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Introduction

Details of the Further Review

As part of its role as Independent Reporter, Halcrow was jointly appointed by Network
Rail and ORR to undertake a review of the methodology and assumptions used by
Network Rail in assessing the freight only costs used as a basis for determining freight
access charges. An initial review was completed in December 2006. Since that time
Network Rail has undertaken further development work in cost modelling and in January
2007, Halcrow was commissioned to undertake a further review of the freight cost
modelling work focussing on areas which have changed since the previous work was
undertaken. This further review has been focussed on Network Rail's updated response
to further questions of clarification raised at a review meeting on 23" January 2007
between ORR, Network Rail and the Independent Reporter and concerns raised by ORR
as a result of answers given following this meeting. The results of our review work are
presented as this addendum to our initial report, focussing only on the material changes
to method and costs.

The key areas of analysis that have been considered are addressed under the following
headings:

(a) Definition of Freight-only Routes
(b) Unit Costs on Freight-only lines

(c) Treatment of Civils Expenditure

(d) Related Costs

(e) Variable Costs of Freight

f Updated Cost Estimates

As noted above, our review has been largely focussed on Network Rail's response to
clarifications and queries raised in January, provided by Network Rail in a paper released
on the 1% February 2007. This has been supplemented with further discussions between
Halcrow, Network Rail and EWS.

In conducting our further review we have had meetings with both the ORR and with
Network Rail. A full list of meetings is given in Appendix A.

Network Rail’s Further Update on Infrastructure
Costs for Freight

Definition of Freight Only Routes

The version of the freight-only routes register issued by Network Rail in November was
reviewed in detail at a meeting between NR and the freight operators in December. A
number of changes were identified and agreed, together with some significant route
sections where the classification was open to interpretation. These were referred to ORR
for comment.

As a result of this discussion the register has been revised, leading to an overall
reduction in the number of track km classified as freight-only lines as summarised below:
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2.13

2.1.4

2.2

Previous New Change

(track km) (track km) (track km)
Terminal 657 582 -75
Through 172 234 +62

The most significant routes sections that have been reclassified from terminal to through
lines are Aylesbury — Claydon Jn — Bicester and Edge Hill - Bootle. The revised track
volumes have been fed into the revised estimates of costs summarised later in this note.

As these numbers have now been discussed between Network Rail, ORR and the freight
companies, we would expect that any future change to these numbers would not have as
significant a change to the freight only line costs.

Unit Costs on Freight Only Lines

Track Renewals Costs

Background

221

222

223

224

225

Network Rail's starting position was that unit costs for Freight Only lines track renewals
are taken as being 90% of the network average cost as modelled in the Infrastructure
Cost Model (ICM).

Section 2.3 of Halcrow’s final report on Freight Cost Variability (dated 04/12/06), deals
with the ‘Analysis of Cost Drivers for Freight Only (FO) Lines’. Within this, the unit costs
of track renewals on Freight Only Track Category 5 lines was estimated and compared
with a typical renewal carried out on Track Category 2 lines on the mixed network,
applying a “bottom up” costing of a typical renewals job. Halcrow found from this
comparison that a Track Cat. 5 track renewal was estimated to be 71% of the unit cost of
a Track Cat. 2 track renewal.

Halcrow adopted a Track Category 2 specification as being representative of the Network
average and a Track Category 5 specification being representative of Freight Only lines.
The main drivers of cost difference related to the specification and cost of track renewal
components and the use of midweek possessions on Freight Only lines as compared to
weekend possessions on the mixed network.

EWS have also commissioned work to examine the potential for improved efficiencies in
maintenance and renewal of Freight Only lines by Network Rail to reduce costs. The
EWS commissioned studies of Track Renewal Costs on Freight Only lines are
summarised as follows:

An assessment by LEK and TCCI of Network Rail’'s unit costs compared with
evidence from Class 1 U.S. Railroads.

A comparison of North American and Network Rail engineering practices.

A study of the potential cost savings for maintaining freight only lines if a
consortium of freight operators were to take over those lines.

A critique of the Halcrow example on unit costs, with further reductions in
renewals unit costs from 71% of the network average to 54% proposed.

We have not had the opportunity to review the first three of these studies in great detail;
however the work generally shows that efficiency gains could be made to deliver work at
lower unit costs.

