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On the 22nd of January, the RFC NSM organised a workshop on latest TTR developments and the future role of the RFC in a TTR landscape.

Daniel Haltner kicked off the presentation part with a summary of the theoretic framework of TTR, focusing on the fact that TTR was designed because the current timetable process is believed to lack the following:
· Clear focus on freight and passenger market needs with optimised request deadlines
· Improved reliability, consistency and stability incl. planning and execution of Temporary Capacity Restrictions (TCRs)
· Binding implementation and application of the redesigned timetabling process TTR
· Improvement of efficiency (capacities, resources, IT) in order to avoid multiple planning/work
· Making best use of existing Infrastructure capacity

The achievements so far can be summarised as following:
· A joint text about the pilots has been inserted in the Network Statements
· The pilots had several meetings with stakeholders and dramatically increased awareness about TTR
· The new decision adopting the Framework for capacity allocation on the Rail Freight Corridors was published enabling the safeguarding of capacity on the pilot lines for Rolling Planning
· The pilots have successfully launched Pilot phase 1, collected data for the capacity evaluation and now focus on the best way to publish the capacity model
· Pilot phase 1 and Pilot phase 2 concepts were drafted and published. The draft process manual for requesting capacity is under review

Currently, four pilots are testing the concept:
· Rotterdam-Antwerp
· Mannheim-Miranda de Ebro
· Munich-Verona
· ÖBB-network

For timetable 2020, the pilots Rotterdam-Antwerp and Munich-Verona will test their version of the Rolling Planning concept.

Freddy Van Der Cruyssen, one of the two project leaders for the pilot Rotterdam-Antwerp (RFC NSM lines) explained the putting into practice of the Rolling Planning as part of the designed capacity model for the concerned lines. This model, and all concerning documentation, can be consulted here.

The Capacity Model describes in detail the capacity available for freight traffic to be placed for the annual timetable, and the one safeguarded for “Rolling Planning” requests.
The most important impact for applicants can be summarised as following:
1. International capacity requests for the annual timetable follow the existing process and deadlines and have to be requested via PCS:
· Via the RFC North Sea – Mediterranean (RFC2) or RFC North Sea – Baltic (RFC8) for the available PaPs;
· For tailor made paths.

2. The applicants have to take into account the capacity partitioning as indicated via the Capacity Model: 
· Capacity published for the annual timetable: to be requested via the annual process;
· Capacity safeguarded for Rolling Planning:  to be requested in the Rolling Planning process;

3. The Rolling Planning process is limited to capacity requests on the axis Rotterdam/Antwerp.  Hybrid combinations (paths within the geographical scope of the pilot in combination with a feeder/outflow outside of the ProRail and/or Infrabel networks) are still to be placed via the   existing and unused annual timetable process;
4. Rolling planning can be requested from half of August in PCS following the principal of “first come, first served”, via the published RFC North Sea – Mediterranean (RFC2) Rolling Planning PaPs; the IMs are safeguarding the published Rolling Planning capacity from requests placed at an earlier stage.
5. In the testing phase, “Rolling Planning” can only be requested for one timetable year (TT2020), and not for multiple years (as foreseen within the theoretical concept of TTR).

Michel Dupuis, project leader for the pilot Mannheim-Miranda de Ebro (Atlantic Corridor lines), presented the current state of the project.

A first model was already developed for timetable 2019, but the results were generally poor. The model was not respected in later phases due to a lack of written rules and IM management commitment, a high level of TCR constraints and the lack of IT support. For timetable 2020, no model was designed and the pilot project is now looking at timetable 2021.

The most important reason identified for a testing and desired implementation of the TTR concept is the better organisation of TCRs along the route. The implementation of Rolling Planning, thus available capacity to be requested at a later point in time, is only a secondary requirement (in contrast to the Rotterdam-Antwerp pilot).

For timetable 2021 discussions on the conception of the model have started, with a clear willingness to build it by the concerned partners. Currently there is a need to identify where and how timetable engineering can be done inside the organisations. No identification of an entity in charge / able to build it has been done so far. The model is part of the bi-monthly meetings with involved RU to discuss its needs and how to integrate these in the model.

