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PREVFanuCE

As was forecast in 2o previous publication, proposals
have nov been made by the British Railwoys Board for the with-
drawal of 2ll passenger services between Bristol (Temple Meads)
and Bournemouth (West) via Bath (Green Park); also between
Evercreech Junction and Highbridge. At the same time, proposals
have been made for the withdrawal of passenger services between
Salisbury and West Moors and betwecen Brockenhurst and Broadstone.
In the following pages it 1s proposed to discuss these proposals
from the financial stand-point.

We cannot hope to be as helpful as we should like cver
these services. In the first place, the "financial information"
offered by British Railways to objectors is meagre; in the
second place, the data supplied in the "Becching Report® is
incomplete and therc¢fore misleading. DNevertheless we think it
important that some attempt should be made to get at the real
truth about the cconomics of thesc passenger services before it
is too late. Thot their withdrawal will cause hardship we can
well believe; this is considered by the Transport Users' Con-
sultative Committees. That the withdrawals are being pressed
forward by British Railways without consideration of town and
country planning reguirements, local and national road congest-
ion and future trends in population and industry is also true.
A strong argument can be raised against rail closures on such
grounds, but the basis on which closures are proposed is
solely financial. That is why we devote this memorandum to the
economics of three particular routes.
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CHsPTER ONE

The Somerset and Dorset Railway

"During the eleven years 1950-61, British Railways
closed completely or partially some 301 branch lines, or 19 per
cent of the system. The estimated annual savings amounted to
the equivalent of only 7 of the railways' loss for 1960.

"Far greater savings could have been achieved
without closing 2 single branch line, although clearly many of
the lines did need closing. Prodigious waste was rife through-
out the system - a lack of foresight and imagination perhaps
without equal in British history in a large industrial concern.”

(The Rural Transport Problem - D.St.John Thomas)

We have already described the lines of the former
Somerset and Dorset Railway (in a previous pu lication) and we
will only re-call to the reader's attention the salient facts:
The main line runs from Broadstone in Dorset to Bath. Through
passenger trains run over this main line from Bournemouth West
to Bristol via Mangotsfield. There is a branch line from
Evercreech Junction to Highbridge.

British Railwnys propose the withdrawal of the
passenger services over the whole of these routes. all stations
between Mangotsfield and Bro=2dstone (exclusive) will be closed
to passengers, as will the stations on the branch line, with
the exception of Highbridge. Broadstone and Mangotsfield are
themselves due for closure under other schemes.

The proposals for withdrawal are being made in
accordance with the principle enunciated in 'The Re-shaping of
British Railways' (the 'Beeching Report') a passage from which
reads as follows:

" It is proposed to close down routes which are so
lightly loaded as to have no chance of paying their
way, and to discontinue services which cannot be
provided economically by rail. ™ '

British Railways are not bound to furnish infor-
mation on the financial performance of any particular route or
service, but they do, in fact, supply the appropriate Transport
Users' Consultative Committee with some figures about each

-5 -



proposal for withdrawal they make. These figures are passed
on to anyone whe objects to the proposal for withdrawal. The
figures in respect of the Somerset and Dorsct lines are as

follows: ~

Per Annum

Revenue Attributable to Line £ 108,600
Direct Costs: yoyoment £ 327,100
Terminal £ 71. 500 £ 308,600

The Direct Costs quoted above do not include any
portion of the under~m:ntioned renewals cxpected
to be required in the next five years.

Total for
1st 2nd 3rd, 4th, 5th next five
year yvear vears years
€ F
Permanent Way 109, 1,00 185,600 7L, 000 289,200
Signalling 2,800 2C, 00 20,100 43,800
Buildings, Bridges, 6,900 10, 680 10,600 28,180
etc. -
T e,100 137,380 104, 70C 361,180

"Have you guessed the riddle yet 77 the Hatter suid,
turning to alice agnin-.

"No, I give it up", alice replied: "What's the answer?®
"I haven't the slightest idea™, said the Hatter.

"Nor I', said the March Hose

b A L L . S

It would be 2 conziderable over-statement to
describe the above figures ns helpful to nanyone interested in
the basic reason for the cconomic failurc ~nd conscequent closure

of the rail service in question. Yo indicotion is giver of the
period to which the information relrtcecs, one does not know how
"revenue attributable to the line” 1s arrived at, whether 1t 1is
merely passenger revenue, includcs parcels revenuc or is the
total revenue for all trnfiic over the line. Movement costs and
terminal (or station) costs are included but there is no figure
for track maintenance 2and sign2llin~ other than those shown As
renewals "expected to be required iy the next five years™. Do
these figures include dav-to-dey maintentnece (vhich is seriously
in arrear on thc Somerset and Dorset) or do they only refer to
genuine renevals 7 There is something very strange nbout these
figures, incidentally; why do the requirements fell so drastic-
ally in the 3rd, 4th and 5th years ? Why has 50% of the total
expected renewzl cost of sign2lling to be met in the sccond

year ? It is all extremely mysterious.
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Indeed, this is a pleasant intellectural conundrum,
but one to which no solution is supplied, and the general effect
is as maddening as thot of the answerless riddle vhich Alice was
asked 2t the Mad Hatters Tea Party. The only conclusion vhich
one is expected to draw - and no doubt this will be duly
emphasised - is that the services are losing £ 300,000 a year
and that capital cexpenditure of £ 360,000 is required over the
next five years. Further than this, one is not permitted to go.

