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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our 

consultation. Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Hassan Khalil 

Job title: Head of Performance 

Organisation: Avanti West Coast  

Email*: 

Telephone number*:  

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

We support the overall direction in bringing regulatory measures between Train 

Operators and Network Rail closer together.  On this basis, we support the proposal 

of a measure for Network Rail delay minutes per 1,000 miles train travel. However, 

any new measures must not drive decisions which disadvantage customers, and 

we seek reassurances that this has been considered and mitigated.  On busy parts 

of the network operated by a mix of intercity, commuter, metro and long-distance 

services; operational decisions (planned and unplanned) must be cognisant of  
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customer needs whilst also minimising overall network disruption. As the proposed 

measure can become inflated when fewer train miles are run, we would be very 

concerned if the measure drove the prioritisation of short distance services above 

those that travel longer distances. It is unknown what, if any, benefits or otherwise 

such change may bring. A high-level impact assessment would be welcomed, 

alongside any mitigations if required.  

 

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Yes. We welcome the move to bring together the same regulatory punctuality 

measure between train operators and Network Rail.  There is a clear correlation 

between On Time and Time to 3, alongside industry attribution processes and 

systems providing greater clarity on the responsibility and causation for Time to 3 

punctuality failures, compared to On Time.  Identifying causes of poor performance 

is critical to driving performance improvement, with data available to drive decisions 

more quickly.  

We acknowledge the importance of On Time as a measure to more closely reflect 

the customer experience, promote operational discipline and the efficacy of the 

operating plan, whilst also driving focus on better understanding sub-threshold 

delay.  We believe On Time should be retained as a Success Measure within the 

passenger train performance outcomes framework, and Time to 3 added as a 

Supporting Measure.  

Furthermore, as multiple train operators provide services between England and 

Scotland, we welcome regulatory measures which promote consistency across all 

Network Rail Routes/Regions and Train Operators. 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality 

success measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced 

with Time to 3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a 

change result in improved train performance? 

See response to Question 2. 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

We would welcome a support measure focused on jointly driving improvements in 

passenger experience / satisfaction metric.  This may include, for example, a 

measure which reflects service disruption or stranded trains.  
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Thank you for taking the time to respond. 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties 

or to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These 

regimes are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General 

Data Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and 

the Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence. 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if 

you would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential 

summary, so that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this 

consultation and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets 

out how we comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data 

Protection Act 2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us 

that you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out 

above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in 

our privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or  
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OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not 

rely on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Email response from DOHL 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe. 
Rather than complete the form here are some comments. 
  
By page. 
  
4. 

• Cancellations to include P coding? 
• Yes NR attributed delay is less affected by operator inputs up to a point but they 

do have a duty to mitigate e.g. with better driver cover. 
• T-3 is OK. Passengers can be quite insensitive to any tighter provision - some 

surveys would indicate that their perception of On Time of T-3 is higher than the 
reality. We should though expect to see the targets and results grouped by type 
of Operator. Short haul commuting on simple railways will always be higher than 
long distance.  

• Not sure Average Passenger Lateness really helps. It feels like too much of an 
average of averages from lots of aggregate numbers to have too much impact on 
local management. 

  
5. Specifically to the four questions: 

• OK. But shouldn’t it be against time not distance so something like per 100 
hours  

• Yes.  
• Don’t lose sight of On TIme.  
• Spread between the WTT and what was the GBPRTT. Allowances need to be 

reasonable and in the right places. 
  
11. Figure 1.2 is depressing for two reasons. 

1. There seems to have been relatively little action in response to the steady 
decline since 2014. Performance was much higher before and yet even when it 
declined a little my recollection is that ORR was far more intrusive than it is now. 

2. Secondly the industry does not seem to have a detailed understanding of why it 
got so much better during the pandemic. Obviously there were fewer passengers 
and trains but when NR used the reverse of this argument to explain the decline 
from around 2010 to 2014 that view was largely rejected by ORR. Somebody 
needs to do some detailed correlation of the various outputs the passenger sees 
and the decline in SAFs. 

  
13. 

• Not sure about the logic of 2.7. It reads like….we want to have a further means of 
holding NR to account…but that’s difficult because of the differences in planning 
and budgeting cycles….so we have come up with something else in the 
meantime. And yet elsewhere we are trying to get NR Routes and TOCs to work 
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together so why introduce something new that is divisive and where the Routes 
may not be directly aligned with the TOC(s)? 

• 2.9 Secondary delay is now the key for delay minutes. Some of that is time to site 
and time to fix but it is also about wider incident management, network 
congestion, TOC mitigations etc. So NR delay minutes will not really be 
“important to support monitoring and holding to account for infrastructure 
delivery” 

  
Hope this helps. 
  
RG 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Michael Webb 

Job title: Head of Performance 

Organisation: East Midlands Railway 

Email*: 

Telephone number*:  

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

Yes. Focus on delay minutes encourages both the avoidance and reduction of the 

size of performance incidents, which impact disproportionately on customer 

experience, compared to minor unattributed On Time failures, for example. This will 

allow operators to hold Network Rail to account for every delay across the network 

and should encourage focused investment across the Regions/Routes which is 

targeting the causes of delay. On Time and Time to 3 are also important but in 

isolation can result in a focus on the consequences of delays. Improved monitoring  
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of delay metrics should positively influence customer satisfaction scores, which are 

essential important when considering the objectives of improving network 

performance. 

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Yes. Consistency and alignment between train operator and Network Rail 

performance outcome measures is greatly beneficial in enabling collaboration aiming 

at shared objectives, and to enable proper accountability. 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

EMR believes the greatest value will come from aligning Network Rail and train 

operator performance objectives. 

On Time is an important measure for holding the industry to a high level of accuracy, 

and excellence in delivery of performance, however if the overall objective is to 

achieve better performance in equilibrium with growth, socio-economic value and 

financial and environmental sustainability objectives, it could also act as a perverse 

incentive by encouraging the development of commercially sub-optimal timetable and 

resource solutions, especially on heavily utilised parts of the network. On Time as a 

measure can effectively challenge the industry to ensure the Operating Plan, Fleet 

and Infrastructure are performing at their highest level, but there are consequences 

of seeking very high levels of punctuality both in terms of train service specification 

and service recovery activity. For example, it can disincentivise Network Rail from 

supporting new or improved timetables, and it can encourage a more interventionist 

approach to cancelling services, which is a very high pain point for customers 

compared with a low level of delay.  