Following the presentations, a question and comment round was held. The following was noted:
· TCR harmonisation and coordination is key in a TTR-landscape, because that is what RFC NSM lines is currently suffering from.
· The current pilot on RFC NSM lines is interesting, but will only teach us limited things. The implementation on an entire network and the coordination with entire neighbouring networks will teach us much more.
· The implementation of the TTR concept can only be done successfully if the appropriate IT systems are available
· DG move asked for a list of legal requirements and needs in order to be able to investigate possible changes to legislation
· The role of the RFCs is currently not described in the TTR concept. 
· Up to the pilots to propose and test
· A concern was outed on the short term foreseen within TTR between the path request and the draft offer, given the current difficulties of the IM to deliver all offers on time.
· TTR foresees a better spread of request during the year. Only the first year this might be a challenge to overcome
· The management of capacity and organisation of TCRs will still be difficult, especially on sections where there is a scarcity of capacity. Success will need for IMs to modify their national plans in order to optimise capacity on international axes.
· TTR needs an implementation of a new set of commercial conditions. Otherwise very few actors will change their way of working.
· Commercial conditions have been identified as key, and a separate working groups is in the process of setting up a new guideline for this
· Some clients see the risk that IMs will publish a capacity model with an exaggerated amount of buffer for TCRs, and this might leave not enough room for freight capacity
· The capacity models have to be organised, and the process has to be led by someone or something; This might be a tool too (cfr. automatisation) 
 
The afternoon session was structured around three key questions on what the role of an RFC should be within a TTR landscape. For each of these questions, 4 groups were formed where participants discussed amongst each other before presenting to the groups. These were the primary outcomes:
What should the function of C-OSS look like?
· Current State RFC NSM
· Coordination conception PaPs
· Publication international path catalogue (all harmonised paths at borders are included – with exceptions)
· PCS training and aid to the path requests for catalogue capacity
· Gathering of requests, conflict resolution
· Overseeing path conception
· TTR landscape
· National capacity models
· All capacity included (national/international)
· No defined allocation procedure or method

Outcome:
A C-OSS-like function will be needed also in a TTR landscape. It must include its current functionalities, but it is strongly advised to extent the current set of responsibilities, and break out of the narrow one person per RFC and RFC-line-only approach. We must grow to one European rail network where compartmenting of different sets of lines and responsibilities is not efficient. This includes passenger, freight and TCRs; 

A coordinating entity will be needed for the harmonisation of the conception of the capacity models (paths and TCRs), gathering of customer input the national processes and the follow-up of the path offers (use of the capacity models). The exact way of functioning however will depend highly on existing IT tools and level of digitalisation of the timetable process.

What is a PaP in a TTR landscape?
· Current State
· PaP = preconstructed capacity with a range of flexibility
· Not one product, but a basket of products
· Defined in EU Regulation 913/2010
· Based on market input (customer wishes survey)
· Problems with conflicting TCRs
· TTR landscape
· National capacity models include place for different capacity types
· The level of detail and flexibility is open  no specification on what a capacity model is
· All capacity included
· Rolling Planning to better suit rail freight market: deadlines at a later stage

Outcome:
The PaP as a similar product as today might still have its purposes, under the condition that it is treated by all IMs equally, parameters are aligned and its stability is guaranteed. However, the most important development needed is that all capacity products are better aligned at the network borders. 

The PaP guarantees a place for freight, also in congested areas. The place of freight should be in any case guaranteed in the Capacity Model. Even today, the PaP is not a homogenic type of path. It is a collection of path solutions to address different challenges. These different challenges for different lines or networks will not change in a TTR world. The challenges will remain the same and should be addressed within the capacity models. The name PaP is not important in this regard (nor positive nor negative).  

How should international path requests be placed?
· Current State
· National tools or PCS for non RFC capacity
· PCS for PaPs
· From final allocation follow-up purely via national systems

· TTR landscape
· No specific tool or method described

Outcome:
[bookmark: _GoBack]We should go to one common IT solution for all path requests. However, the current dissatisfaction with PCS makes a lot of users cling on to national systems, which complicate harmonisation of the path offers and make a joint approach difficult. In order to have an optimal international timetable process, all tools (RU and IM) should communicate to each other with a same IT language which allows them to behave as one system. 

In the short term however, we must strive for at least all international requests to be placed via one system, and improve the current state of PCS drastically, offering interfaced solutions with the national system and allowing the one request – one offer rule.
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