It has <lready been pointed out elsewhere that, in
discussing branch line passenger services, the Beeching Report
either ignores or dismisses very perfunctorily four vital
questions; these are :

n train costs be cut ?
an fores be increased ?
an stotions be closed 7
an track and signalling costs be cut ?

Wk

We would add onc¢ further question to these :
5)

Can scrvices be improved and traffic
increased ?

1) Can train costs be cut ?

All services over the Somerset and Dorset line are
steam-hauled. This is the principal reason for their undoubted
attraction to the railway enthusiast, of which there is copious
evidence. Steam s, however, an extremely expensive method of
providing » rail service. The Beeching Report quotes 15/- per
troin mile 2¢s an 2verage cost for such cagses. One would hazard
a guess that on the Somecrset nnd Dorset the average cost is
higher. The cost of running 2 diesel multiple-unit varies, but
a fair figure is 4/- per troin mile; 2 rail-bus costs even less.

Use of diesel multiple-units on the Somerset and Dorset could

therefore cut movement costs by nezrly 756.

2) Can fares be increased ?

This, so far 2s we know, is never considered. The
Beeching Report merely comments that, to cover costs on many
services, frres would have to be increased to eight or ten times
their present level. This stutement is unsupported by reference
to any particular case and we regard it as ill-judged. It is
guite possible that hicher fares would readily be paid if
required to maintain a scorvice desired in a particular locality.
A small premium only would be necessary if attention were paid
to reduction of costs.



3) Can stations be clcsed ?

AN

There are 29 stations on thg¢ Somerset and Dorset
lines, excluding halts and those not immediztely affected by
the closure proposals. The acverage station cost is quoted in
the Beeching Report as £ 2, 500 per onnum. we hive no hesitation
in saying that all but six ol these stitions could be closed -
either entirely or by conversion to unstaflfced halts. Why such
a step was not taken long ago is incomprchensiblc.

o

L) Can track and signalling costs be cut ¢

This is the most Adifficult question for the layman
to answer since it is, to a l.vzge extent, 2 technical one. There
are, however, one or two basic principles:

i) Double track costs more than single track to maintain.
57 miles of the Somerset and Dorset route milcage is double
track (including Mangotsfield - Bath (Green lork). Is  this
really necessary ?

ii) Signal-boxes are an expensive luxury. a box manned by
two men costs £ 1, 500 a year to maintain. Including again
Mangotsfield - Bath (Green tork), therc are over 30 signal-boxes
on the Somerset and Dorset. are they 211 necessary ?  Could
not the traffic be casily re-organiscd to te signalled by ten
boxes at the most ?

.
p

5) Can services be improved and troffic increased

Here we rcally enter the realms of conjecture. It
is tempting to be dogmatic 2and asscrt that 2ny change on the
Somerset and Dorset could only be for the better. Nevertheless,
it is novoriously ifficult for 2 reil scrvice to regain lost
custom and it is probably safcst not to assume that sny great
improvement in tro2ffic would flow from an improvesd service.

That a servicc by diesel multiple-units would be ~ veost improve-
ment we hold to be a2 self-evident fnct, particularly as their
advent would ccincide with a re-cnsting of the current ~ntique
time-table. In some parts of the country the use of dicscl
multiple~units has dramatically increased traffic and one would
hope for some noticeable effect on the Somerset and Dorsct.

+ 4+ + 4+ 4 o+ A+ o+ o+ 4

Hoving briefly considered wvarious wnys in which
operating economics can be effected we should now like to try
and apply the various methods tc the operstion of the Somerset
and Dorset railway.



In our prcvious Report on these linces we made some
suggestions for extensive modernisation and retionalisation; an
obvious criticism of such suzgestions, and one which has been
indicnted to us with some force, is that a fairly larzge amount
of capital expenditure would have been required and that such
cxpenditure would not be justified. The following suszgestions
involve very little capit~l cxpenditure initially; subsequently
such expenditure would be confined to routine renewal of track
and other fixed asscts; (we assume that arrears of maintenance

will be made good).

I. Assumed that entire system is retained for passcnger services.

We have not prep=ared = detailed time-table, but we
base our calcul2tions on the promise thnt the main-line service
between Bournemouth nnd Bristol (Templc Mends) will be operated
by three two-car diecscel multiple-units and the branch-line
service between Evercreech nnd Highbridge by 2 single rail-bus.

The main-line carries scven trains each way daily
over the entire route betwcen Bournemouth (West) and Bristol
(Pemple Meads). The branch-line carries four treins daily in
each direction between Templecombe and Highbridge. assuming
that this is a week-days only scrvice, the total train mileage
each week would be 6,600 (mrin-line) and 1, 580 (branch-line).

All track between Broadstone and Mangotsfield will
be singled (where it is not single already).