Time to 3 makes a reasonable allowance for some flexibility, allowing for minor 

perturbation while still maintaining overall punctuality. It is a better measure for the 

whole system as it reflects some of the structural limitations to achieving very high 

levels of On Time. These include the inclusion of rounding of SRTs and engineering 

allowances in the timetable, the planning and monitoring of services with different 

characteristics using standardised rules, the operation of the majority of services on 

the network without aids for optimising train braking and acceleration, the lack of 

level access and automatic door operation at large numbers of stations, and the 

principles in the Rule Book which enshrines the operation of trains at caution in a 

range of scenarios, some of which are not directly controllable by the industry. All of 

these challenges can be addressed by the industry, but none are quick fixes and 

EMR is not expecting fundamental change within CP7. 
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EMR therefore believes that Time to 3 should replace On Time as the punctuality 

success measure, however On Time should be retained as a supporting measure to 

ensure longer term focus on continually improving levels of punctuality. Customers 

expect trains to run on time and even small delays can feel frustrating and this lowers 

confidence in using the railway. Retention of On Time will also support consistency in 

reporting and tracking of performance outcomes. 

In terms of the impact on train performance, EMR believes that alignment between 

Network Rail and operator targets is likely to encourage closer collaboration and 

better working towards shared objectives. 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

EMR recognises that performance is the output of a complex system and that using a 

range of key measures is important to fully reflect the way customers experience 

punctuality and reliability. 

Monitoring of delay minutes and incidents is of value because they incentivise 

Network Rail to address the causes of delay, where On Time and Time to 3 are 

valuable in focusing attention on the consequences of delay. To deliver the 

operational performance outcomes we want, the industry must do both. 

Monitoring of primary versus reactionary delay split may be helpful in understanding 

overall network resilience and the success, or otherwise, of the industry in 

implementing effective service recovery. 

Monitoring of the spread of delay through the network may be helpful in incentivising 

Routes and Regions to also consider the whole network impact they have. There are 

a number of possible measures for this including the geographical range of delay 

minutes and cross Route-boundary lateness. 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence.  

 
Page 3 of 4 

 



 14 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that  

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Clare Kingswood. 

Job title: Policy & Commercial Development Director 

Organisation: First Rail 

Email*: 

Telephone number*:  

*This information will not be published on our website.  

About First Rail 

First Rail is the UK’s largest rail operator, with many years of experience running all 

types of passenger rail; long-distance, commuter, regional and sleeper services. We 

have three Government-contracted operations (Avanti, GWR, SWR) and open 

access operations Hull Trains and Lumo. We also own and operate First Rail 

Consultancy, Mistral Software and First Contract Centre.  This response is on behalf 

of all First Rail businesses.  

It is our view that the overarching aim of the CP7 Performance Reset should be to 

realise customer benefit through improving performance. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 
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First Rail supports the proposal to promote Network Rail delay minutes per 1,000 

miles train travel to a success measure.  We agree with all of the points that are 

made in the Rail Partner’s response to this question 1.   

We hope that this greater level of scrutiny of Network Rail will lead to improved 

performance.  However, it will be important that ORR remain vigilant for any 

unintended consequences of the higher scrutiny on this measure.  Rail Partners 

highlight the risk of negative impact to freight services, and ORR must also seek to 

mitigate any negative impact to passenger services and the customer experience.  

For example, a) Network Rail should continue to run delayed services to get 

customers to their destination and to prevent over-crowding on later services and b) 

have a reasonable and evidence-based approach to timetabling and to delay 

attribution.  

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

First Rail agrees that Time to 3 should be added to the CP7 outcomes framework as 

a support measure.  This is strongly supported by our TOCs holding National Rail 

Contracts, as it aligns with the DfT punctuality metric and will allow industry 

performance colleagues to work together with greater efficiency, transparency, 

collaboration and focus.   

The industry has a high level of confidence in the quality of delay data for Time to 3 

delays, allowing us to identify targeted actions to improve performance. Initiatives 

focused on Time to 3 should generally positively affect On Time (as Time to 3 

strongly correlates with On Time).  

See our answer below for Question 3 – we firmly believe that this should not replace 

On Time. 

 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

On Time must be retained as the punctuality success measure for England & Wales.  

This is vital to retain customer and stakeholder confidence in the railway.  (We 

recognise that ORR is undertaking joint research with Transport Focus on this area 

and look forward to seeing the outcome of this research). 

For Train Operators providing services between England and Scotland, retaining On 

Time as a success measure has the added benefit of consistency across all Network 

Rail Routes/Regions.   
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We recognise that work is still required to improve the quality of the delay data for 

trains with delays of less than 3 minutes and hope that retaining On Time punctuality 

as a success measure will drive improvement to systems and processes in this area.   

 

 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

In our view the ideal set of measures should: 

1. Support good customer experience 

2. Reflect passenger experience in the simplest, clearest way 

3. Reflect Network Rail’s contribution  

4. Align with DfT measures for NRC TOCs 

As set out in our response to Question 1, we would be grateful if ORR could carefully 

consider how to prevent unintended consequences to customers from existing and 

changing performance targets and work with the industry to manage this risk.  This is 

vital to maintain and improve customer satisfaction and capacity.  Network Rail 

should be incentivised to consider the whole system.    
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Email response from First Rail Consultancy 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.  
Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success 
measure in our CP7 outcomes framework?  
Retain as a focus on NR perfomance to normalise and provide consistency with TOC metrics, but move 
to a support measure.  
  
Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 outcomes framework?  
Yes – aligns with DfT language and metrics which simplifies everything for all parties. Everyone in the 
industry should use the same metrics and be familiar with them.  
  
Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success measure for England & Wales, or should it be 
replaced with Time to 3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in improved 
train performance?  
No – replace with T-3 for alignment with DfT. Same language, same metrics, under nationalisation will 
be able to compare more closely and foster better collaboration as a result. Makes it clearer what 
everyone is working towards and can focus on the same thing.  
  
Do you have any other views on the measures we should use to hold Network Rail to account for 
passenger train performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 
Traincrew KPI’s are used in TOC’s to inform recruitment, manage risk, improve availability and 
efficiency. Understand this was an RDG project but what similar things can be created at an industry 
level for NR focussing on their people element? 
  
General comments 
Align with the DfT, Government plans to nationalise etc so that there is one change. Communicate the 
changes early enough to allow TOCs to adapt and passengers to familiarise themselves. Keep 
everything simple, one language, same industry metrics across the board. Do it once and do it right to 
future proof and allow time for this to bed in.  
  
Regards 
  
Michelle 
  
Michelle Grimshaw (She/Her) 
Performance & Planning Manager 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: 

Job title: 

Organisation: 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

No, from an asset management and improvement perspective this 

would be a difficult measure to identify strategic and tactical 

improvements   

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Page 1 of 4 



 21 

Yes 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

No – it should be replaced with time to 3, passengers are not 

concerned if a train is 0-3 mins late and a hugely inefficient waste 

of resource and time could be spent trying to identify 

improvements for 1 minute delay, the current network data sets do 

not support the reason for these small delays and so they would 

realistically never materialise. Time to 3 is more realistic and 

achievable so could result in improved train performance with the 

correct focus   

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

The current performance metrics are flawed in that the means to 

achieve them contradict each other on how they would be met.  

