aiso characterized by an increase
in unemployment (The BBC n.d.).. The Governmentlemgnted a Monetarist view
to try and tackle the various economic problemshef UK. Margaret Thatcher was
also well known as anti-public transport minisespecially towards the railway. That
time, British railways moved and lifted only abdw#if as much freight as it had been

30 years earlier. It purely carried freight whictad was unable to (Fig. 29).

Fig. 29 Comparison of freight transported by traimghe beginning of 1950s and
1980s (DfT 2008)

Goods  moved | Goods lifted
Year
(mIn tonne km) | (million tonnes)
1952 37000 289
1953 37000 294
1954 36000 288
1979 20000 169
1980 18000 154
1981 18000 154

Passenger transport was not the only one which affected by crisis. Freight
transport was also hit by the reduction of cashlalvie to the railways. The plan was
to reduce dramatically the number of freight andcelahandling depots but it also

involved reduction in the number of employees.

In practice, the cash limits did affect freight greksenger transport workers but most
of all the public traveling. Most consequences migh seen in re-investments and
maintenance of tracks, rolling stocks and signafiaghey were reduced to minimum.

The tabor already existed like a highly technolagitain (the Advanced Passenger
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Train) was impossible to use efficiently if the dable speed due to the track quality
had to be reduced by double. On the other hana thaes no sense in maintaining
tracks and modernizing signaling if the rolling dtovas uncomfortable and archaic
and people started looking for other ways of transmlespite them being even more
expensive, like road transport (A. Mason, J. Em¢sh Gazioglu, el al. 1980)

The recession of 1981 was called the manufactueegssion. Thatcher carried on
increasing interest rates to decline inflation hiccaused much higher
unemployment. The Government was blamed for it:i@euc policy. The huge rise
of unemployment was due to the strong value oPtbend, high interest rates and the
deflationary impact of strict Monetarist policies particular, there was unskilled
labour which was patrticularly affected, like stegrkers, which in 1980 went on the
national steel strike due to pay dispute (T. Pg&ir2008)

Although Thatcher’s decisions did not find peoplajgprovals it did not stop the PM
from increasing taxes in the middle of recessioaraerto reduce government deficit
Thatcher's Government carried on further changésgbi@volved in a program of
privatization. This included the denationalizatafrBritish Telecom, British Airways,

Rolls Royce and British Steel.

In the middle of 1980housands of British workers took to the streetsid@hieugh the
unemployment did not reach three million till 198hat time one out of eight people
were out of work.(The BBC n.d.)

Mrs. Thatcher was heavily influenced by the ideaMafnetarism and free market
economics. Additionally, she wished to reduce tbegr of trade uniongn 1981 she

decided to halt the plan of closure for 23 pitse overnment provided £300 million
of financial assistance to the industry. It wasoatsirried out in order to prevent
official strike action. However, in 1984 began aryéong miner’s strike when the
Coal Board announced the closure of 20 pits an@020miners lose their jobs (The
BBC n.d.).MP being aware of strikes occurring soomelater she made sure that
there is enough coal in power stations so minensldvbave to wait many months to

hit British energy supply. After a year of fighttiveen miners and the Government
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the latter won and NUM called off the strike. MamgfaThatcher speeded up the pit
closure (Ch. Jeavans 2004)..

The difficult economy situation in UK affected tlB&R condition, especially freight
transport. In five years, since 1980, goods movedlimed dramatically by 33%
whereas goods lifted by 49%. The noticeable deerbappened between 1983 and
1984/85 which suggests that main reasons of théndewere industrial strikes.
(Fig30)

Fig.30 Freight moved and lifted by rail (1980-198s)/ (DfT 2008)

170 20

150

130 A —&— Goods lifted ( tonne/ 10"6)

116 —e— Goods moved (tonne

km/10"9)

110

\ + 14
90 w
70 T T T T 12

1980 1981 1982 1983 84/85

Goods lifted (tonne/ 10" 6)
Goods moved (tonne km/10"9)

Also the average length of haul changed radicailhiw that period of time. The

average length of haul increased by 41% up to 169kns indicate that the reason of
such changes was down to change in amount of freigé to miner’s strike rather
than due to network km and the factor increased(% only in the last year (DfT