Further Work in 2007

2.2.6

Network Rail state that they have considered the Halcrow and EWS reports on unit costs
and have responded with their initial views on the Halcrow work in their 1st February
2007 update, stating that this work produces a reduction factor which is too low.
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2.2.7

2.2.8

2.2.9

2.2.10

2211

Network Rail has undertaken further work to refine the estimates of cost differentials and
review actual renewal unit costs on freight only lines compared to the mixed use network.

This analysis has been split into two parts:

an analysis of actual costs taken from the 2006/07 workbank within the national
track renewal P3 programme. The result of this was that the track renewal cost
on Freight Only lines was 33% higher than on the mixed use network. This
represents a shift of the percentage reduction against the network average
renewal cost for freight only lines from 90% to 133%. We note that this analysis
has been based on a small dataset and that Network Rail has stated that there is
potential to refine the analysis.

A cross check using commercial and engineering judgement to assess the
impact of the major complexity factors'. This approach resulted in the track
renewal cost on Freight Only lines being 7% higher than on the mixed use
network. This was mainly due to the complexity of track renewals on single lines
(where there is no adjacent track for delivery or removal of materials) and the
much higher probability that Freight Only lines will have single lines compared to
the mixed network. This is offset partially by the relatively fewer electrified lines
and the less complex nature of track renewals where there is no third rail or
overhead line equipment.

We have reviewed the analysis of the actual data provided by Network Rail and have
identified a few “rogue” items in the data set, such as costs allocated when there is no
volume given. We have recalculated the factor with these items excluded and the result
of this was that the track renewal cost on Freight Only lines was 18% lower than on the
mixed use network, giving a percentage reduction for freight only lines renewal cost,
against the network average, as 82%. We have alerted Network Rail to this finding, and
they are in the process of reviewing their analysis.

In reviewing the commercial and engineering judgement approach adopted by Network
Rail, we do not accept that the complexity factors applied by Network Rail, whilst
reasonable, provide a full measure of factors influencing costs. These factors consider
only the issues for making track renewal work more or less complex but do not consider
the input unit costs for items such as materials, labour, etc. As we noted in our previous
report with the categorisation of Freight Only lines being generally lower (usually Cat. 5 or
Cat.6) renewal is carried out to a lower specification commensurate with slower line
speeds and track quality. Halcrow made assumptions that serviceable rail and sleepers
could be used on Freight Only lines, cascaded from the higher category lines. Network
Rail have stated that the cost of transferring materials from other lines does not achieve
substantial savings due to the cost of transporting and handling the materials and
because the material cost component is relatively small. However, Network Rail's
specification for most Freight only lines allows for serviceable material to be used and if a
cost effective method can be used to recover and re-use cascaded materials, then
savings may be considered to be significant enough to review the existing practices.

We also expect that access for renewals is more readily available reducing the premiums
on labour and plant costs for night time and/or weekend working experienced on the
more intensively used mixed network. Network Rail discounted this latter factor, stating
that in practice plain line renewal work generally takes place at weekends. We note that
EWS have noted in their work that ‘track access opportunities will be far greater on freight
only lines’. This suggests that they are more prepared to alter their freight pathways
and/or timings to accommodate renewals work on Freight only lines during the week as
well as weekends and should be considered by Network Rail in planning works to
minimise overall cost.

* As measured in Network Rail’'s Business Plan Process, including factors for Live Adjacent Road, Check Curve,
Electrification- 3rd rail, Electrification- OHL, Level Crossing, Platform, Single Line (no adj. rd), Tunnel.
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2.2.12

2.2.13

The EWS critique on Halcrow’s calculation of on unit costs suggested that further
reductions from the network average could be made with EWS estimating a rate of 54%
when compared to the mixed use network. This was based on the following:

The renewal preparation and follow up works assumed are not needed.
Extensive FO line protection resource savings have been assumed by EWS.

Reductions in finishing with only 2 hours of tamping is needed without any follow-

up tamping.

EWS contend that there is an over-estimation of the ballast quantities required.
However, the following needs to be taken into account:

Many Freight only lines are single line and will therefore require some preparation
work to cater for the disadvantage of not having an adjacent line to offload/load
materials during the main works. The follow up work is required to make any
corrections to top and line after traffic induced settlement following the reopening of
the line and to weld & stress once the line is in its final position. Profiling ballast to
ensure the correct ballast shoulders are provided is also part of these works. It
could be argued that these follow up works could take place during the main works,
but this would increase the time and resources required during the main works and
therefore this cost cannot be disregarded.