Example a signaller would regulate trains differently if trying to 

achieve PPM vs Time to 3 vs minutes delay 

A singular consistent measurement is required to allow Network 

Rail (and operators) to be held accountable and manage the service 

to hit these metrics rather than trying to hit many which conflict 

with the other  

In times of perturbation recovery of the service and allowing 

engineers access to fix failures could alter hugely depending on the 

measure of success ie on a small delay failure causing 3 mins delay 

each service 

PPM – Every train may fail PPM so Network Rail may or may not 

allow engineers access to resolve issue and get trains back on PPM 

(operators may also choose to cancel services to save PPM 

failures) as the access may cause more PPM failures than leaving 

them late and at risk of PPM failures 
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T3 – Every train would be failing T3 so Network Rail should allow 

access to resolve issues to get trains back on time for T3 as the 

trains delayed for the access would ultimately be less than the 

trains missing T3 all day  

Minutes delay – throughout the day the train delay would be small 

so Network Rail would not allow engineers access to resolve the 

problem as the access would cause more minute’s delay than the 

actual delay however every train is late with subsequent knock on 

effect 

Thank you for taking the time to respond. 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence. 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 
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• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: 

Job title: 

Organisation: 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

Yes. I assume the “per 1000 miles train travel” is so that comparisons 

can be made across Routes/Regions? No train journeys are 1000 miles, 

so it is not easy for public to relate to a given journey that they might 

make. “Per 100” miles might be more relatable for public awareness, 

however, “per 1000” miles is OK within the industry? 
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Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Yes, this measures trains arriving within a reasonable time of the 

timetable. It allows for small disruptions in the journey such as minor 

train path conflicts, waiting for platform availability and station dispatch 

activities, without putting undue pressure on train drivers, signallers and 

staff, to make up small amounts of time. 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

No, On Time should not be used as the success measure. On Time 

measure is most affected by local and regional “stopping” services that 

call at multiple stations. For example, a failure between Carnforth and 

Carlisle on the Cumbrian coast has significantly more affect on On Time, 

than a failure between the same two stations on the West Coast Mainline 

(WCML), purely because of the number of station stops. The delay 

minutes, and therefore financial cost of delay, are the opposite with 

WCML having a far higher delay minute impact per incident. 

Additionally, because of the On Time measure, decisions are being 

taken to cancel, or part cancel, trains to recover the On Time position. 

With modern technology, a well informed public can tolerate some level 

of delay as long as the rail industry provide clear communication about 

reasons and expected time of arrival. Most would prefer to arrive late 

than not at all. 

The On Time measure is leading Network Rail to invest in resilience on 

lines of route that have a lower financial impact and a longer time to 

payback that investment. Although we should strive for a railway that is 

always available, always on time, this measure is pulling resource away 

from busy long distance lines of route towards lower use, medium and 

short distance lines.  

The expected change by removing On Time as a measure is that 

business cases to implement resilience works will be tailored to the lines 

of route that cause the highest amount of delay minutes and delay cost. 

If implemented correctly, better availability of the most critical lines of  
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route will have a longer term saving for the industry due to financial 

penalties and reputational impact of distruption.  

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

The measures used need to be simple to understand. Currently there are 

too many measures being used across the industry. Simplification will 

help the travelling public and wider community to have visibility of 

Network Rail’s performance and to hold them to account. Also, it will 

enable Network Rail to implement prioritised interventions on the most 

impactful lines of route.  

Consider what the public care about most – How late am I (delay 

minutes)? How frequently is my train late or cancelled (repeat failures, 

and temporary speed restrictions)? 

As a wider measure, the number of service affecting failures could be 

considered? This can be divided by asset count to give comparison 

across Delivery Units, Routes and Regions. The number of failures is 

more within the control of Network Rail, the delay minutes caused by 

failures can be affected by train pattern at the time of failure, as much as 

any other factors. 

Thank you for taking the time to respond. 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence. 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality  
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disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: 

Job title: 

Organisation: 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

Yes; this feels better aligned with our current Schedule 8 measures.  

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Yes. 
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Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance?  

I believe On Time should be replaced with Time to 3 for the following 

reasons:  

• I feel that On Time has the potential to drive our Delivery Units to 

focus on the wrong things; e.g prioritising removal of a TSR on the 

Cumbrian coast (where it will pick up many on time failures due to 

the many stations along the line and multiple sections of single 

line) over removal of a TSR on the West Coast Main Line (where 

there are far fewer stations and therefore fewer on time failures).  

• We also do not have the capacity to measure On Time accurately 

whilst TRUST rounds to the minute. This is potentially affecting On 

Time results with some services having 30s dwells on our route.  

• I personally feel that T3 aligns better with Schedule 8 as many 

operators have a 3 minute threshold.  

• I don’t believe that a typical passenger is going to be particularly 

upset about being 1 minute late; 3 minutes feels more realistic.  

• It currently feels very difficult to sell the On Time benefit of doing a 

particular thing to a Train Operator when they are not using the 

same measure. For example, I currently deal with operators who 

are using T3, T15 and PPM whilst we (Network Rail) are being 

measured on On Time. It feels like we are talking in many different 

languages, with each language driving different behaviours.  

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

I am of the view that whatever measures we use should align more closely with 

Schedule 8; it feels like we are currently measuring under 2 very different systems. 

Having the measures aligned would make it a lot easier to build business cases; 

currently it feels like we don’t have the right tools to quantify the financial benefits of 

an On Time improvement scheme, whereas a scheme based around Schedule 8 

minutes is a lot easier to quantify and justify (albeit using estimated Schedule 8 

values from Business Objects).  

Thank you for taking the time to respond. 
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Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence. 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 
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• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: 

Job title: 

Organisation: 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

 

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

I do agree with a normalised metric to show the impact irrelevant of the 

amount of trains operating, it allows lines with less services to be balanced 

with other service groups.  
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Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Time-3 is now the industry metric for punctuality for the majority of TOCs so it 

would make sense for this to be an industry metric so that data analysis can be 

aligned and priority areas, such as recently relaunched from the NPB, could 

align all improvements to this metric.  

 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

There is a logic to having an On Time metric however the way it was 

implemented was incorrect. Firstly, the timetable as it is currently built is not 

facilitating an ‘On Time’ railway therefore we need to be honest in what we are 

trying to deliver. Most routes I would imagine unexplained and unattributed 

will be a huge contribution to this and although not the whole picture will be a 

sizeable chunk. 

Time-3 is already the go to metric for our operators and so we can all align and 

talk in the same language when it comes to impact / forecast / improvements I 

believe Time-3 should be our main metric across the board.  

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

N/A 

Thank you for taking the time to respond. 