2008).
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Fig 31 Average length of haul (1980-1984/85) (DfI08)
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In the meantime road transport kept a stable cmmdiAlthough, the increase was
minimal and not as spectacular as in previous ydarwas related to the global

recession and oil crisis. Freight moved by roasgpart increased and oscillated
above 55% , also freight lifted increased aboutc@¥hpare to 1984 . Whereas freight
moved by rail decreased for 2% down to 8%; freigted was equal to 7%(Fig.32,

Fig.33)

In the same time passenger transport did not redondbticeable changes. However,
in 1982 the rail transport was recorded as the gé#re lowest number of passenger
journeys (630 millions) and passenger km (31 hiliimssenger km) in the second half
of the 2d" century.
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Fig. 32 Freight moved -comparison of road an raihsport shares (1980-198BFT
2008)

56% 11%
- 0
— 10%
g | 9% g
T 54% =
o @©
- / x /. e
0,
53% 206
52% 6%
1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 1985
Year —&— Road(%)
—=— Rail(%)

Fig 33 Freight lifted -comparison of road an radrisport shares (1980-1985) (DfT
2008)
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The priority of Thatcher's Government was to achiewo goals: decline inflation
which was 27% when Margaret Thatcher became PMrathaicethe budget deficit.
That timethe high level oBritish Railway’s deficitwas another reason to eliminate
involvement of this public sector in transport g@sarThe example of such actions
occurred in 1983 when Sir David Sarpell publishésl report also called by some
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people “Second Beeching Report”. The report powtdia range of options from
retaining the network at 10,300 miles to cuttingoit10,000; 7,610; 6,120; 2,210 or
just 1,630 miles, which would leave most of the rdoy without access to railway
(The Telegraph 2008) .When released the repordfaeavy criticism. The Serpell
Report left the Government and the BR exactly wiieey had been beforehand, and

so the BR went on to reform itself from within un@&r Robert Reid.

Rail transport was struggling with a hard competitand could hardly find any allies
in the 1980s. Road transport became more populdrcaeaper. It offered more
flexibility not only to road users but also roadrtsport employees. The price
differences between rail and road were continuotisipg due to the large external
cost which road users did not need to bear wheshbenes did fully (P. Thalmann
2004). But the situation was going to change sooe th the coming economic
collapse of 1989 and privatization of British Raalvin 1993.
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Chapter 6
1985/86-2008/09 Privatization and Ten Year Plan

The old saying goes: “after a storm comes a calthé 1970s was the time of heavy
and light storms and thunders for the British Rai®; such as global and national
economic problems, industrial crisis and strikese TL990s was supposed to bring

wind over British railways’ wings.

In the fourth era passenger km per route km arnghfrenoved per route km improve

radically (Fig7). The relation between two factdss positive and strong; the

coefficient correlation is 0.95 (Fig 6d). This nuenbndicates that the relationship
between two factors is the strongest out of alr fenas. And, contrary to the second
era, where the positive direction and strong refatesulted from Beeching’s cuts of
lines, the effect in this case resulted mainly fronanges in number of freight and
passengers while route km stayed stable, althaudacreased suddenly in 2002/03
and stabilized in 05/06 which could resulted frone ffact that the strategic rail

authority revealed its 10-year strategic plan fer tailways which brought back the
hope into rail transport. It included a big inwvesnt in new trains, improved station
facilities, track repair and signalling work in erdto meet the Government's 2010
goals (Fig 34,35).
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Fig 34. Passenger km and goods moved (1985/869D@T 2007, DfT 2007, ORR
2009)
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Fig 35. National Rail route km (1985/86- 08/09) Tl007, DfT 2007, ORR 2009)
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In the second part of the 1980s British Railwaysanee popular again. Both number
of passenger km and freight moved increased. Asbeaseen in Fig. 34, the first
factor increased by 9%, whereas the latter oné@byaf’the end of decade, however in
1988/89 freight moved even achieved an increagd®. In the same time route km

stayed stable and passenger train km increased5#y, While freight train km

decreased by 7% (Fig 36)
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Fig.36 Passenger and freight train km (1985/86-01®B (Various British Railway