EWS have said that if the FO line is a terminal line, then less protection resources
are required. Our estimate was based on a through line but it is noted that terminal
lines make up more than 70% of all freight only lines (by track km) and this does
warrant consideration. For terminal lines this leads to a reduction of the cost
multiplier from 71% to 69%.

Tamping during the main works may only take 2 hours but practically, costs will be
incurred for a full shift (there is a minimum charge of 8 hours for a tamping shift).
There may be some potential to mitigate this with use of tamping resources for
maintenance works in adjacent sections but this is not always practical. Follow up
tamping may also not be needed if track quality is achieved without it (compliant
with NR/SP/TRK/102 Track Construction Standards) however it would be good
practice to provide for some correction work for the finished levels and alignment
following a period of regular traffic.

The ballast depth assumed is 200mm below bottom of sleeper as specified in
NR/SP/TRK/102 for Cat. 5 lines. The Network Rail ‘Ballast Calculator’ model was
used (also used by the leading Track Renewals Contractors) to calculate the
volumes for all examples. Therefore the quantities are relative to the Cat. 1A/1 &
Cat. 2 examples even if an allowance for over-provision is built into the model.
Therefore the quantities are valid in the example given for these Track Categories.

Conclusions

2.2.14

Network Rail's analysis of actual costs (once corrected by Halcrow for “rogue” items) has
produced an estimated reduction factor of 82%. This falls in between Network Rails’
factor of 90% and the factor proposed in our initial report of 71% and the factor of 54%
estimated by EWS. However, both the Halcrow estimates and the EWS work have been
based on perceived opportunities for efficiencies which can produce greater savings. This
work suggests that further opportunities can be explored downstream and will
compliment both Network Rail's and ORR’s own drive for efficiencies which will impact on
future access charges. Therefore we suggest that the reduction factor of around 80% is
adopted for freight only lines.
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2.3

Treatment of Civils Expenditure

Background

231

2.3.2

233

Network Rail's Initial Strategic Business Plan (ISBP) submission in June 2006 assumed
the application of Civils “policy C” to Civils assets on freight-only routes, defined as
allowing assets to deteriorate until intervention is essential to maintain safety standards
or raise performance to an acceptable level. The expenditure profile associated with this
policy is relatively low in CP4 as activity is deferred or “least first cost” work is
undertaken to maintain assets. Costs increase substantially in later control periods as
major work becomes necessary on a large number of assets that have been allowed to
deteriorate further than they would under a lowest whole life cost approach. The long run
annual average cost of all freight-only infrastructure in the ICM is £25 million, compared
to the CP4 annual average of £7.5 million. By comparison, applying Civils policy B
(based on whole-life costing), would generate a long run annual average cost of about
£20 million.

Network Rail state that the principle agreed for their core cost estimates was that a long
run average view of all renewal costs was appropriate and having adopted Policy “C” as
their preferred option, the £25 million figure was input to the freight only calculations.
This resulted in Civils costs forming a relatively high share of the total costs of freight
routes. It was noted that an alternative option would be to base funding on the
significantly lower CP4 level of expenditure, recognising that if this was not increased in
later control periods then capability would start to degrade and decisions on whether to
carry out specific major renewals or to consider reductions in capability, including closure,
would have to be made at the appropriate time.

Within the Halcrow report (dated 04/12/06), it was noted that the lower civils estimate was
not set as low as the CP4 average.

Review of Civils Analysis in 2007

234

235

2.3.6

Network Rail confirmed that the evaluation of the short-term lower cost Civils option uses
the forecast CP4 average for policy C. This is contrary to the suggestion in the Halcrow
report (dated 04/12/06) that NR had used a higher figure.

We have review our analysis and determined that the “Policy C Adjustment” line given in
Figure 2.3.8 of the Halcrow report (dated 04/12/06) was derived from subtracting Network
Rail's £7 Million policy C adjustment from the CP4-10 total average cost (£13.38M).
However this total average cost includes cost for both “Terminal Routes” and “Through
Routes”, and as Network Rail only makes this adjustment for the “Low” Estimate, which is
based on the cost of “Terminal Routes” Only.