All stations bectween Brosadstone and Mangotsfield
(exclusive) and on the branch-line will be closed with the
exception of: Blandford Forum, 3turminster Newton, Wincanton,
Glastonbury and Strecct, Shepton M~llet (Charlton Road), Radstock
(North), Bath (Green ark). It is nssumed that Templecombe will
remain open (on the former S.R. main-line to the West).
Highbridge, on the main W.R. line from Bristol to Taunton will
obviously remain open anyway.

Crossing places on the singlc track line will be
retained (with zppropriate signnolling) at Bath (Green Park),
Radstock, Midsomer Norton, Shepton Mallet, Evercreech Junction,
Wincanton, Templecombe, Sturminster Newton, Blaondford Forum,
and Glastonbury and Strcet.

Stationmasters will not be appointed at the staffed
stations, but a Line Manager for the entire route is envisaged.
Station buildings will in 11 cases be rationalised for ease

and economy of maintenance.

On the assumption that the system is operated in
accordance with the above facts, the annual cost would be as
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follows: -~ . .
Main Linc

Movement costs:

Diesel multiple-units:
343,200 miles @ 4/~ per milc £ 68,6L0

Terminal costs:

8 x £ 2,500 * £ 20,000
(making allowance for shared
costs at Broadstone & Mangotsfield)

Track and Signalling:

73% miles x £ 3,500 % £ 259,000
* yide Beeching Report, p.l6. TOTAL £ 347,640
¢ Maintenance Category C, single —_—

track (Beeching Report, p.9.

Branch Line

Mowvement costs:

Rail-bus: 82,160 miles
2 2/6d per mile £ 10,270

Terminal costs:

13 x £ 2,500 (making zn allowance
for shared costs at Hizhbridge) £ 3,750

Track and 3ignalling:

224 miles x & 2,000 * £ L4,000
* Maintenance Category D for singlc P
track (Beeching Report, p.9.) TOTAL £ 58,020

Main Line

Parcel, Mail and Newspapegr carricge receipts will mnke some
contribution towards total cost.
For the sake of simplicity it is
assumed that such receipts will
average out at £ 5 per train or
£ 21,800 per annum.
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Freight Traffic is assumed to cover 1ts movement costs and to
meke a contribution towards track and
signalling costs of £ 25,900 per annum.

The deduction of these tvo figures from the total
cost cnlculnted above at £ 347,640 leaves 2 net annual cost of
£ 299, 940 to be rctrieved from pessenger traffic on the main
line.

Br:nch Line

Parcel, Mz2il and Newspaper carriage receipts will make some
contribution towards total costs.

For th¢ sake of simplicity it is
assumed that such receipts will
averagce out at £ 2 per train or

£ 3,740 per annum.

Freight Traffic is ossumed to cover its movemcnt costs and to
m2ke 7 contribution towards track and signalling
costs of £ 4,L00 per annum.

The deduction of thesc two figures from the total
cost calculated above ~t £ 58,020 lenves a2 ncect annual cost of
£ 49,880 to be retricved from passenger traffic on the branch
line.

Moin Line

£ 299,940 per annum = £ 67 per mile per week for
roviding the pmssengcer service between Bournemouth (West) and
ristol fTemple Mends). st 2d per mile nverage fore this is
cquivalent to 8,040 pnsscngers per week. At 2d per mile
average fare (this is, in frct, the standard fare for second
class travel) it is equivnlent to 5,360 passengers per week,
or nn onvernge lcading of 64 possengers per train.  The fzmous
'Density of trasscnger Troffic' mop issued as an appendix to the
Becching neport shows a density of 5,000 - 10,000 passengers
per wcek between Bristol (Temple IMeads) and Templecombe and a
density of lcss then 5,000 p-ssc¢nzrers per week between
Templecombe and Bourncmouth.

Br-inch Lingc

£ 49,880 per annum = £ 43 per mile per wegk for
providing thc¢ passenger service between Highbridgze and Ever-
¢reech. At 24 rer mile average fare this is equivalent to
5,160 passengers per week. At 3d per mile average fare it is
equivalent to 3, 440 passenguers per weck, or an average loading
of 71 passengers pcr train. The Density Map (referred to above)
merely shows that less than 5,000 passengers per wceek use this
route at prescent.
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ITI. Assumed that certain parts of the system arc discarded.

We are conscious that thoe hypothesis upon which
we have worked in the foregeing scction mi.y not be tenablce on
the ground that excessive chpitol oxpenditure is rcequired to
certain parts of the system (3Sce, ¢,g. the 'finoncial inform-
ation' supplied by British R1ilways to the Troensport Users'
Consultative Committec). Wc hrve no inform~tion on this point
of any wvalue but, on the assumption that hcenvy copital expend-
iture is required (as Jdistinct from routine maintcnoncce which
has been allowed to get into arrear) we have prepared o
further set of calculations.

A8 the basis for these we have assumed that the
entire section Evercreech Junction - Mangotsfield has been
abandoned. It is notorious that this scction contnine 2111 the
major civil engineering works on the line and i1s by far the
most expensive to maintain, ns well as incorporating the large
white elephant of Bath (Green iark) station. In fact, wc
understand that part of the linc is to he retained in the region
of Radstock anyway, for freisht purposes, but we ignore that
point in the following calculations.