Board Annual Reports and Accounts)
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During this time the British Railways were known hsth the best performing
railways in Europe. It is worth to point out thatthe same time it was the one -out of
all Eropean railways- which received the smallestpert from public funds.(Fig37)
At this time began thoughts about modernizatiorhef railways. One of ideas was
“Total Route Modernization” introduced in the eafl990s, as an ambitious plan to
bring the lines into the modern era of rail travelvas developed by forward-looking
rail manager Chris Green. Unfortunately, the progreeeded to be stopped because
of the '91 recession (J, Shoul 2004).

Fig 37 International comparison of percentage stpgoom public funds
(1986/87-1990/91) (J, Shoul 2004).
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However, British Railways were always dependenglmbal and national economy
(e.g. global economic recession in early 1970sh higtes of inflation, industrial
strikes), therefore when the recession hit the eegnin 1991 , Britain’s railways
suffered in the same time (Wolmar 2005). As canséen in Fig.34, both factors
decreased in 1989 and they kept declining until419® which indicates that the
British railways suffered even the post-recessionsequences. In that time number
the of passenger km decreased by about 15%, wigight moved by 28% (DfT
2007, DfT 2008).

With respect to passenger train transport, thessae affected both the length of
journeys and the number of them. After the Lawsoonb in housing market in 1989
the former factor declined by 8%, whereas thedatte by 6% up until 1992/93 (just
before the Privatization).

Fig 38. Total Passenger train km and passengenggu1988/89- 1992/93) (Various
British Railway Board Annual Reports and Accoulsl 2007)
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According to the statistics of freight train trangp both freight moved and lifted
decreased in the same time (Fig 39). From the Lawssom in 1989 to just before the
beginning of Privatization, freight moved decreabgd12% while freight lifted by
16%. Fig.40 illustrates average length and loabanfl. Both factors decreased in the
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run up to 1991/92 when began the recession andib#ndramatically increased in

one year by 11% and 13%.

Fig .39Freight moved and lifted (1988/89- 1992/@3)T 2008, ORR 2009)

160

=
©

150 +

=
[ee]

140

130
120 /

110 +

[
[S RN

[
~ o

Goods moved (tonne
km/10"9)

=
w

100 -

Goods lifted (tonne/ 10" 6)

—m— Goods lifted (tonne/ 10"6)

90 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 12 —e— Goods moved (tonne km/10"9
85/86 86/87 87/88 88/89 89/90 90/91 91/92 92/93

Year

Fig.40 Average length and load of haul (1988/882193) (DfT 2008, ORR 2009)
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In the 1990s, British Railways kept struggling witte economic situation but also
with the Government’s involvement. It needed camstavestments, whereas at that
time, they were changing every time when eithest for latter got into trouble. That
situation affected the BR’s deficit which graduallycreased. Through the whole

history of the railways in Britain it has been inspible to reach the same language
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with the Government. The failure of the Governmemas lack of strategic thinking

and feasible planning.

The Government’s solution to the British Railwayg bBlso industrial problems was
to privatize them. In fact, the idea of a privatizailway was mentioned already in
the 1960’s in the time of Beeching’s cuts and retdy not a long after
nationalization (Ch.Wolmar 2005). Nevertheless,réh@vas no doubt that the
nationalized model was not capable to work in swchquickly developing

environment any more.

Even though the idea of privatization faced a feabfems. Firstly, was the fact that
not all people were optimistic about that ideahaAligh there were the gas, electricity
and telecom companies successfully privatized, Bhésh railways, contrary to
others, needed the Government commitment to prosgigesidies (CILT 2005).
Secondly, some experts thought that the vertiaiBintegrated structure of railways
would restrain innovations and improvements (CILDO0Z). Moreover, the
Government did not want to privatize the BritishilRays. Mrs. Thatcher announced
that it was impossible if the railway was loosingmay. However, in the end of the
1990s and just before the new election, the Primm@siér changed her mind (CH.
Wolmar 2005).