The figure given below provided an update of the information given in Figure 2.3.8 of the
Halcrow Report, including only the “Terminal Routes”. Thus we are now satisfied that the
lower civils estimate is aligned with the CP4 average.
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2.4 Related Costs

Background

24.1 Within the costs determined for Freight Only Lines, Network Rail have applied a
categorisation of the costs in each area as follows:

(a) Attributable: costs of an activity contained within a route section,
e.g. track maintenance;

(b) Related: costs of an activity linked to a route section but not
contained within it, e.g. renewal of a signalling interlocking; or

(c) Allocated: costs of activity not directly related to route sections, e.qg.
overheads.

2.4.2 Section 2.2 of Halcrow’s initial report (dated 04/12/06), deals with the categorisation of
costs and defines the three categories in more detail. The ‘Related’ category has been
the subject of further discussions between ORR and Network Rail, leading to changes
the allocation/ related split for Track S&C Renewal costs, Signalling Renewal costs and
Signalling Operating Costs.

Track S&C

2.4.3 Network Rail's original cost allocation method was not based on a detailed study of the
location of S&C units on freight only lines. They indicated that they had used an
estimated 10% of S&C costs as “related” for freight only lines to be associated with
junctions with the mixed use network.

244 Network Rail has since reviewed the volume data for S&C units on freight only route
sections. They have now concluded that on average, a more accurate assumption is that
each section would have two units associated with connections to the mixed network,
and that then this would mean that 33% of the freight only route S&C costs should be
treated as related costs.

245 Halcrow have also sampled Freight Only Routes and looked at S&C units located at the
junctions with the mixed network and agree that 33% is much more representative of the
routes sampled as an average across the freight only network.
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Signalling Renewal costs

2.4.6

2.4.7

Network Rail have stated that attributed signalling costs were the costs of interlockings
that were wholly on a freight only line. Related signalling costs were the costs of
interlocking units that were shared across a number of strategic route sections, with
these costs simply divided across the number of route sections where they applied.
Network Rail stated that there could be a case that renewal costs of freight only lines
would be incurred irrespective of the presence of a freight only line.

Signalling renewal costs have fallen substantially from £15.1m in the previous year to
£5.8m. Network Rail has stated that there are two key factors that have contributed to
this as follows:

(@) the November figure was too high as it had not kept pace with changes in definition
of routes from the October version. The new figure is in line with the new mileage.

(b)  The correction of some of the original errors in route classification has resulted in
some major renewal projects/costs being excluded from the F/O results.

Signalling operating costs

2.4.8

2.4.9

2.5

251

252

253

2.6

26.1

2.6.2

Signalling operating costs were allocated on the basis of interlockings. It was agreed that
there may be some double counting of these costs with the income Network Rail receives
for extended signal box openings.

Network Rail have stated that the estimated signalling operations costs are partially offset
by existing arrangements for cost recovery where new freight operations have required
extension of signal box opening hours (not necessarily on freight-only routes). This
income totalled around £250k in 2005/06.

Variable Costs of Freight

Network Rail’s initial estimate of total variable cost of freight operations on all routes of
£92 million was based on an average variable cost per gross tonne mile applied to freight
tonnage.

Further work is being carried out by Network Rail on the relative impact of different
vehicle types, with particular reference to rail surface damage. A recent draft report from
TTCI, using new modelling of freight vehicle dynamics suggests that the share
attributable to freight might be lower, at £84 million (27.3%). This work has not been
reviewed and validated and it is not apparent how this will be reflected in a revised
approach to the current vehicle type charges.

We are concerned that the variable costs for the mixed use network are currently being
impacted by the time span of the model (35 years), which is shorter then the nominal life
of some assets, in particularly in relation to any backlog works completed in CP2 and
CP3. We therefore reinforce our previous recommendation that the modelling of
renewals volumes should be extended to cover the “whole life” of each asset.

Summary of Updated Cost Estimates

An updated table of estimated costs of freight-only routes is attached in Appendix B.
Network Rail had previously produced an upper and lower costs estimate based on
inclusion or exclusion of allocated costs. ORR have indicated that allocated costs should
be excluded and that the focus should be on the costs of terminal routes only. The
estimated costs of the revised list of terminal routes total is £36.2 million (£27.5 million
attributable and £8.7 million related).

A comparison of the split of the £36.3 million to the previous estimate (attributable and
related costs for terminal routes only) is given in the figure below. This reduction in costs
is driven by the reduction in the 11% reduction in the kms of freight only terminal routes
compared to the previous estimate.
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3 Conclusions & Recommendations

3.11 We note that Network Rail's work on the ICM and specifically estimation of costs
associated with freight is still under development and will evolve further.