The route retoined for passensger servicec therefore
runs from Highbridge to Broadstone. It will be single track
throughout. Stations ret2ined betwezan Highbridge and Broad-
stone will be Glastonbury and Strect, Wincanton, Sturminster
Newton and Blandford Forum. It is acssumed that Templccombe
will be kept open on the former S.3. route to the VWest.

The passenger service would be maintained by two
diesel multiplc-units cach making five Jjourneys over the whole
route ecach wcek-day.

Movement cost:

Diesel multiple-units:
209,040 train milcs @ L/- cach £ 41,808

Terminal costs:

5 x £ 2,500 (making allownnce for
shared costs 2t Broadstone and £ 12,500

Highbridge)

Track and Signallineg:

59 miles @ £ 2,750 per mile £ 162’250
(Maintenance Catemory D+)
TOTAL £ 216, 558
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It is =ssumcd that parcel, mail and newspaper
carriage receipts will make some contribution towards total
cost. For thc sake of simplicity it is assumed that such
rcceipts will averasge out at £ 3 per trein or £ 9,360 per cnnum.
Freight traffic is assumcd to cover its movement costs a2nd to
make 2 contribution of £ 16,225 per cnnum tovards treck and

signalling costs.

The deduction of these two figures from the total
cost calculated zbove at £ 216,558 lem2ves a net annucl cost of
£ 190,973 to be retrieved from posscenger troffic over the route
baetween Bourncmouth and Hiszhbridge.

£ 190,973 per nnum = £ 55 per mile per week. At
2d per mile average farc this is equivzlent to 6,600 passcngers
per week. At 3d per milc ~verage fare it is equivalent to
4, LOO passcngers pcr week, or an nverage l-hading of 73 people
per traein.  Most of the route comes in the ‘*tunder 5, 0007
category in the Density Map referred to 2bove.

We comment on these figures in the concluding

chopter of this study.

Shskoh ok bk o s o

CHal TER TWO

Stlisbury -~ Bourncemouth Wost

Brockunhurst - Bournemouth West

" The Board will not produce o detailed breakdown
of earnings. Undcer the 1962 Transport Act we are not rcequired
to produce any figures for the Consultative Committees as the
only issue involvcd is whether there will be hardship  to
passengcrs. But, in faoct, we do givce them cert~in figures as

a guide. ¥
(A British R7ilways Board Spokesman)

British Rrilways hrve proposed the withdrawal of
the passcnger scrvices on the ~bove routes. The hearing before
the lransport Users' Consultative Committee hns actually taken
place (on Septumber 17th 2t Bourncmouth).

The Snlisbury - Bournemoutl wWest route is 38%
miles long. The first five miles out of Snlisbury - as far as
Alderbury Junction - use the Salisbury - iortsmouth/Southampton

main-lin¢ which is not to be closed to traffic. There then
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follows lh%—rniles of single track to West Moors, where there is
a junction with the Brockenhurst - Bournemouth West route.

. The distonce between Brockenhurst and iournemouth
West is 30% miles; between Brockenhurst ond Broadstone the route
is, in fact, the original main-linc from Southampton to Weymouth.
The entire route is double track,

Both routes 2rc usc<ed for through troins as well as
local services, especially in the summer. A newspuper train
runs from Sa2lisbury to Weymouth in the carly hours of the
morning cover most of the Salisbury - Bourncmouth West routc.

Both routes 2re fully sign~lled, most of the
stations are staffed and the passenger scrvices are steam-hauled
thus giving the¢ same classic conditions for uncconomical
operation as exist in the casc of the Somersot and Dorset
railway. We say nothing on the subject of tho actual servicce
offered except that it is capable of improvement.

At the Committec hearing it w2s stated by pritish
Railways that through services which h-ve formerly used the
lines will be rc-routed if the clesures tnke effzct. One
wonders why they were not re-routce? long beforce, so that the
maintenance and upkecp of the lines could have been more closcly
suited to the local services vwhich are their main raison d'etre.
British Railways propose that the secctions bestyvcean VWest Moors
and Salisbury and betwecen Ringwood and Brockenhurst be entirely
closed; that between Foolc and ringwoor 15 to be retnined for
freight “"with simplificd signalline and lover standerds of
maintenance than 2t present™. Apparently the possibhility of
maintaining a passengcr scrvicce os well, notwithstanding the
simplified signallineg, evo., was not considered.

As was pointed out nt the hearing, the aren served
by the lines in gquestion is onc vhich iz developine rapidly as
a hinterland to Bournemouth nd {oocle. The roads are badly
congested, particularly in summer, and this stote will worsen
rather than improve. Having regord to this, onc might have
thought that rail transport in thc arcea should be improved and
increased rather than entirely abandoned.

The ma jor voint made by the spokesmian for Briticeh
Railways was that these services lose £ 150,000 2 year - or
ten times their cost on the Salisbury linc and seven times
their cost on the Brockenhurst line.