The Government’'s White Paper in 1992 (“New oppdties for the Railways” The
Privatization of British Railways; John MacGregd992) set up the plan for
privatization of British railways. The implicationsere very clean and the main
beneficiates would be passengers as a result afoimgetition between new owners.
However, the document was not of very good quahtytten under time pressure and
did not assure that the privatization would be sssful. However a year before the
publication there was the European Community Divec1/440 adopted which
turned out to be also helpful by establishing Htgy of access for railway
undertakings operating international combined fpans(Council 1991).

In addition The Railway Act of 1993 supported theahcial mechanism to fragment
the railways by “track access grants” and “ freifddilities grants” that paid access

fees where traffic could go also by road (Her MgfesGovernment 1993).
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The Government affirmed that privatization wouldpohove industrial performance by
the better efficiency, competition between new awneising their flexible

management skills to intervene and control whiclkergene would gain from (J.
MacGregor 1992). According to White Paper 1992)(ptie railways would benefit

from:

concentration on customer’s needs;
e competition between new owners;

e freedom of management;

» improvement of quality standards;

e motivation;

» efficiency.

However, there were few key issues which the raitvaeeded to face intent on
privatization (CILT 2005):

» the ideological issue- strong trade unions and gfatte public which still vote
in favour of railway; that area was reflected bylitpmal parties and their
visions;

e the coming election’97 — nobody wanted to raisehsaibig problem and take
responsibility for it;

* the technological failure compared to the transpevolution which was
taking place in the road and aviation sectors;

* simplistic management- such a complex business edeedore organized
system.

* long- term decline in business.

In 1993 the Government announced that the BritistmRys were to be split up and
sold off. It argued for private sectors and thdiiligy to find money needed for
investment programs and their better and more hieligervices to the public (J.
MacGregor 1992).

The privatization of Britain’s railways was meaathie based on one of four options

(P. Thalmann 2004):

* privatization of British railways as a single unit;
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the regional model - privatization of British radys as a series of vertically
integrated but geographically separated businesses;

the sector model - privatization of British railygaas a number of product-
based businesses;

the track authority model - privatization of Brhisailways as a separation of

the infrastructure from operators.

The fourth option earned the approval as it waslaimo the model of railways

reform agreed by the EU in 1991 as well as the itsodlanned for privatization of

other network industries. The privatization programs mostly based on the track

authority model, however it consisted of elemerftthe regional and sector model.

The idea was to put all parts of BR on sale aparnfthe passenger service which

would be franchise. The network would have a simyimer (J. MacGregor 1992).

According to Sir Christopher Foster, who adviseadhigters about rail privatization,

the infrastructure is a natural monopoly due tedale and operational economies.

The privatized structure was controlled by threstifntions (P. Thalmann 2003):

The Office of Rail Regulator (ORR) which regulataftastructure access;
The Office of Passenger Rail Franchising (OPRAFctvivas responsible for
administering and supervising the franchising afsgmger rail services;

The Railway Inspectorate which was responsible @&xtensions and

modifications to the infrastructure of railways.

The results of reorganization of the British rajwastructure were as following:

the BR’s infrastructure was transferred to one sdpagovernment- owned

operator called Railtrack Group PLC;

the BR’s passenger service was split up into 2 toperators depended on

Government’s subsidies;

the train and freight operators paid Railtrack atceas fee for the

infrastructure usage;

the freight service was sold outright to an Amaricdompany- Winconsin

Central.
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Regarding the financial performance of the Traine@por Companies (TOCSs) it
consisted of 25 organizations and the total revease from £2 billion in 1993/94 to
more than double in 2001 £4.5 billion. This wassult of several factors (J. Shaoul
2004):
» fares on some routes increased faster than inflatio
* passenger number rose alongside with other transpodes due to
raising congestion on roads and changes in saoeiad$ (Fig 41);
* revenue rose because of subsides considerably rhibhe in the
1980s.