3.1.2 The conclusions from the main areas reviewed in this report are given below:

Definition of Freight-only Routes: The adjustment to the list of Terminal and
Through routes has had the largest influence on the costs. However, as the freight
register has now been discussed between Network Rail, ORR and the freight
companies, we would expect that any future change to these numbers would not
have as significant a change to the freight only line costs.

Unit Costs on Freight-only lines: Network Rail’s analysis of actual costs (once
corrected by Halcrow for “rogue” items) has produced an estimated reduction factor
of 82%. This falls in between Network Rails’ factor of 90% and the factor proposed
in our initial report of 71%. Halcrow estimates has been based on perceived
opportunities for efficiencies which can produce greater savings. This work
suggests that further opportunities can be explored downstream and will
compliment both Network Rail's and ORR’s own drive for efficiencies which will
impact on future access charges. Therefore we suggest that the reduction factor of
around 80% is adopted for freight only lines.

S&C Track Renewal — Related Costs: Network Rail's review of S&C units on
freight only route sections resulted in 33% of the freight only line S&C costs being
treated as related costs. Halcrow agrees that 33% is much more representative
average for the freight only network.

Variable Costs of Freight: We reinforce our previous recommendation that the
modelling of renewals volumes should be extended to validate the “whole life”
impacts of any backlog works completed in CP2 and CP3, and in particular the
effort that this has on variable costs for the mixed use network.

3.1.3 We list below our recommendations from our initial report on Freight Cost Variability
(dated 04/12/06), which are still valid for this addendum:

3.1.4 General ICM Development

Further work is necessary to validate the model service life curves and
relationships included in ICM. In particular these will need to be calibrated against:
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0] Differences in policies for maintenance and renewals by route type and
track category for service life “uplifts”;

(ii) Understanding of actual track condition to define the current “age” or
residual life of assets.

We propose that a more detailed examination of unit costs is undertaken so that
appropriate renewal methods and specifications can be considered against the
range of track categories. We understand that there are also efficiencies expected
from the range of track renewal methods in place and other innovative ideas being
considered that will reduce the unit cost using new/enhanced track renewal
methods. We recommend that these are considered also.

Extended modelling of renewals volumes may be warranted to validate the “whole
life” impacts of backlog works completed in CP2 and CP3.

Integration of cost elements modelled outside ICM is recommended to ensure
greater transparency and ensure consistency between modelled cost
elements/assets.

Treatment of allocatable, related and attributable costs apportionment should be
further developed, particularly if route based charging is to be developed.

3.1.5 FOLs Cost Estimates:

A consistent definition of “Freight Only Lines” should be agreed to ensure that
analysis of route costs is consistently applied.

For the small number of freight routes, more bespoke analysis of actual costs
incurred should be undertaken to reflect:

0] Differences in policies and practices for maintenance and renewals for
freight only routes compared to the mixed network;

(ii) More detailed analysis of infrastructure profiles for freight routes, including
more accurate modelling of civils assets, and potential differences in asset
configuration;

(iii) Methods for apportioning “related” costs/infrastructure to freight only routes

including weighting of route sections and/or avoidability cost analysis;
(iv) Analysis at a more disaggregate level of excluded and allocatable costs;

(v) More analysis of the unit costs incurred on freight only routes, reflecting
differences in work practices, standards access costs and productivity.

3.1.6 Variable Cost Estimates:

Network Rail should adopt a consistent approach to analysis of both maintenance
and renewals variability. This should model similar scenarios for traffic variability
and in assessing costs, these should be reconciled to the appropriate traffic levels.

Further analysis should be undertaken in the sensitivity of analysis to traffic mix,
linked to actual assessment of likely demand and service growth.

Calculation of total costs should be further refined to recognise the different cost
drivers, in particular:

0] The different impact of different vehicles, operating speeds and axle loads
on damage (as is the case with current charging);

(i) Analysis of the sensitivity to cost variance from other cost drivers such as
number of trains, train and/or vehicle kilometres.