 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 
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Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence. 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Matt Wikeley  

Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation 

Office of Rail and Road 

 

  

 

20th September 2024 

 

Dear Matt 

Consultation on performance measures for 2026 to 2029 

Thank you for inviting us to comment on this consultation. Our comments are below: 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay minutes per 1,000 miles 

train travel' to a success measure in our CP7 outcomes framework? 

• MTREL acknowledge that to drive performance improvement, there cannot be one 

measure of success. Indicators that are solely based on train performance (such as on-

time and on-time-to-03) do not drive the correct behaviours. Therefore, and provided that 

the measure is applied at a Regional level so as to avoid a focus on areas with a lower 

traffic volume, MTREL would support the inclusion of this measure in the CP7 outcome.  

• MTREL would also like the industry to be clearer in how this measure is used for practical 
performance improvement. Currently, it is not a widely understood or used metric (outside 
of the NR team). 

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 outcomes framework? 

• MTREL support the inclusion of On-time-to-03 (OT3) in the framework. On-time (OT) can 

result in perverse behaviours when managing delay, with interventions being made on 

busy metro services, to the detriment of passengers.  

• Timetable interventions are often made in an attempt to improve OT metrics but causing 

an overall detrimental impact to the customer experience.  

• OT as a singular measure generates perverse behaviours when recovering the train 
service following an incident as it doesn’t create a balance between punctuality, reliability 
and capacity - the latter being especially important. Customers might arguably find 
provision of capacity more important in these parts of an incident / day than punctuality.  

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success measure for 

England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 3? What is the evidence/reason 

behind this? Will a change result in improved train performance? 

• MTREL would support the removal of OT and replacing it with OT3, for the reasons stated 

above. 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we should use to hold 

Network Rail to account for passenger train performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7?   

• MTREL acknowledge that measuring performance can be complex and should be 

simplified. MTREL suggest that NR must be held more accountable the overall  
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performance of the railway, including TOC on TOC delay, as well as that causation under 

their control (such as infrastructure faults). 

• There is no single measure that suits all needs and any measures that are used must be

simplified to allow a better understanding by the passenger.

• Metrics that measure both TOC and NR performance giving both organisations

collaborative targets to aim for, this could be OT3 and cancellations (regardless of

causation).

• MTREL’s position is that PPM is a good all-round measure of performance, which
considers timeliness and station calls. The industry has moved towards creating a suite of
measures, which arguably generate a lack of focus on what needs improving. PPM can be
fairly applied across all operators, OT/OT3 is not an accurate measure for long distance
operators with minimal station calls.

• Should a return to PPM not be palatable, an NR centric measure must be put in place such

as Network Rail delay minutes and cancellations per 1,000 miles train travel*

*This measure is to be based on the timetabled train service and include cancellations caused

by NR to prevent perverse behaviours (such as prioritising performance metrics over

passenger delivery).

MTREL welcome the opportunity to comment on this consultation and would be happy to 

discuss this further to provide clarity on the points made. 

Yours sincerely 

James Linley 

Head of Performance and Planning 

MTR Elizabeth line 

e-  

t-  
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Susan Ellis 

Job title: Track Access & HS1 Contracts Manager 

Organisation: Southeastern 

Email*: 

Telephone number*:  

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

Southeastern are supportive of promoting NR Delay Mins per 1k train 

miles to a success measure as this would provide alignment with the DfT 

measures TOCs provide within the performance benchmark regimes. 

This would allow for consistency between the ORR and DfT metrics. 
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Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

As per Q1, T-3 is a DfT performance benchmark so this addition would 

further align metrics between the ORR and DfT.  Southeastern support 

this. 

 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

Southeastern consider that On Time is a priority in terms of train service 
delivery to our customers and supporting customer satisfaction. Whilst 
we report On Time to DfT it is not a performance benchmark, so this is a 
misalignment between ORR and DfT. It is, however, a key measure for 
Southeastern’s Performance Strategy. We continue to track and report 
all CP6 metrics along with PPM. 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

Southeastern consider that there is already an abundance of measures 

and results available. We are aware that the DfT are looking at the T-3 

composite measure (punctuality and reliability at stops) as a further 

customer facing deliverable which again could lead to a disconnect 

between ORR and DfT reportable measures. 

 

Thank you for taking the time to respond. 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 
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Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence. 

In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Tammy Day 

Job title: Head of Performance 

Organisation: South Western Railway 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

At South Western Railway we would like to see alignment between the Network Rail 

and TOC measures, and our overarching view is that customer is at the heart of all 

decisions we make.   

We note that the ORR has also receive a response to this letter from First Rail.   

As requested, please see our views on the questions that were asked below.  

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

South Western supports the proposal to promote Network Rail delay minutes per 

1,000 miles train travel to a success measure.  We hope that this greater level of 

scrutiny of Network Rail will lead to improved performance.   
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Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

South Western Railway strongly supports that Time to 3 should be added to the CP7 

outcomes framework as a measure as it aligns with the DfT punctuality metric and 

will allow industry performance colleagues to work more collaboratively.  The data 

provided from Time to 3 identifies rising trends and helps inform improvement 

activity. 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

For On Time to be retained as the punctuality success measure the data requires 

improvement.  The current reporting data is not provided by the second and therefore 

is inaccurate.  In addition, subthreshold delay is generally unattributed making trend 

analysis to drive improvement challenging.  Until GPS data can be used for on time 

data delivery this an inaccurate measure. 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

The sets of measures should include customer experience measures and reflect 

what is important to our customers, creating transparency.  Performance needs to be 

clear and simple for the customer as poor performance does not only affect 

sentiment but also revenue generation. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Alan Smart 

Job title: Principal Planner 

Organisation: Transport for London 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

We do not agree with this change as delay minutes per 1,000 train miles 

is not a passenger focused measure. It takes no account of the loadings 

of the individual trains concerned and could therefore lead to attention 

being focussed on lesser used parts of the network at the expense of 

those that are more heavily used. This is not a sensible approach when 

the more heavily used parts of the network are more significant in terms  
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of the overall passenger experience and economic utility offered by rail. 

We would prefer this measure to be based on passenger miles not train 

miles to achieve a sharper focus on the requirements of the users of the 

railway.  

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

We agree with this change. If punctuality measures are to be used our 

preference is for those that offer some leeway for the management of 

heavily used parts of the network, increasing the threshold before 

service intervention is required. This is desirable because intervention 

measures like skip stopping tend to elongate the journey times 

experienced by passengers, worsening the quality of their journeys and 

reducing the likelihood that they will travel by rail in future.  

Please also note our response to question four which is relevant to this 

question.  