Fig.41 Passenger km (1993/94-2000/01) (DfT 2007RQR09)
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The Privatization of the British railways was alsade up of the three rolling stocks
companies which worked under leasing rules setyufh®& Government. Even that a
lot of franchising train companies were forceddplace their old rolling stock, many
of the trains were delivered late and in some c#s&g were incompatible with the

infrastructure. Those circumstances generatediadditcosts and subsidies.
The infrastructure was managed by Railtrack whesenue rose after 1994 when the

BR was reconstituted as Railtrack, and in 1996 whenas privatized (Fig 42).

Almost all of its revenue came from the access feeéd by TOCs.
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Fig.42 Total revenue of Railtrack (1995-2001J. Shaoul 2006)
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In regard to freight transport it was sold off tmadl a company in USA called
Winconsin Central which merged freight companieslarnEnglish, Welsh and
Scottish Railway (EWS). The freight transport caehton the potential of the
transport through the Channel Tunnel opened in 198 only part left not under
EWS control was Freightliner which was sold tontanagement organization under
the name of Management Consortium Bid Ltd (MCB)TRalmann 2004). After the
Privatization freight volumes increased substagtiaboods moved increased by

22%. Although goods lifted changed irregularlypgeek was in 1997/08.(Fig 43)

Fig.43 Goods moved and lifted (1993/94-2000(@fY 2008, ORR 2009)
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In the first three years of privatization outconfepassenger service, which was the
one of the tasks the privatization program conegett on, was nothing like satisfied.
In Fig.44 there are displayed three passengergoantactors and all of them slightly

decreased.

Fig. 44 Passenger transport performance after thetRation(1992/93-1994/95)
(DfT 2007, ORR 2009)
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The British Railways condition after privatizatioproved different from the
Government’s promises. Its fare structure was drieeohighest in the world and was
strongly dependent on the Government subsidiexapial grants which were set to
increase further (J. Shaoul 2006). The solutioBrithin’s railways problems did not
make they either more efficient or more independ&hibough there where promising
aims to achieve, the Privatization was implementedhe rush, without adequate
knowledge and understanding. The main reason walispmse of the problem and
make the new railway system work before the elactb 1997. The Conservative
party which governed when the railways were praadi seemed to make only short-
term plans and did not think about the future @f thailways. The fact that when the
British railways were privatized they needed totveaien three years replace the old
rolling stocks proved the lack of long-term stggteAnother problem appeared after
the election won by the Labour party which did patticularly considered railway in
its plans. That indicates lack of the continuaiimigovernment thinking (Ch. Wolmar
2005).
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The Conservative Government declined in providingsgdes for Britain’s railways.
Not only did it not happened but even increasedtiquaarly under “Transport 10
Year Plan”. It proved more expensive than anyorpeeted (J. Shaoul 2006).

The European railways found it impossible to ewighout the Government subsidies
(J. Shaoul 2006). Nor found it the British onese Thovernment supported the train
operators. The plan was that subsidies would beiged to cover both operating and
capital costs, such as refurbishing stations. #gshows the level of subsidies from
all sources provided to the 25 train operation canigs as a percentage of total
revenue. It indicates that the privatized railwageded less and less subsidies and
they declined by about 40% with the time being. ldeer, although it decreased, in
the first three years after full privatization (Rack’s privatization finished in 1996)
the subsidies given to the British railways werallile those in the 1980s before the

reorganization.

Fig. 45 Subsidies of the train operating compaafés privatization of Railtrack (J.
Shaoul 2006)
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In the same time the situation of the railwayshia passenger transport market were
not satisfactory. Road transport owned a signitieanount of shares keeping railway

transport far behind. Although there were not dr@nehanges, road transport was

very stable (Fig 46).
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Fig.46 Comparison of modal shares (1996- 2QD1} 2007)
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Although the British railways were reorganized inexy short time which could be
considered as a success the future perspectivesewfowners did not seem so
delightful. Firstly, as well as establishment ok thew composition of industrial
activities, Britain’s railways were affected by newethods of industrial organization.
The manufacturing knowledge drastically developiethat time and industry became
more professional using different methods and gbibhies such as “Just in time”, an
extended supply chains, multiple pick-up pointsmaltiple drop-off points, Lean
Manufacturing or Quality Management. Those new w@shwere suited to a fixed-
track transport which led to developed road haukagefreight forwarding industries.
Similar to the caused by electronic communicatipstesn such as e-mail and fax on
parcels delivery (J. Shaoul 2004).