The following figurcs have been produced as
'information':
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Salisbury

Bourncmouth West

I msscnger carnings
Exponses

Rencwal oxpunditure roquired in

1 ermonent way

Sign~lling

Bridmses

Buildings and other aisscts

Brockcnhurst

Bournemouth

£ 5,000 p.a.
£ 51,400 p.a.

the next five yeaors:
£ 42,800
£ 7,500
£ 50,000
£ 8,500

£108, 000

West

o q

[ nssenger earnings
Expenses

Renewal expenditurc required in

Il ermonent

Signtlling

Bridgcs, builildings and
other asscts

way

The only comment which
figures is thot they “re cven more o

£ 17,700 p.a.
£ 121,300 p.a.

next five yeocrs:

£ -
£ 18,250
£ 8,000

£ 26,250

on<c can make on these
mbiguous than thosc furnish-

ed in respect of the Somersct ~ond Dorset roilway and as British
Railways 1s undoer no obligati~n to produce them 2t 211 one can
only supposc¢ that their mhin objective is to enable the British
Railways spokesman to tell the Trnsport Uscers'? Consultative

Committcc at its public hearing that such-and-such
Sincc¢ the

losing so much per 2nnurm.
questioned ot "1l on this pceint the

2 service is
spokesmin cannot bg

statement receives the

maximum of publicity without the slightest risk that its

veracity might b¢ impugncd.

We reocat the questions
1) Can train costs be cut 2
2) Can fnres be incrcased ?
3) Can stations be closcd °
h% Cn track and signalling
5

Can services bhe improved

- 15
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o

1) Can train costs be cub %

The short answer is yes; we sungest the use of two
2~car diescl multiple units and onc rail-bus, used interchange-
ably on both routcs.

2) Can fares be incroased 9

The figures gucted by British dnilways are nowhaere
near explicit cnouzh to tell us what the “verage faore at present
charged amounts te. Wc cian only repect the observations made
under this hecading in Chapter I.

3) Can stations bc closed ¢

Yes. The wholc lot could be closed, and tickets
sold and collected on tho trains.

)

L) Can track and siennllinz costs be cut

Yes. The trock between 1 00lc and Brockenhurst
could be sibgled for 2 start. Signol-boxes are only rcquired =t
Broadstone , Wimborne, West Moors, Ringwood and Fordingbridee.

)

5) Can services be improved and traffic incrceascd

Certainly Lo the first part of tlhe question,
probably to the sc¢cond part. The use of diesel multiple-units

and a rail -bus vould result in 2 more attroctiv: scrvice and 2
thorouzh ro-casting of the timctoeble vould double the ceiffect.

The following figurcs for the twe routcs (treectad
as one entity for opcrating purposcs) arc basced on the very
elementary . m2sals mentioncd z2bove.

Movement Cost:

1) 140,000 miles @ 4/6d per mile £ 31,500
2) 70,000 miles @ 3/- vper mile £ 10, 500

£ 42,000
(1) = diesel rultiple-units; (2) = rail-bus.
Allowance has been mnde for the oxtra cost of
collecting farcs on the troins. assumed five journcys ¢ ch way
over both routes.

Terminal Costs: Nominal. £ L,000

Track and Signalling:

Maintenance Category D (Singlc tck) £ 86,000
TOTAL £132,000
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It is 2ssumed that parccels, newsplpers and mail
will mnke o contribution of £ 6,000 per 2nnur towsrds totol
cost and thit frcisght trffic will meke o contribution of
£ 8,600 towards trock o2nd sicnnlling costs, in ~3dition to
covering its own movement costs.

This l¢rves £ 117,400 to he covered by passenger
rcecipts, wvhich is cguivilent to © 34 per mile per week of
route. at n ~verrec fare of 2d per mile this is equivalent to
L, 080 prssengcrs per weck. at °n averase fnre of 3d per mile
this is cquivanlent to 2,720 possengurs per week.

at this point, pcrh2ps, it would be germane to
mention that the passenger ruccipts for the Salisbury/Bournemouth
West routce in the 'informhtion' supplied by British Railways
scem quite inexplicoble. Tot:l receipts for a route milecge of
387 2arc gquited as bcecing € 5,000. This is equivalent to about
£ 3 per mile per weck; 7t an averaze farce of 24 per mile this
would account for 360 posscungers per weck 2nd at an average rate
of 3d per mile for 240 passengers per woek - or 60 and LO per
day respeetively. This result secms unbelievenble, paerticulzrly
when onc takes into - ccount the throuzh traffic pissing over
the branch and one c¢ n concludc that in this case the use of
the words 'passcenger cornings' was mis-conceived. Curiously
cnough, the words gonerally used, “J.e. 'revenue attributeble
to the lince'! ~ro crnspicuous by their absence.

d¢ comment on thoese figurcs in the concluding
chiupter of this study.

d kol okt of 2

]

CHaI'TER THRE

Ths Licht Rnilvay.

“They ordcr', said I, '"this mttter better in France',
(o scntimental journey through Fronce and Italy - L. Sterne.)

A curious omission from thc Bceching Report is the
subjcct of the Light rRnilwny; powers are available which are
idenlly suited to the operation of the lightly-loaded rural line
but they arc not c¢ven briefly discusscvd. The heavily dozmatic
approach prevails nnd it is made clenr th ot unless a full quota
of Victorian ironmongery =nd an absolute plethora of staff is
utilised no passengoer service cnn possibly be operated.
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In fact it i3 perfectly possible to run a very
useful passenger service with the minimum of cquipment nind this
is not infreguently done on the Continent where, ns in other
matters, they order thelr ~{feirs to ereater cdvantnze.

