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Document Reference CC7/3/A
1 introduction
1.1 This Report has been prepared by Stephen Sharp, an Associate Director of Capita Symonds Ltd (CSL), a multi-disciplinary consultancy.  He has worked for CSL for 11 years and is a member of their Railways Team which specialises in railway engineering and operations.  He is a Chartered Member of the Institute of Logistics and Transport and a Member of the Institution of Railway Operators.  He has over 38 years’ experience in the field of railway operations.
1.2 Much of the work undertaken by CSL involves designing and assessing railway projects, both passenger and freight, in various locations around the country.
1.3 Stephen Sharp has undertaken assessments and developed projects including new railway lines, passenger stations and freight terminals.  This has included timetabling of train services, station and freight terminal design and handling methods for freight traffic.  An important part of his work is the assessment of Freight Facilities Grant (FFG) Applications for the Department for Transport and preparing such applications for clients. 
Involvement in the Project

1.4 CSL’s first involvement with this project was in 2004 when Cornwall County Council appointed the then Symonds Group Ltd to carry out a study into the feasibility of moving domestic waste by rail in Cornwall.  The scope of this study included looking at previous work carried out by other consultancies.

1.5 The basic proposal would involve waste being brought in by road to a number of transfer stations located in Cornwall and the waste then consolidated for movement by rail to an “Energy from Waste” plant located somewhere in the “China Clay District” to the north of St. Austell.
Scope of the Report
1.6 This Report has been prepared for a planning appeal made by SITA Cornwall Ltd against the refusal of planning permission by Cornwall County Council for the development of the ‘Cornwall Energy Recovery Centre’ (CERC) and associated works, at a site near St Dennis (Application Reference 08/00761, refused permission on 31st March 2009).
1.7 This Report deals with rail transport matters, and as such addresses the following reason for refusal of planning permission given by Cornwall County Council:

8)
The proposed development would be contrary to sustainable development objectives by its dependence on the transportation of waste by road, and increasing distances between the origin of waste and its disposal.  For these reasons the proposal conflicts with Policy W2 (Waste Facilities and the Waste Hierarchy) and SD1 (the Ecological Footprint) of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (2008); Policy 1 (Principles of Sustainable Development) in the Cornwall Structure Plan 2004 and Policy 1 (Plan Strategy Policies) of the Restormel Borough Council Local Plan 2001.
1.8 Therefore, the main issues addressed within this Report are:
· Is the transport of waste by rail to a proposed CERC at Parkandillack feasible; 

· Is it possible to provide rail access to the site; and
· Is it possible, given the current proposals, to provide rail access at a later date.
Structure of the Report
1.9 Section 2 of this Report describes those aspects of the scheme relevant to rail matters, and also sets out the site context relevant to these matters.  Section 3 considers the feasibility of rail use in the County as a whole, and on the appeal site itself.  Conclusions are drawn in Section 4.
2 Site context AND SCHEME DESCRIPTION
Site Context

2.1 The site at Rostowrack Farm is adjacent to an existing railway line that runs from Burngullow Junction (on the Plymouth to Penzance main line) to Parkandillack passing through Drinnick Mill and Treviscoe.  This line is currently used to move china clay from the Imerys site at Parkandillack.  It used to run northwards from Parkandillack to join the Par to Newquay line at St Dennis Junction, approximately 4km to the north of the site, but the line was closed in the mid-1960s and some of the former trackbed was sold.  The physical connection to the main line at St Dennis Junction has also been removed.

2.2 It is understood that the former British Railways Board repurchased the previously sold land when reopening of this line was considered in the 1980s.  The land was then transferred to Railtrack at privatisation and the complete section is now understood to be in the ownership of Network Rail.