Although the privatization program of the Britishilways was supported by the
Government subsides and aimed to improve the finhoondition the reorganization
and the split-up of the industry created extrasegtich were difficult to classify in

any financial analysis, such as the transactiortsco$ operating, planning and
coordinating, cost of unusable new trains or cosgslting from a of loss of skills and

experience (J. Shaoul 2006).
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The biggest failure of the restructure and a nestesy was Railtrack. In fact, the
network operator had not been the part of the pmaon which was much
considered. It practically started the preparatmbe privatized in the moment when
it broke up with the BR and became an anonymouanizgtion. There was nothing
like long-term plans for Railtrack. However, theganization’s aim was to make a
profit. Considering the fact that Railtrack madefironly from the lines usage and
that prices are fixed it seems like an impossilolal.gNevertheless, in order to achieve
it, it paid less attention to the quality of servitd provided and cut all possible
maintenance costs. They reduced money for netwavksiment. The company’s
strategy led to fatal a crash in 2000 in Hatfiedatduse of track cause. That accident
led to the decision that Railtrack could no loniggiore the safety issue (P. Thalmann
2004). In fact, this problem had not been consillareich before privatization.
However it still followed the rule “repair not premt” which an example could be a
rail crash at Ladbroke Grove (1999) or Southall9{@)9 The number of passengers
immediately decrease. So did Railtrack’s shareswds unable to pay its debt.
Eventually, network operator had its debt partlytten- off in order to make its sell
easier. It happened in 2002 and the rail infrastinectook National Rail over (Ch.
Wolmar 2005).

The new owner announced that track condition waeurinvested and that a fifth of
the network needed to be replacement. The Govermnooemmitted to help with such

a huge investment.

After the Privatization of the British railways, 998 a White Paper written by John
Prescott which aimed to end era of cars was pudalisRailway was a peak point of
the publication with its investments and improvetseithe most important outcome
was the creation of a Strategic Rail Authority (&¥ed in 2006) which took OPRAF

(Office of Passenger Rail Franchising) work and wesponsible for long-term

strategy for railways and bringing fragmented tatether. However it was hardly
possible to manage so many companies by one oegemmZ Ch.Wolmar 2005).

The British Railways have experienced very hardetinthroughout history. World

Wars, political fights, economic crisis and evenatier conditions have had an
impact on the Railway’s situation throughout thentoey. However, after the

dramatic and unstable time, along with all efforade to improve the British
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Railway’'s position (Nationalization, ModernizatiorPlan, Beeching’'s Axe),
Privatiziation was introduced. to help stabilize fRailways. Eventually, Privatization
resulted in increasing both passenger and freiglmisport measures. Such an
improvement let the Railway become a competitiveamse of transport which
provided a high quality of service. The benefitssagsated with Privatization
illustrated to the Government the importance of ®Railway to the transport

structure.
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Chapter 7

Discussion

This paper focuses on finding out how big impaditigal have decisions, national
and worldwide economic changes, tragic train desastnd various modernizations of
the infrastructure on different measures of Brimimailways. It also attempts to

predict the direction of future decisions and @usi

Britain’s railways have constantly experienced apsl downs. Being the country’s
largest industry in 1920s they experienced the drafthe First and Second World
Wars which affected both its passenger capacitytl@aondition of its rolling stock.
The railways were completely devastated and neduwdol to revive and to face

another problem- the increasing popularity of rdadsport.

In the 1940s The Britain’s railways were in sucldige financial situation that the
Government decided to nationalize the industry 8 @hd took control. Although the
railways needed big investments and even biggedsfuo do so, the Government
apart from small actions in order to hide the peablbefore the next election did not

do anything to contribute to improvement of thdéways condition.