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

We consider that Time to 3 should replace On Time as the punctuality 

success measure for England and Wales. Time to 3 is less restrictive in 

terms of the management of services on heavily used parts of the 

network. Its usage should therefore lead to an improved journey 

experience for customers during disruption by increasing the threshold 

before intervention is necessary to recover the service. Service 

intervention leads to longer journey times for customers so should 

therefore be minimised to occasions when it is strictly necessary for 

operational reasons e.g. to stop drivers from going beyond their 

maximum driving time or to prevent severely escalating delays. The 

change should result in better performance results as the targets will be 

less stringent. More importantly it should improve the quality of service 

received by the passenger, improving the reputation of rail as a mode of 

transport and encouraging patronage.  

Please also note our response to question four which is relevant to this 

question. 
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Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

We have used and advocated performance measures based around 

customer journey time over many years. These better represent the 

journey experience received by customers (covering the waiting time, in 

vehicle time and on train crowding they experience) than standard 

punctuality metrics which measure train service performance only. There 

is some degree of correlation between the two but punctuality metrics 

only tend to explain around 60% of the variability of journey time 

measures over time. This demonstrates their shortcomings in terms of 

measuring the actual customer experience and reflecting the variability 

of demand throughout the week. Contrastingly customer journey time (as 

we measure it) can be demonstrated to correlate strongly to demand and 

therefore revenue which are both key to the ongoing value and financial 

viability of the railway. 

We have now adopted measures of customer journey time across all our 

main public transport modes to provide a common, comparable and 

customer focused way of measuring performance and service delivery 

across this part of our operation. We would be happy to discuss the 

formulation and value of these measures with you further to support the 

ongoing evolution of performance measurement on the National Rail 

network. 

Thank you for taking the time to respond. 

Publishing your response 

We plan to publish all responses to this consultation on our website. 

Should you wish for any information that you provide to be treated as confidential, 

please be aware that this may be subject to publication, or release to other parties or 

to disclosure, in accordance with the access to information regimes. These regimes 

are primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 (FOIA), the UK General Data 

Protection Regulation (UK GDPR) the Data Protection Act 2018 (DPA) and the 

Environmental Information Regulations 2004. 

Under the FOIA, there is a statutory code of practice with which public authorities 

must comply and which deals, amongst other things, with obligations of confidence.  
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In view of this, if you are seeking confidentiality for information you are providing, 

please explain why. If we receive a request for disclosure of the information, we will 

take full account of your explanation, but we cannot give an assurance that 

confidentiality can be maintained in all circumstances. An automatic confidentiality 

disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on 

ORR. 

If you are seeking to make a response in confidence, we would also be grateful if you 

would annex any confidential information, or provide a non-confidential summary, so 

that we can publish the non-confidential aspects of your response. 

Any personal data you provide to us will be used for the purposes of this consultation 

and will be handled in accordance with our privacy notice, which sets out how we 

comply with the UK General Data Protection Regulation and Data Protection Act 

2018. 

Consent 

In responding to this consultation you consent to us: 

• handling your personal data for the purposes of this consultation; and 

• publishing your response on our website (unless you have indicated to us that 

you wish for your response to be treated as confidential as set out above.) 

Your consent to either of the above can be withdrawn at any time. Further 

information about how we handle your personal data and your rights is set out in our 

privacy notice. 

Format of responses 

So that we are able to apply web standards to content on our website, we would 

prefer that you email us your response either in Microsoft Word format or 

OpenDocument Text (.odt) format. ODT files have a fully open format and do not rely 

on any specific piece of software. 

If you send us a PDF document, please: 

• create it directly from an electronic word-processed file using PDF creation 

software (rather than as a scanned image of a printout); and 

• ensure that the PDF's security method is set to no security in the document 

properties. 
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Response to ORR’s CP7 passenger train 

performance reset: consultation on performance 

measures for 2026 to 2029 

This pro-forma is available to those who wish to use it to respond to our consultation. 

Other forms of response (e.g. letter format) are equally welcome.  

Please send your response to prm@orr.gov.uk by 4 October 2024.  

Please contact Matt Wikeley, Head of Outcomes and Network Regulation, at ORR 

with any queries: matt.wikeley@orr.gov.uk 

About you 

Full name: Philip Chandler 

Job title: Strategic Performance Improvement Manager 

Organisation: TransPennine Express 

Email*: 

Telephone number*: 

*This information will not be published on our website.  

As part of the CP7 passenger train performance reset, we have outlined potential 

targeted changes to our outcomes framework to allow us to better monitor and hold 

Network Rail to account in years 3 to 5 of the control period. 

Question 1: Do you agree with promoting 'Network Rail delay 

minutes per 1,000 miles train travel' to a success measure in our 

CP7 outcomes framework? 

Yes, we would see this is a positive change due to the benefit it provides in providing 

consistency with TOC contracts, which contain TOC on Self delay minute per 1,000 

miles as a core contractual metric. Similarly adding Network Rail delay minutes per 1000 

mules as a success measure would ensure that both infrastructure manager and train 

operators would have clear common performance incentives within their own areas of 

control. Promoting this metric would be of benefit for incentivising Network Rail 

performance by providing a success measure based on reducing the 
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delay under Network Rail control. These delays make up the majority of those seen to 

services, so a robust incentive to reduce them through this success measure could 

deliver significant performance improvements to services assuming that effective action 

is taken as a result. We would expect this change to have benefits to Network Rail 

performance management by providing a success measure with clear and obvious links 

between factors that Network Rail has control over and the output success measure – 

with a more direct link between Network Rail actions and delay minutes than is the case 

with either on time or time to 3. 

Question 2: Do you agree with adding Time to 3 to our CP7 

outcomes framework? 

Yes, again our main reason for supporting this change is because it aligns with TOC 

performance regimes, which uses time to 3 as a contractual metric, so adding this metric 

provides better consistency in this regard. This is not a major performance benefit in 

itself, but it is felt that it would facilitate more consistent focus on performance delivery by 

removing one area of inconsistency between TOC and Network Rail performance 

regimes. 

Time to 3 has advantages over on time and, in addition to its use as a contractual metric 

for operators. Time to 3 measures different aspects of performance compared to on 

time, providing a clear indication of whether trains are running in path or if they have 

been delayed significantly enough that their delay is likely to have further impacts on 

other trains by running out of path. We would view this as especially beneficial for long 

distance operators, where time to 3 is a suitable and sensible measure for operational 

success, compared to on time, which can be more affected by lower levels of late 

running and therefore does not give the same understanding of operational success and 

overall lateness experienced by passengers. 

It is useful to compare results across the different metrics of on time, time to 3 and time 

to 15 to give an overall view of performance, with different metrics showing different 

views of success and indicating different factors on performance. Providing all three 

metrics within the outcomes framework allows this broader view to be explored further. 

Question 3: Should On Time be retained as our punctuality success 

measure for England & Wales, or should it be replaced with Time to 

3? What is the evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in 

improved train performance? 