Scheme Description

2.3 The Appellant has produced a drawing (EFW-POR-18, dated 12 January 2008) which is a roof plan of the ERC site and shows an area on the south eastern boundary of the site which is annotated “Area for Future Rail Siding”.  
3 FEASIBILITY OF RAIL
Use of Rail

3.1 Domestic waste is currently moved by rail from a number of locations in Great Britain.  The nearest locations to Cornwall are Bath and Bristol where waste is moved to a landfill at Calvert in north Buckinghamshire.  At Bath waste is taken by Refuse Collection Vehicles (RCVs) to a transfer station in the city.  Here it is compacted into metal containers 20ft long.  The compaction is carried out by opening the end doors of the container and clamping it to the compactor which is fed from above.  These containers are then taken by road to a rail siding just west of Bath Spa station where they are stored prior to the arrival of the train.  

3.2 When the train arrives the empty containers are removed from the train by crane and replaced by the loaded containers.  When the train is loaded it then moves onto Bristol.  At Bristol the operation is much simpler as the transfer station is adjacent to the railway siding.  Once again waste is compacted into containers and the containers loaded onto the train as at Bath.  The train then travels to Calvert where the containers are unloaded by crane, placed on road vehicles, taken to the landfill site and emptied.
3.3 Whilst the sites at Bath, Bristol and Calvert use an overhead crane to move containers to and from a train, it is also possible to use a fork lift truck or similar.  In Section 4.5 of the Transport Assessment for CERC (dated March 2008) the Appellant proposes that the ACT system is used.  We also consider that this would be a suitable system to use.  However, the Appellant states it would not be possible to use the ACT system in Cornwall as none of the waste transfer sites has rail access.  In our 2004 Report and as discussed below, we considered that four sites with rail access could be used as transfer stations.  Also, it is feasible for a container to be loaded at a transfer station remote from a rail terminal, and then taken to an adjacent rail terminal as happens in Bath at present, as described above.     
3.4 Whether an overhead crane, fork lift truck or the ACT system is the best method to use will depend on a number of factors such as the number of containers to be handled and the area available.
3.5 There is potential to accept railborne containers at the Parkandillack site.  To ensure that such an operation can be carried out it is necessary to satisfy a number of conditions regarding train movements on Network Rail owned infrastructure.  These are:

1. The lines over which the waste trains will run must satisfy requirements for axle weight, loading gauge, train weight and train length;

2. The lines must be open at the time that rail movements need to be made;
3. Line capacity must be available; 
4. Suitable waste containers and wagons must be available;

5. A Freight Operating Company (FOC) authorised to operate trains on Network Rail infrastructure must be prepared to operate the trains.

3.6 In our 2004 study we concluded that suitable rail served transfer stations could be built at the following locations: Ponsandane (Penzance), Truro, St. Blazey and Moorswater (near Liskeard).  It is understood that consideration is also being given to a waste handling facility at Hallenbeagle (near Scorrier) which is adjacent to the main railway line.  The five conditions above are, therefore, only considered for the following lines:

· Liskeard to Penzance (passing through Par and Burngullow Junction)
· Liskeard to Moorswater

· Par to St. Blazey

· Burngullow Junction to Parkandillack

3.7 The five conditions are considered further thus:

1. The lines over which the waste trains will run must satisfy requirements for route availability, loading gauge, overall train weight and train length.

The table below (information supplied by Network Rail) shows the above criteria for the designated lines.  A glossary explaining route availability and loading gauge is provided at the end of this Report and the source of this information is included separately.
Table 3.1: Line Capability 
	Section of Line
	Route Availability (RA)
	Loading Gauge
	Train Weight Limit
	Train Length Limit