The Light Rnilways acts of 1390 and 1912 were
passed at a time when Britoin's railways were ommipotent and
the intention was to encour~ge extension of the rail system to
parts of the country which sufferea from its “bsence -~ notably
the isolated agricultural community.

Not much use h&s been mude »f thoe acts, other than
for industrial, non-public lines, but they offer nn cextremely
useful and intercesting opportunity to ony local outhority
enterprising enouch to grasp it boldly.

Under thc acts, any local cuthority, individual,
corporation or compsny (or jointly, ns the case may be) may
make 2n application to the Minister ot Tronsport for what is
called a2 Light Reilway Order. The procedurc is governed by
the Ministry of Tronsport (Lizht Railwvays [rocedurc) Rules,
S.R. & 0., 1927.196. The iMinister of Transport may authorise
any local 2uthority making such "n applicotion to ndvance money
either by way of loan or =2s sharce cupitnl in support of the
construction and operaticn of < Light Reilwny and genernlly
any Local authority may nlsc participeste fully in the
construction =and oper~tion-

There is no doubt, therefore, that the power
exists for local authorities ~nd 2any other public-spirited body
or pcrson to ~pply for 2 Light R-~ilw=2y Order and thenceforth
relieve British Reivays of the imposzible burden imposed upon
them by their rural rouvtcs milenge.

What ~dv.ntage does © Light anrilway possess sver
the more o trodox kinc 7

The cssential ndvantoge is that it is » grent deal
cheaper to run.

Some guide to the operttional requircments of the
Light Railway c¢an be found in “Requircments for tacsenger Lines
and Recommendations for Goods Lines of the Minister of Transport
and Civil Aviaticn in Regard to Railway Construction ond
Operation®” (M.0.T.& C.a. - H.M.3.0., 1950: Reprint 1960). On
page 25 (which follows 2 discussion of the requirements, etc.,

.

relating to the orthodox railway line) this document says :

"On Light Railways, or lines of loc~1 interest,
the cpplication of the forcgoing Requircements will be considered
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in each case on its merits, having regord to the gauge, volume
of traffic, axle-load and speed limits™.

the Minister. Certain suesgestions are made, e.g.:

In other words, 2 very wide discretion is given to

"An acceptable apparatus (instead of a Block
Signalling System), where such is necessary at all, for provid-
ing an adequate interval of space between following trains will
be some form of telephone instrument’.

"4 Ground Frame, which necd not h2ve overhead
cover, is acceptable in lieu of 2 signal box.F®

Regarding level crossings: "The arrangements are
for consideration in cach individual case.’? Cattle guards,
speed reduction and whistle boards, two warning signs on each
road approach are some of the possibilities.

It will readily be understood that the operation of

a Light Railway is vastly less expensive and very much simpler
than usually obtains. Track and signalling cost - a very heavy
feature in most operntional accounts - is reduced dramatically.
Routes which carry = traffic benerth the contempt of Dr.Beeching
prove an economic proposition on 2 Light Railway. When -one
considers that the track of the routes discussed in Chopters T
and IT is in reasonable condition (certninly =zood enoush for a
Light Railway) it bacomes clear thot they could be maintained
for many years 1t an annual cost of 2 great deal less thon the

£ 2,000 per mile which is the lowest figure guoted in the

Beeching Report.

In fact, we understand that certain freight routes
of British Railways are miintained for £ 300 per mile per year.
Not to be unduly grasping, we will cstimate a light railway
expenditure of £ 500 per mile per yeirr.

We choose two examples to illustrate the economy
that can be achieved:

1) The Somerset and Dorset Railway

We assume that the northern scction from Evercreech
to Bath has been closed, due to the high cost of capital
expenditure required to maintcain it in being.

There remains the 63 miles from Highbridge to
Poole, all single track, to be operated as a Light Railway. We
envisage two Light Railway Boards, one (the Mid-Somerset Light
Railway) from Highbridge to Templecombe, the other (the Mid-
Dorset Light Rnilway) from Poole to Templccombe. (The constit-
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-ution of these two Bonrds we would suggest 2s an am~lgam of
local authority, pcrish council, Chamber of Commercs, N.F.U.
and industry.

Mowvement costs:

Bournemouth West / Highbridge
(67 miles) 209,040 miles pcr
annum @ 4/6d per milc

-
~J
@]
W
=

Terminal costs / administration costs £ 5,000 (say)

Track and Signalling costs:

63 miles @2 £ 500 per mile per annum £ 31,500

83, 534
We 2ssume that we m~y deduct fromr this egross
figure parcels, etc. and freizht receipts of £ 2£,50C (ns in
Chapter I), leaving = totnl rpquirud posscnger ro.venuce of
£ 58,000. This is equivalant to £ 17 per mile poer veek; At an
average fare of 2d per mil: this requires 2,040 po :SSCNZErs per

weeck; at 3d per milc, 1,360 p-ssengers per week. Or, 24 2nd
23 passengers per trnin rcspcctively.