The next opportunity to rebuild the railways waseTkModernization Plan (1955)
which was supposed to change it into a more ecaraiyiviable and self- sufficient
railway. The Plan became a fiasco and British Rasvstill could not solve the
financial problems. Both goods moved and passekigedeclined whereas, in the
meantime, road transport was getting more popiilae. publication of The Beeching
Report highlighted the size of the problem. The dd&®g Axe reduced rail network
by 1/3 in order to maximize the lines usage andemBktain’s railways efficient.

However, the cuts did not meet the expectations.

In the 1970s and early 1980s it continued to bg ddficult to find a solution to the
poor financial condition of the industry in the éagf global economic problems. That
time showed how much the railways were dependernhemrondition of the national

economy.
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By the middle of 1980s the British Railways becaagain popular and their
performance improved. However, in 1993 the industag privatized as the result of
the impact of the economic recession and a nevetatel emerged. Although they
were sold off to private owners, they still neededvernment funds. In the end of
1990s The British Railways experienced tragic asmisl the Southall rail crash
(1997), the Ladbroke Grove crash in 1999 and thttiéld crash in 2000 which were
caused by poor maintenance of the infrastructure.

None of above solutions made the British railwdyesindependent and self- sufficient
industry that had been envisaged. The big placheese it was meant to be “The Ten
Year Plan 2000". According to the Deputy Prime Mier of the day, John Prescott,
the paper would deliver “the scale of resourcesliredq to put integrated transport
into practice” and “radical improvements for paggas, motorists, business- and all
of us as citizens concerned about congestion, ysafetl a better environment.”
(Department for Transport, Local Government andiétesy2000, p.3)

The Plan announced an investment of about £180rbitlver ten years within which

£121 billion was to come from private and publipital investment almost 75% more
then ten years before (DfT, Local Government andidtes 2000). The plan focused
not only on railway transport but also on road haddon transport and locally across

England.

Regarding railway transport the goal was “to inseedhe use of the railway by

passengers and freight, to provide new capacityeéet demand, and to improve the
quality of service to customers, while reducing tmasgrently regulated fares in real
terms.” (DfT, Local Government and Regions 200®3jp. The current statistics

suggested that the aim might actually be achieved.

One of outcomes expected out of the implementaiforhe Transport Plan 2000 was
the increase of 50% in passenger journeys and %f iBO0freight transport by rail in
ten years time. However, in reality, by the turn2608/09 the former had increased

by 37% whereas the latter only 15%. Passenger ggsrincreased continuously
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throughout, while freight moved grew up to 2005¥@ten the growth started slowing
down. (Fig. 47)

Fig. 47 Passenger journeys and freight moved (2Q0R2008/09) (ORR 2009)
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Another target set up in the Plan was to improwe rétliability and punctuality of
passenger trains. According to the National Raéntis Yearbook 2008-2009 and
National Rail Trends 2005-2006 Q1, the percentafjdrans arriving on time
increased about 3% to up to 90.6% since 1999/2A0Mever, when the Transport
Ten Year Plan was published, this Public Perforraavieasure (PPM) dramatically
decreased by about 9% and then slowly increaeddng-distance operators, the
data show the percentage of trains arriving wittén minutes of timetabled arrival at
final destination. For London and South East, aadional operators, the data show
the percentage of trains arriving within five miastof the timetabled arrival It is
hard to say whether the achieved performance wiafysag enough as no specific
targets were set (ORR 2009).

Another issue raised in the Transport 10 Year Rlas the customer satisfaction.

Analyzing the complaints rate, which is definedaasumber of passenger complaints

per 100,000 passenger journeys; it decreased bg than 50% (Fig. 48)
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Fig.48 Performance indicators (ORR 2007,2009)
(The data for 00/01 and 01/02 is not directly cangble with more recent data due
to a new method of recording telephone enquiries.)
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Regarding transport modal share, according to tae, Pail transport would increase
its share of the freight market to about 10% im.additional 15 billion tonne-km
moved. In reality, rail's modal share successfitigreased up to 8% in 2007 whilst
road rise to 68% (DfT 2008; Table 4.1). Howeveg freight moved by trains hardly
increased at all by only 3 billion tonne-km, andleed it seems to have decreased
recently.(Fig 49,50)
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Fig. 49 Freight modal comparison (1999-2007) (ORR&22009)
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The Transport Ten Year Plan 2000 focused on majeestments. Especially,
regarding rail transport due to tragic acciderite the Southall rail crash (1997) or
the Ladbroke Grove crash caused by a SPAD(sigrsaigoiain danger) in 1999 and the
Hatfield crash in 2000 caused by poor maintenaftbeoinfrastructure. (DfT 2000).
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According to the Paper, the safety of rail transp®ra priority for the Government
and the industry and by 2010 key factors of ratidents will decline by 50%.