Network Rail should improve the unit cost estimates used for plain line track
renewals. The current approach of using a composite renewal value derived
independently from the ICM and excluding efficiency estimates does not appear to
accurately reflect expected costs.

z71alcrow
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Appendix A:

Meeting schedule

Date

Venue

Attendees

17/01/07

ORR Office

Tim Griffiths, ORR
Emma Kelso, ORR
Phil Edwards, Halcrow
Megan Gittins, Halcrow

23/01/07

ORR Office

Tim Griffiths, ORR

Peter Doran, ORR

Emma Kelso, ORR

Dan Boyde, Network Rail
Bill Davidson, Network Rail
Phil Edwards, Halcrow
Megan Gittins, Halcrow

09/02/07

ORR Office

Tim Griffiths, ORR
Emma Kelso, ORR
Phil Edwards, Halcrow
Megan Gittins, Halcrow

19/02/07

Network Rail's Office

Dan Boyde, Network Rail
Phil Edwards, Halcrow
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5 Appendix B: Freight Only Cost Estimates

Freight only cost analysis for GB - using CP4-10 averages

All costs in £M at 05/06 prices Attributable Related Allocatable Total
D;E;Kz‘;??;i‘:em Junctions or other Centrally managed
e shared infrastructure costs
TERMINAL ROUTES

Renewals Track — plain line 4.83 - - 4.83
Renewals Track — S&C 1.39 0.70 = 2.09
179 4.03 = 5.82
Renewals Civils 9.54 = = 9.54
Renewals Electrification 0.07 0.07 = 0.13
Renewals Telecoms - 0.63 = 0.63
Renewals Fixed plant 0.28 - - 0.28
Renewals Machinery - - 0.29 0.29
Renewals Lineside buildings 0.19 = = 0.19
Renewals TOTAL 18.09 5.42 0.29 23.80
Track 577 - = 5.77
i 2.00 - - 2.00
E&P 0.09 0.09 - 0.19
Telecoms - 1.14 - 114
Civils 0.65 - - 0.65
Maintenance Indirect costs = = 2.54 2.54
Maintenance TOTAL 8.51 1.23 2.54 12.29
Opex Signalling Ops 0.92 2.08 - 3.00

Opex Freight specific support - - - -
Opex Other central costs - - 6.45 6.45
Opex TOTAL 0.92 2.08 6.45 9.45

[ToTaL I [ | 8.3 T 928 T 4554 ]

Renewals Track — plain line 194 = - 1.94
Renewals Track — S&C 0.56 0.28 - 0.84
i 0.82 1.77 - 2.59
Renewals Civils 3.84 = = 3.84
Renewals Electrification 0.03 0.03 - 0.05
Renewals Telecoms - 0.25 = 0.25
Renewals Fixed plant 0.11 - - 0.11
Renewals Machinery - - 0.12 0.12
Renewals Lineside buildings 0.08 = = 0.08
W 7.37 233 0.12 9.82
[rrack 2.32 - - 2.32
| 0.80 - - 0.80
|EP 0.04 004 - 008
Telecoms - 0.46 - 0.46
|civils 0.26 - - 0.26
Maintenance Indirect costs = 2 1.02 1.02
Maintenance TOTAL 3.42 0.50 1.02 4.94
Opex Ops 0.42 0.91 - 1.34
Opex Freight specific support - - - -
Opex Other central costs - - 2.59 2.59
Opex TOTAL 0.42 0.91 2.59 3.93
|ToTAL | | 11.22 | 374 | 3.73 | 18.68 |

OT,

Renewals Track — plain line 6.76 6.76
Renewals Track — S&C 1.96 0.98 2.94
2.61 5.80 8.41
Renewals Civils 13.38 13.38
Renewals Electrification 0.09 0.09 0.18
Renewals Telecoms - 0.88 0.88
Renewals Fixed plant 0.39 - 0.39
Renewals Machinery 0.41 0.41
Renewals Lineside buildings 0.27 0.27
Renewals TOTAL 2547 7.75 0.41 33.62
Track 8.09 - 8.09
i 2.80 - 2.80
E&P 0.13 0.13 0.26
Telecoms - 1.60 - 1.60
Civils 0.92 0.92
Maintenance Indirect costs 3.56 3.56
Maintenance TOTAL 11.93 1.73 3.56 17.23
Opex i Ops 1.35 2.99 - 4.34

Opex Freight specific support - -
Opex Other central costs 9.04 9.04
Opex TOTAL 135 2.99 9.04 13.37

[ToTAL T T 38.75 T 12.47 T 13.01 ;

Note - the cost totals for "Through Routes" presented above also includes a small amount relating to Terminal Routes not definitely
confirmed to comply with the definition of freight only.
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