Compare thes. figurcs with the oncs rrived 2t in
Chavter I for 2 similor opceration on orthedox lincs.

2) Salisbury / Bourn.mouth 2nd Brockeénhurst / Bournemouth

Mowvement costs:

As in Chepter 171 £ L2,000

Terminal costs / administrotiosn costs £ 4,000 (say)

Track ond Signnlling costs:

(at £ 500 per mile, nllowing for
track sharcd with othcr routcs) £ 21,500

£ 67,500
Assumed that parccls, cte. #nd freight reccipts
vull amount to £ 14,600 per annum, le~ving 2 net figure of

£ 52,900 to be covered by passcnger reccipts. This is equi-
valent to £ 15 per mile per week; 2t an average fare of 2d per
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mile, 1,800 passengers per weck, at an average fare of 3d per
mile, 1,200 pesscngers per week. (Compared with figures of
3,720 and 2,480 for orthodox working).

It will readily be scen from the above illustrat-
ions that quite small (relatively) flows of traffic can be
transported by rail without financial loss. As it is on
financial grounds alone (there being, wa take it, no social or
moral or ethical objection to railways) that closure proposals
are put forward we hope that such grounds will be contested.
Some closures are justified but, in many cases, British Railways
themselves could eliminate a route loss by more efficient and
less involved operation. In other cases & Light Railway Order
is the proper solution. We shall be glad to assist, to the
best of our ability, any body interested in applying for onse,
either in respect of lines discussed in this paper or any other.

2k ok o 3 o 3 ok sk ok v ok

CHaPTER FOUR.

Conclusions

Can train costs be cut ?

Can fares be increased ?

Can stations be closed ?

Can track and Signalling costs be cut ?

Can scrvices be improved and traffic increased ?

Vs W
Nt Nt et S e

We make no apology for repeating these questions
yet again, since thoy form the ecntire basis of ocur argument
which is, quite simply, that many branch and secondary lines
of British Railways threatened with closure could be made viable
financially, given the interest and initiative to make them so.

The driving forcec which is propelling the wvarious
proposals for closure into the hands of the Transport Users'
Consultative Committees and the Minister of Transport is the
theory that railways can only be c¢conomic if routes carry dense
traffic. In support of this theory the Beeching Report produces
the rather fecblc example quoted in the Report on p.l1l6, from
which one is supposed to deduce that, even where freight traffic
is also carried, no route carrying less than 10,000 passengers
per week can possibly afford a passenger service.
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What we hope we have done in the preceding

chopters is to illustrate thce follacy on which this argcument is
bascd - that there is some immut-ble law of roilway oper-tion
requiring expcnsive provision of staffced stations nnd sign2lling

(rport from the obvious, indeed glaring, economics' thnit can be
effected by use of diescl motive-power instend of stenm), and
the very significant part played in rrilway cconomics by the
annual cost of the track.

We are, cf course, conscious theot the figures we
have used are not fully justificd by concrcte evidence as 1is
desirazble; figures for track and signnlling ccst, for instance,
are based initially upon thosc¢ shown in the Beeching Roport but
we do not know whether they arce particulnrly appropriate to the
lincs under discussion. So far as Light Railway operation is
concerned, our estimAate is bfscd upon the known friet  that
. British Railways run certein freight lines 2at 2 track, o¢tc cost
of only £ 300 per mile but we do not know whoether we have been

over- or undcer-optimistic in “ssessing the likely cost whore a
passenger service is alsc operntoed.

Parcels and freight receipts hrve been invoked to
contribute towards the total cost of the lincs discussed. W
do not think that we have been cxtravagint in “ssessineg such
contributions. All thc¢ lines cnrry at present a considernble
parccl and freight traffic - se: e.g. map No.L4 of the Beeching
Report - "British Railways Distribution cof Freight Trnffic
Station Tonnage. We are not sugeesting th2t such traffic will
make 2 profit but that it miy be expected to make some
contribution towards the upkccep of the tr-cks it uses.

We make no comment on capital expoenditure, since we
have no inflormation on the subjcct 2part from thnt supplicd by
British Railways t> the Transport Users' Consult-tive Committee
and nothing of any value c~n be distilled therefrom. It is
known that maintcnance has heen 21lowed to get int> ~rrear on
the Somerset and Dorset linc nnd probably on the others also,
and, in sc f2r as this mty be reflectea in the ostimates for
‘future capitnl expenditure they should t> th-t extent be dis-
counted in considering the closure proposcls. We cuannot think
it right thet the closurce or retention of A servicce should
depend upon the amount of work which hi.s not been done in the
past. So far as osur own proposals 1re conccerned, relatively
little cepitel expcnditurc would be incurred; thHe main oxpense
would be the provision »f suit~ble 2lternaitive motive-power,
the simplification (and eliminction) of signnlling and the
rationalisation of station buildings. a certain “mount of money
would also have to be spent on providing altcrnative protection
at level crossings in place of the present ma2nually-operated

gates.
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We have assumed, in cnlculcting movement costs,
that diesel multiple-units and rail-buses would be used; it is
generally =2ssumed that they provide thc best service on branch
and secondary lines and the economics of their use are well-
known. There is a case, however, for introducing the dicsel
locomotive, coupled with the use of excess main-line coaching
stock. This arrangement gives greater flexibility and would
be no more expcnsive; we hope that it will be considered.