With regard to passenger casualty rates, whichheaimderstood as the risk of injury,
per billion kilometers traveled (DfT 2009 p.10).etmumber of passengers killed
declined by 100% in 2008 compared with 2000 (eXdg suicide), while the

number of passengers injured decreased by 43%lowasame period (Fig.51).

Fig.51 Passenger casualty rate (1999-2008) (DfBR00
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This project shows that changing the ownershipvgbel to public or vice versa) of

Britain’s railways is insufficient to make it sua@sful. To provide efficient, safe and

affordable public transport requires a plannedesysand integration of all modes of
transport both with respect to people and freighte analysis shows that the British
railways had to be privatized as the nationalizesdesn was unable to keep pace with
industrial, economical and technical developmeHi®wvever, the privatized railway

system is a very expensive way of providing puliensport and must, without

bringing public ownership back, lead to increasedataxes or cuts in other public
services.

It has been 17 years since the British railwayseweivatized. As can be seen neither
Privatization nor The Transport Ten Year Plan 2Cfthieved their proposed
outcomes. Fig. 7 shows that from 2005/06 the aiatip between freight moved per

route km and passenger km per route km is chan@ogdoes the direction of the
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trend line. This raises the question of whethereth& going to be soon another major
change in Britain’s railways? What structure netedbe implemented? And will any

system ever be fully able to make the industryipable and efficient?
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Chapter 8
Conclusions and Recommendations

This thesis concentrates on using different measafgpassenger and freight train
transport in order to asses the size of the impathe key strategic actions such as
Nationalization (1947), The Modernization Plan (895The Beeching Axe (1963) or

Privatization (1993).

The main conclusions from this paper are as follows

» the graphic relation between passenger km per tautend freight moved
per route km between 1952-2009 shapes four erasewtithin each of them
can be find the linear relationship (Fig 7),

* analyzing the history of the British Railways aredating it to intersection
points between eras presented in Figure 7 (Tableri2igs the conclusion that
British Railways structural and financial conditibas always depended on the
political position of the British Government,

e passenger km per route km and freight moved péeram relation, relied on
the condition of the national and world economyghsas the economic crisis
of the 1980s for example,

* Although the Government continued to invest heainlyoad transport, and
attempted to phase out the railways, the Britishlipucontinued to use this
means of transportation as the British have a tcstiofondness of the railway.

* Because the Government’s decisions were politicabtivated, most of the
major changes to the railways were usually rash; aell- thought and

without long sighted vision.

This paper is based on detailed analyze of théiwakhip between passenger km per
route km and freight moved per route km along withrelation and regression
analysis and boundary line method. In addition,aa@s the end of this paper there
were presented different performance factors sgcAwerage length. Load of haul,
Passengers Complaints rate, Passenger casualtgrregability and punctuality of

passenger trains.
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Future research actions could consist of the fatigw

* The further analysis of the relationship betwedfeddnt factors such as
Passengers loaded train km, Av no of pax / trainJelgth of pax journey
(km),

* It might be useful to look at the railway transporthe context of different
areas in the UK (North, South), and analyze themregards of
unemployment average salary and costs of tickets.

* In order to gain a wider picture of the situatiormight be beneficial to
look at other countries transport statistics anthgare them to the UK,
concentrating on the railway.

e Looking at Figure 7 it can be noticed that towatlis end of the Fourth
Era the relationship between passenger km per romiteand freight
moved per route km is changing direction. Thiseli@sting observation
might suggests the creation of the Fifth Era. Ituldobe interesting to
forecast using different analyzing tools the futurend in railway

transport.
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