Our preference would be for on time to be replaced with time to 3. We consider that 

there are two major disadvantages of using on time as the Network Rail punctuality 

success measure: 

• On time has disadvantages in measuring passenger experiences of performance, 

potentially resulting in actions aimed at improving on time as a performance 

metric producing detrimental results for passengers. 

• Use of on time as a Network Rail success measure results in inconsistency 

between Network Rail and TOC performance measurement regimes.  
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On Time Correlation with Passenger Outcomes 

We strongly consider that replacing on time with time to 3 would be beneficial by 

incentivising improvements to passenger performance outcomes. Improving time to 3 

requires focus on the services that are more significantly delayed, rather than those that 

are 1 or 2 minutes late. If effective, this would be expected to improve overall passenger 

experiences of performance by reducing total delay and driving more consistent 

punctuality performance of services. 

Evidence for this is provided by a simple comparison of different metrics between the 

latest results and pre-Covid results from 2019/20 – the last year has seen improved on 

time performance nationally, but worse performance for T15, cancellations and PPM, 

with a slight improvement in time to 3. This suggests that current performance 

challenges are not related to on time trains and are not being captured through the on 

time metric. There have been improvements in the overall number of trains arriving at 

stations on time, driven primarily by reduced reactionary delay with slight decreases in 

services. These improvements to on time though are overshadowed by higher impacts 

when delays do occur – suggesting less consistent performance and worse outcomes for 

passengers as there is a higher chance that their trains will be significantly delayed or 

cancelled. This overall indicates that on time is not a suitable metric for overall 

performance indications of passenger disruption, and whilst time to 3 shares some of the 

same disadvantages it is a step towards a metric which better measures overall 

passenger experiences of performance delivery. 

Metric National Moving Annual Average 

2019/20 At P5 2024/25 Change 

On Time 65.0% 67.2% +2.2% 

Time to 3 84.0% 84.9% +0.9% 

Time to 15 98.5% 98.2% -0.3% 

Cancellations 3.42% 3.87% +0.45% 

PPM 86.2% 85.4% -0.8% 

 

The consultation document suggests that using on time as a performance metric 

provides a “Clear commitment to passengers”. We would dispute this and suggest that 

the on time metric provides no such commitment – with the evidence of declining severe 

delays and cancellations at the same time as improving on time performance showing 

this. Any commitment to passengers to ensure that their train is on time as often as 

possible in reality is a passenger unfriendly commitment as it would result in increased 

total passenger delay with more significantly delayed trains and passengers. Focussing 

performance on improving the on time metric also views all late trains in the same way – 

whether the train is 1 minute late or 20 – therefore a commitment to the on time metric 

does not provide any commitment to passengers on the significant number of trains that 

get delayed. By using on time as the only success measure for punctuality 

performance, the railway is considering that all delayed passengers might as well be 

30 minutes late – on time makes no discrimination between different levels of 

lateness. 
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An example of how emphasizing the on time metric would have detrimental impacts for 

passengers has been seen in the regulation of Transpennine Express services at Leeds. 

Here (in previous timetables and again from December 2024), 2JXX stopping services 

that originate at Leeds and run to Huddersfield calling at all intermediate stations are 

booked to depart 3 minutes after the 1PXX express services from Saltburn to 

Manchester Airport. If the 1PXX services are slightly delayed before Leeds it is beneficial 

for passengers overall to hold the 2JXX service and run them behind the 1PXX – as if 

the 1PXX is put behind the 2JXX then it will lose further time, resulting in the express 

service running significantly late and likely having a late start on the back working from 

Manchester Airport, causing further reactionary delay. Instead, the 1PXX services are 

normally run first, resulting in a few minutes of delay to 2JXX services but also allowing 

the 1PXX to recover time for an on time departure from Manchester Airport. If the 

services were managed for on time, then the 2JXX services would be prioritised as they 

have 9 recorded station stops between Leeds and Huddersfield (compared to 6 on 

the1PXX services), with on time achievable on these if the trains depart Leeds on time. 

The regulation decision in this case is made with overall passenger and operational 

benefit in mind and so prioritises the 1PXX services, but results in worse results for the 

on time metric. It therefore follows that if on time was the only focus of the railway in this 

instance (and many like it) a different decision would be made and passenger 

experience would be degraded. 

We would also observe that management of subthreshold delays is limited in practice, 

with little obvious improvements in this area. In particular, continuing impact from speed 

restrictions is felt across the network, with little urgency seen in improving these or other 

sources of subthreshold delays. We would suggest that sub threshold delays should not 

be a focus (as suggested to be an advantage of on time by the consultation document) 

when so much of the performance impact felt by passengers is in severe disruptions 

causing cancellations and significantly late running, rather than minor delays to trains. 

Many of these disadvantages of the on time metric for understanding passenger impacts 

of performance are also seen (in a less severe way) in the Time to 3 metric, so we would 

support further changes to the success measures to include metrics that overcome these 

disadvantages – as described below in our response to question 4 of this consultation. 

However, we would still consider time to 3 to be advantageous to on time in this respect 

and therefore would support its use as a Network Rail success measure. 

Consistency between Network Rail and TOC Performance Regimes 

As with providing time to 3 within the outcomes framework, a major advantage of using it 

as the success measure for punctuality is that doing so will align Network Rail success 

measures with TOC performance regimes, improving consistency across the industry. As 

with the addition of time to 3 to the outcomes framework, this is unlikely to produce 

performance improvements by itself, but can facilitate performance improvement by 

removing distractions and potential areas of conflict between operators and Network 

Rail. 
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Network Rail using on time as a success measure has in our experience provided 

distractions to performance improvement, with two particular reasons for this: 

• Inconsistency between TOCs and Network Rail metrics. 

• Performance analysis showing a large proportion of on time failures as 

unattributed. 

These topics have been observed to receive a lot of discussion, distracting from 

performance improvement actions. Changing the Network Rail success measure to time 

to 3 will reduce the impact of these distractions, as it provides consistency between 

Network Rail and operators and because time to 3 has fewer unattributed failures, 

allowing for more definite performance analysis and simplifying performance 

improvement. 

Consistency between Network Rail and TOC performance metrics may help to improve 

potentially contentious issues where regulation could be used to improve one metric over 

another, as all operators and Network Rail would be attempting to improve the same 

metrics. One example has been seen with the trial to regulate trains for on time on the 

East Coast Mainline – Network Rail wanting to make this change to improve their 

success measure, but TOCs being resistant to the change because of likely impacts on 

other metrics. 

For these advantages to be seen, it will be necessary to improve understanding across 

the industry of causes of failures of different metrics. This will support implementation of 

schemes that help improve performance metrics. The industry’s understanding of these 

issues applied to all current performance metrics is very much in its infancy, with the 

inconsistent metrics between TOCs and Network Rail being one barrier to improved 

understanding. At present, even when TOC and Network Rail metrics are in alignment, 

actions to improve performance can be limited by the lack of understanding of the 

metrics, with an example being proposals to improve regulation for originating services 

at Liverpool Lime Street – where simple actions have been delayed despite evidence of 

them providing performance benefit. A consistent set of metrics may be hoped to remove 

this barrier and allow performance improvement actions to be progressed. 