The real purpose of the czlculations made in
Chapters I and II was to try and establish whether 2 wvariation
in operating costs could result in expenditurce figures that one
could reasonably expect to cover by passenger receipts; the
results of the calculations are summarised as follows :-

Trains At 2d At 3d
Scmerset & Dorset line: per per per
week. mile. mile.
Chapter I; Example I. 1. 2. 1. 2.
1. Main Line 84 8040 95 5360 61,
2. Branch L8 5160 107 3440 71
3. Example IT 60 6600 110 44,00 73
L. III: Light Railway 60 2040 34 1360 23
Salisbury / Brockenhurst
- Bourncmouth West lines:

5. Chapter II 120 L0080 34 2720 23
6. III: Light Railway 120 1800 15 1200 10
Column 1 = passengers per week required

2 = passengers per troin required

We think that these figures are interesting,
particularly thosc showing the number of passengers per train
required. (It should be remembered, when considering these,
that the figures in line 2 are inflated by the sparse service,
and those in lines 5 and 6 inflated by the more intcnsive
service). A rough comparison can be made with the census
figures compiled by British Railways, the Dorset County Council
and the Sturminster Rural District Council: -

Dorset County Council fieures for Salisbury / Bournemouth.

Maximum_loading per train (excluding through services).

Down: 35, 104, 97, 78, 143, L4O.
Up: 15, 21, 154, 48, 22, )+6: 58.
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Dorset Coun+ty Council figures for Brockenhurst / Bournemouth.

Down: 30, 25, 62, 34, 30, 31, 23, 28, 37, 24.
Up: 20, 52, 50, 37, 26, 54, 36, 1L0.

(These figures rcelate to & summer week-day.)

British Railways ficures for Somerset and Dorsct main-line.

Maximum loading (estimnted) for trains running cntire route.

Down: 91, 46, 37, A4l. Up: 35, 105, 75.
(These figures relate to & summer week-day).

Sturminster R.D.C. figures for Templcecombe / Bournemsuth.

Maximum loading for trains on this section:

Down: 80, 52, 37, 15, 12, 27, 1i.
Up: 23, 20, 12, 18, 50, 39, 1i.

(These figures relatc to> a winter week-day.)

One should consider these figures bearing in mind
the undoubted fact that the services provided arce debilitated
by years of dinattention, with the result that traffic has fallen
off and that ncne of the census figures guoted above takes into
account special traffic of the excursicn type which could well
be expected on a2ll the routes under consideration.

We think that the figures we¢ have tentatively
calculated =s showing the rcequired traffic tc maike the lines
viable financizlly are not beyoend the reach of an enterprising
managcment. Indeed, we should be surprised if the Selisbury 7
Brockenhurst / Bournemouth West lines could not pay their way
without much difficulty. The Highbridge / Evercrecch Junction
section of the Somerset and Dorset carries 1 very sparse
passenger traffic at the moment and we doubt whether a passenger
service can be justified on its own; but if the line is to be
kept open for freight, why not opcrate the scction as 2o Light

Railway <2

A1l the routcs under discussion could, we nre
convinced, continue to providce o service tn the public, either
as Light Radilways or in a less claborate guise than at present.
We should like to sec 2 grezt deal more flexibility in the
approach by British Railways to the problems of their lesser
lines. It 4s difficult to believe that enough thought has been
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applied to the operation and finonce of lines like the ones

wc hove considered in this short nnd 21l-too-cursory study.

We "pplaud the forward-looking sections of the Beseching Report
and vish the innov~tions cvery success. At the same time, we

hope Dr Booeching will re~lise that, ¢s he cirrics part of his

roilway system forward into the 20th Century, he is in donger
of releg~ting other perts of the country to the standards of

the 18th.
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THE BRANCH LINE
REINVIGORATION SOCIETY .

The objects of the Branch Line Reinvigoration Society, as
laid down in the Society's Constitution, are as follows :-

(a) to secure the provision, retention and improvemsnt

of railway services, with particular reference to
local and branch services, where these are considered

to be necessary or socially desirable.

(b) to work for the establishment of a co-ordinated
national rail, road and air transport system, making
the best use of available resources and freed from
considerations determined purely by profit.

(c) to encourage the use of railways in general, and
branch lines in particular.

The Society seeks, inter alia, to obtain the co-operation
of Local Authorities and Provincial Bodies in the carrying out

of its objects.

The membership fees for the full year January to December,
1964, have been fixed as follows :-

Corporate Members .. .. £ 1 - Os -~ 0Od.
Adult MEmbel"S LI ] LN e 0 lOS - 6d-
Juvenile Members .. .. 6s -~ 0Od.
(under 18 years)

Reduced fees are payable for members joining on or after
1st July in each year.

Copies of the Society's Constitution, Manifesto and also
membership application forms may be obtained free of charge upon
request to the Membership Secretary at -

20, Ridge Crest,
Enfield,
Middlesex.