	Liskeard – Burngullow Junction
	8
	W7
	1,330 tonnes
	371m

	Burngullow Junction – Truro
	7
	W7
	1,330 tonnes
	371m

	Truro – Penzance
	7
	W6a
	1,330 tonnes
	371m

	Liskeard – Moorswater
	4
	W6a
	730 tonnes
	288m

	Par – St. Blazey
	7
	W7
	790 tonnes
	256m

	Burngullow Junction – Drinnick Mill
	6
	W6a
	990 tonnes
	288m

	Drinnick Mill – Parkandillack
	5
	W6a
	990 tonnes
	288m


20ft ISO containers, with a height of 8ft can, in normal circumstances, operate within W6a gauge on flat wagons of the type FCA and KFA.  Containers with a height of 8ft 6in can operate within W6a gauge on wagons of the type IKA or FKA - these latter wagons have a lower deck but reduced capacity.  The wagons noted above differ in their physical characteristics, length, weight and carrying capacity but can be considered as suitable to carry the ISO containers described above over the routes shown in Table 3.1.  
In section 3.5 of the Transport Assessment (paragraphs 3.5.13 et seq) the Appellant considers that it is not possible to move waste by rail in Cornwall as the rail loading gauge is not suitable for high cube (9’ 6”) containers.  Whilst it is true that such containers cannot run on lines in Cornwall we consider, as discussed above, that 8’ or 8’ 6” containers can be used.  Indeed, this type of container is used today for the movement of waste by rail in the UK.

2. The lines must be open at the time that rail movements need to be made.

With the exception of the Par to St. Blazey line, the lines are open continuously. The Par to St. Blazey line is open continuously except from 2200hrs on Saturday night until 0600hrs on Sunday morning but this is not likely to cause any difficulties.

3. Line capacity must be available.

In late 2004 the single line section between Burngullow Junction and Probus (five miles east of Truro) was doubled which has increased line capacity and improved punctuality.  The main line through Cornwall is now double track throughout from Liskeard to Ponsandane apart from a short section over the St. Pinnock and East Largin viaducts (between Liskeard and Bodmin Road) and another short section on the approach to Ponsandane.  There are also additional lines at Lostwithiel and Par where freight trains can be overtaken by passenger trains.  The Par to St. Blazey line is also double track but all other lines shown in Table 3.1 are single track.  

The basic passenger timetable on the main line (Liskeard to Penzance) is one or two trains per hour in each direction (up to London, down to Penzance) although, occasionally there may be three.  The line to Moorswater has passenger trains running over some of its length, at around hourly intervals.  There are twelve passenger trains per day (six in each direction) between Par and St. Blazey.  Freight train movements are generally confined to the Lostwithiel to Burngullow Junction section (china clay traffic) although there are also some movements between Lostwithiel and Liskeard.  One freight train per week is shown to operate west of Burngullow Junction.  The Parkandillack branch currently has a maximum of one train per day.  It is CSL’s view that there would be no difficulty in operating additional freight train services to move domestic waste from transfer stations to CERC at Parkandillack.
4. Suitable waste containers and wagons must be available.

20ft long ISO containers are currently used for the Bath/Bristol to Calvert movement and these containers are readily available to order.  The containers will be carried on flat wagons which are also readily available and will normally supplied by the FOC.  

5. An FOC authorised to operate trains on Network Rail infrastructure must be prepared to operate the trains.

Both DB Schenker and Freighliner Heavy Haul operate freight train services in Cornwall and CSL is not aware of any reason why they would not be prepared to discuss the movement of waste by rail.
Site Suitability

3.8 The proposed site for the CERC is next to the existing railway line at Parkandillack and on a similar level and there appear to be no significant constraints that would prevent a rail siding being built at the CERC and connected to the existing railway line.
3.9 As a minimum, a rail terminal for the movement of containers of domestic waste should include:

· a single rail siding; 

· a locomotive run-round facility (allowing the locomotive to be released from one end of the train and coupled to the other end for the return journey);

· a cripple siding (where defective wagons can be stored and repaired);

· an overhead crane to load and unload containers on the train, or a hardstanding to allow a fork lift truck (or similar) to manoeuvre to load and unload containers, or a roadway where an ACT system compatible road vehicle can operate;
· an area where containers can be stored if necessary;

· a roadway where vehicles can stand whilst being loaded or unloaded with a container (not necessary where a roadway is already provided for the ACT system);