These improvements would also require improved understanding of trade-offs between 

metrics and clear direction in terms of what lateness should be tolerated and therefore 

which metrics should be prioritised. Our view is that consistency of metrics between 

Network Rail and operators would benefit this understanding. 

Question 4: Do you have any other views on the measures we 

should use to hold Network Rail to account for passenger train 

performance in years 3 to 5 of CP7? 

In our option Network Rail does not focus clearly enough on performance that results in 

significantly delayed trains and cancellations – which have the greatest impact on 

passengers (existing and potential) and on reputational impact. These are the major 

performance challenges at present and are not addressed by the current Network Rail 

success measures sufficiently – also not being addressed by the changes being 
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consulted on as many of the disadvantages of on time are shared with time to 3. We 

would therefore make the following comments on options for performance metrics: 

Use of T-15 

We would support use of T15 as a Network Rail success measure in addition to time to 
3, again due to its stronger ability to indicate performance experienced by passengers 
and to drive consistency between Network Rail and TOC contracts – which contain time 
to 15 alongside time to 3 as a key performance metric. Time to 3 shares many 
disadvantages with on time, and these can be overcome by using an additional 
punctuality metric as a success measure that does not share the same disadvantages. 
We would note that T15 measures different aspects of performance from T3 (in similar 
way as T3 measures different aspects from on time), and indeed this is seen in the 
historical results as time to 15 is not correlated with the improved on time performance 
since 2019/20, but instead accurately depicts the decline in severe late running 
experienced by passengers over this time. 

Use of two different complimentary punctuality metrics would require further 
understanding of trade-offs between metrics and clear direction on which metric should 
be prioritised and what level of lateness should be accepted – which has been a 
challenge with TOC contractual metrics. We acknowledge that this would be an 
additional challenge if time to 15 was added as a success measure but would consider 
the advantages of using time to 15 in measuring passenger performance impacts as 
justification for this challenge – also noting that such challenges already exist between 
cancellation and punctuality metrics. 

Cancellations 

We perceive a lack of emphasis from Network Rail on cancellations, with these not 
affecting the on time metric – something not addressed by any proposal within the 
consultation as this weakness is shared by time to 3 and Network Rail delays per 1000 
miles train travel is similarly not a measure of reliability success. Network Rail seemingly 
have little accountability for cancellations, with inconsistent measurement on a 
route/region basis and targets set to a lower level of detail than for delay minutes. We 
would also note that operators do have a TOC on self cancellations metric within the 
performance regime but there is no equivalent within the Network Rail success or 
supporting measures. This is especially relevant currently as many performance impacts 
are seen on severely disrupted days, which are often the result of significant 
infrastructure failures. There is an increasing tendency for inconsistent performance with 
some days with major incidents causing cancellations and resulting in large gaps in 
services. These severely disrupted days have high passenger impacts and reputational 
damage for the railway but are not emphasised within the Network Rail success 
measures. The current trends show a clear decline for cancellations, so this should be 
prioritised as a focus for performance improvement. 

Composite Metrics 

We would suggest that a composite metric that contains both cancellations and 
punctuality impacts would aid in providing overall performance indications across the 
industry and for historical comparison. We currently use PPM internally when this is 
required and feel that it would be beneficial to have a metric with similar characteristics 
but based on punctuality at every stop rather than just termination.  
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characteristics of the service, would provide clearer indications on whether performance 
has been delivered, including allowing a more representative view of performance 
across Network Rail routes and regions. 

Scotland Train Performance Measure 

We would also query how well cross-border operators are captured in Scotland when the 
success measure is the Scotland train performance measure, which does not include 
operators other than ScotRail. The consultation suggests continuing to use on time (or 
replacing with time to 3) as a supporting measure. This is not a robust means to assess 
performance of cross-border services as these generally have a low number of station 
stops in Scotland and also see much delay imported from other Network Rail routes, so 
neither on time or time to 3 can be seen as indicative of Network Rail Scotland’s 
operational delivery to cross-border services. 

Furthermore, we would question whether it is acceptable in principle for cross-border 
operators’ punctuality to not be included within the Scottish success measures – only 
featuring in the supporting measures. Therefore, we would support inclusion of metrics 
specifically considering delivery of cross-border services and would also support 
ensuring punctuality of cross-border services are included within a success measure for 
Network Rail in Scotland. 
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 7 October 2024 

 
Control Period 7 passenger train performance reset: 
Consultation on train performance measures for 2026-29 
 
Transport Focus is pleased to be working with the Office of Rail and Road (ORR) and 
Network Rail to explore passengers’ views to inform the decision about train 
performance measures for 2026-29.  As you know, the quantitative phase of the 
research is not due to report until later in October, so please regard this as our interim 
response.  We will confirm or amend our position as quickly as possible. 

You have asked four questions, two of which are inextricably linked: 

1. Do you agree with promoting ‘Network Rail delay minutes per 1,000 miles train 
travel’ to a success measure in our Control Period 7 outcomes framework? 

This metric covers one organisation’s element of train performance, and our preference 
is for ‘whole industry’ measures because passengers do not generally experience 
infrastructure performance in isolation.  However, Network Rail’s performance clearly 
plays a significant part in delivery of the end product.  Even fast-forwarding some years, 
there will still be a need to understand the performance of Great British Railway’s (GBR) 
infrastructure as part of its total product.  And this will have ongoing importance for 
passengers using parts of the railway that will not be virtually integrated even after GBR 
is fully operational (that is, open access operators, Elizabeth line, London Overground, 
Merseyrail, Scotrail, Transport for Wales).  Therefore, we support this proposal. 
 
2. Do you agree with adding ‘time to three minutes’ to our Control Period 7 

outcomes framework? 
3. Should ‘on time’ be retained as our punctuality success measure for England 

and Wales, or should it be replaced with ‘time to three minutes’?  What is the 
evidence/reason behind this? Will a change result in improved train 
performance? 
 

Adding ‘time to three minutes’ as one of the metrics ORR considers in holding the 
railway to account is not controversial.  Indeed, Transport Focus would expect ORR to 
be considering train performance against a number of different delay thresholds.  What 
divides opinion is whether the primary metric should be ‘on time’ (meaning within 59 
seconds of scheduled arrival) or ‘time to three minutes’. 

Passengers were divided in the initial qualitative phase of research.  For some, the 
question is black and white: on time means on time, not almost three minutes late.   
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Those in that camp take the view that success should not be judged as anything other 
than truly on time.   

They do not want the railway patting itself on the back for having, in their view, failed to 
achieve true success.  When we explored the suggestion that a truly ‘on time’ metric 
might create a disincentive for the railway to minimise additional delay to an already-late 
train, these passengers were unconvinced.  For others, up to three minutes late counting 
as on time is regarded as reasonable; viewed as understandable leeway given all the 
things that might prevent a train arriving within 59 seconds of schedule.  The quantitative 
phase of research will provide further elucidation, including giving an understanding of 
how views differ depending on type of journey and other factors. 

Previous Transport Focus research has shown a stark link between train punctuality and 
journey satisfaction, with the latter falling away sharply after the very first minute a train 
is late, particularly among commuters.  That study showed that for every minute of 
lateness, overall satisfaction declines by one and a half percentage points, and among 
commuters the decline is steeper at three percentage points per minute.  Unfortunately, 
because of discontinuation of the National Rail Passenger Survey as a result of Covid, it 
has not been possible to update that work.  However, while there are fewer commuters 
and more leisure travellers post-Covid, it seems improbable that passengers’ tolerance 
of delay has fundamentally changed.  Indeed, Covid is said to have generally reduced 
tolerance in society. 

Your sub question ‘will a change result in improved train performance?’ is the key issue.  
A change to ‘time to three minutes’ would, clearly, increase the reported level of 
punctuality.  However, those parts of the railway currently ruthlessly focused on running 
a tight ‘on time’ ship are likely to relax, while those currently underachieving would no 
longer need to make the effort.  And, looking at the ‘within 59 seconds’ data for April to 
June 2024, it is important to note that it can be done: Greater Anglia 87.2; Elizabeth line 
83.1; Chiltern Railways 82.0; c2c 81.4 (all percentages).  In short, we cannot see how a 
move from ‘on time’ to ‘time to three minutes’ will do anything other than worsen 
passenger experience. 

Therefore, Transport Focus favours ‘time to three minutes’ becoming a supporting 
measure, but advocates strongly that ORR retains ‘on time’ as the primary metric by 
which it holds Network Rail to account for its performance on behalf of passengers. 

Do you have any other views on the measures we should use to hold Nework Rail 
to account for passenger train performance in years 3 to 5 of Control Period 7? 

First, you already include cancellations as one of the primary metrics and this should 
continue.  However that measures only cancellations made on the day of operation, not 
those made in advance.  In our response to ORR’s consultation ‘late notice pre-
cancellations’ this summer we made clear that pre-cancellations are still cancellations to 
passengers, late notice or otherwise.  In the qualitative research just undertaken 
passengers were quite clear about this.  If a train has been advertised as running and is  
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subsequently removed from the timetable, it is a cancellation.  That is, irrespective of 
how far in advance it was deleted, up to a cut off of about three months ahead, based on 
their experience that tickets are generally not on sale further ahead than that.  Transport 
Focus therefore confirms its position that data showing all ‘pre-cancellations’* should be 
published routinely alongside ‘on the day’ cancellations, attributed to the organisation 
requiring that pre-cancellation and with the reason identifiable. 

* Excluding trains removed from the timetable for engineering works where amendments 
were made according to Informed Traveller timescales. 

Second, although outside the scope of your consultation, Transport Focus advocates 
that a strong measure of passenger experience sits alongside objective train 
performance in how the railway is judged.  This is borne out in the qualitative research 
just completed.  Clearly, whether a train runs and whether it runs on time is fundamental 
to passenger experience.  However, other things matter to passengers as well.  For 
example, day to day delivery of the softer elements of the product – is the passenger 
assistance and catering delivered, is the wifi/power power socket working at your seat; 
are the toilets working, clean and stocked with paper and soap etc.  And ethos matters, 
too.  Does the railway demonstrate, in the way it deals with passengers, before, during 
and after their journey, that it really cares about them as paying customers.  In the 
industry reforms that lie ahead, these issues need to be considered alongside train 
performance as part of judging the railway’s success at delivering for passengers. 

 
Guy Dangerfield 
Head of strategy and intelligence 
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                1 November 2024 

Control Period 7 passenger train performance reset: 
Consultation on train performance measures for 2026-29 
 
As trailed in Transport Focus’s 7 October 2024 response to the above consultation, 
this supplementary note follows completion of the research undertaken in partnership 
with the Office of Rail and Road (ORR) and Network Rail to explore passengers’ 
views.  That research is now complete, and we will publish findings in December to 
coincide with publication of your conclusions. 

The new research shows that 97 per cent of passengers considered arriving within 
one minute of the scheduled time as punctual, while 89 per cent considered arriving 
within three minutes as punctual.  Seven in ten (69 per cent) felt measuring to one 
minute was fair and three-quarters (75 per cent) felt measuring to three minutes was 
fair.  16 per cent felt one minute was too strict, while one in five (20 per cent) felt 
three minutes was too lenient. 

In our original response we concluded that passengers’ interests would be best 
served by ORR sticking with ‘on time’ (that is, within one minute of scheduled time 
measured at each station) as the primary metric to hold Network Rail to account for 
delivery of a punctual railway. 

That remains our position for three principal reasons: 

• We know that passenger satisfaction declines steeply from the very first minute of 
delay, rather than only after three minutes1.  Passengers want trains to run on 
time, rather than nearly on time. 

• For some there are real world impacts of being even three minutes late.  A 
connecting train or bus, or appointments where the railway running bang on time 
really matters (for instance collecting children from nursery). 

• For some it is a matter of principle: if the railway truly cares about paying 
customers it would not count a late running train as a punctual train.  They do not 
want the railway patting itself on the back for having, in their view, failed to 
achieve success.  
  

 

 

 
1 https://www.transportfocus.org.uk/publication/train-punctuality-the-passenger-perspective/ 
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It is true that many passengers could ‘live with’ a metric defining punctual as within 
three minutes of scheduled time, but some argue that is only because people are 
conditioned to accept mediocrity.  Taking everything into account, our conclusion is 
that counting trains that are up to three minutes late as punctual will not incentivise 
the railway to strive for what passengers actually want – and is therefore not in 
passengers’ best interests. 

In closing, we reiterate a point made in our 7 October response: “Transport Focus 
would expect ORR to be considering train performance against a number of different 
delay thresholds.”  It is important to passengers that ORR is focusing the industry to 
striving to improve the whole of the ‘arrivals curve’. 

This echoes a question we posed previously about the limitations of a single pass/fail 
metric, irrespective of the threshold it uses: 

“Might the answer be targets to encourage movement of the whole ‘arrivals curve’ 
(example below) to the left on the graph, incentivising better ‘right time’ performance, 
but also giving incentives to achieve a three-minute delay rather than a four-minute 
delay, or a nine-minute delay rather than an 11-minute delay and so on?” 

 

 
Guy Dangerfield 
Head of strategy and intelligence 
 