3.10 Depending on the volumes of traffic, additional sidings may be required. 

3.11 From information that is in the public domain, the rail terminal area at Calvert appears to be approximately 600m long and 20m wide at its widest part.  This area includes all of the facilities shown in paragraph 3.9 above except a container storage area.  It should be noted that at Calvert containers are loaded and unloaded by overhead crane which means that the site width can be narrower than where containers are moved by fork lift truck as an additional area for the fork lift truck to manoeuvre will be required.  However, the overhead crane does not run the full length of the sidings and therefore the sidings have to be of sufficient length so that the whole train can be moved to enable it to be underneath the crane at some point.
3.12 In our 2004 Report we considered that a train conveying waste containers would consist of a maximum of ten wagons, giving a length of around 235m including the locomotive.  Allowing for a locomotive run round facility, the minimum siding length would be in the region of 345m – this is from the tips of the points at the south western end of the sidings to the buffer stop at the north eastern end.  Provision will also need to be made to connect the siding and the run round to the main line and provide a cripple siding.

3.13 As far as width is concerned, the narrowest layout is likely to be when the ACT system is used.  Here a siding and run round facility will be required plus a 10m wide roadway.  This will require a width of 18m for a 210m length of the siding, i.e. for ten wagons.     
Scheme Suitability

3.14 It is difficult to ascertain the exact length and width of the “Area for Future Rail Siding” on drawing EFW-POR-18 as it is not clear where the Network Rail boundary is located and the siding area appears to conflict with the site’s internal roads.  However, it appears to be 16m wide at its widest part (but considerably narrower in other places) and 200m long.  It is also noted that no plan of the proposed siding layout and connections to the main line is provided.

3.15 As the “Area for Future Rail Siding” is much smaller than that which CSL would consider to be a minimum requirement we do not believe that the area proposed by the Appellant is suitable  for a rail terminal.  However, it is our view that a suitable rail terminal could be provided at Pakandillack albeit that changes, such as the relocation of certain buildings, would need to be made to the proposed site layout.  This would require a new planning application.  It may also be possible to use some of the facilities in the existing rail sidings at Parkandillack, such as the run-round facility and cripple siding which would reduce the area required for a rail terminal within the ERC site.  However, this would require the consent of Network Rail and Imerys and I am not aware that such consent has been obtained.
4 Conclusions

4.1 It is CSL’s view that:

· the transport of waste by rail is still generally feasible in the County as a whole;

· the location of the appeal site is compatible with the use of rail for waste transport;

· it is feasible to provide rail access to the site; and

· the area allocated for a rail terminal within the site is insufficient.
5 GLOSSARY
Route Availability
5.1 Route Availability is used to determine the compatibility of the weight of rail vehicles with the strength of underline bridges.  The Route Availability (RA) number for a vehicle is derived from its maximum axle loads and axle spacings.  Examples of the maximum axle load (which may be reduced for some axle spacings) corresponding to RA numbers are:

· RA3 up to 16.5 tonnes per axle

· RA5 up to 19 tonnes per axle

· RA8 up to 22.8 tonnes per axle

5.2 A vehicle is permitted to travel over a route if the vehicle RA is less than or equal to the route RA.  If a train operator needs to run trains that are heavier than the published RA number it will be necessary to contact Network rail to establish the relevant requirements.
Loading Gauge
5.3 The capability to operate a railway vehicle and its load on the network is governed by the height and width profile, known as loading gauge, for the route concerned.  A railway vehicle needs to comply with the route loading gauge to ensure that it passes clear of all structures, principally overbridges and tunnels, but also features such as station platforms, canopies and overhead or lineside equipment.

5.4 Loading gauge varies by route, reflecting historical demand for different types of train to operate or the construction policy of the original railway companies.  Network Rail has codified a set of loading gauge profiles for freight vehicles which are identified by a “W” prefix and a number.  As the route number rises so, broadly speaking, does the size of the vehicle which can pass.  Hence a freight wagon built to comply with a smaller loading gauge (typically W6a) is capable of operating over most of the national network.  The larger loading gauges (such as W*, W10 etc.) enable bigger trains – such as those carrying tall containers – to operate on certain routes.  Network Rail is enhancing the gauge of a number of strategic freight routes to cater for a growing demand to operate trains with these kinds of loads.
 















