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Timetabling an integrated
public transport system
JONATHAN TYLER of Passenger Transport Networks looks at the 
opportunities presented by the restructuring of the railway industry

The populist opening sentence 
of the foreword to the 
Williams-Shapps Plan for Rail 

states ‘We want our trains to run 
on time’. Clearly, the design of the 
timetable is a crucial factor in this.

Then, in de� ning its intentions 
for Great British Railways [GBR], the 
Government identi� es rail as ‘the 
backbone of a cleaner, greener public 
transport network’ (Outcome 6). It is 
therefore timely to review the role 
that GBR should play in timetabling.

The White Paper envisages that:
■ GBR will engage with 

other authorities to 
co-ordinate timetabling;

■ GBR will ‘closely consult the 
market’ but ‘have the � nal say, 
bearing in mind the interests 
of the whole network’;

■ GBR will ‘not design services 
that the infrastructure 
cannot support’; and

■ ‘decisions on timetabling, 
service plans and infrastructure 
need to be joined up’.

Notably, as a statement of a 
broader function than has been 
expressed in recent ideology, these 
policies ‘will help rail ful� l its role as a 
public service that supports achieving 
net zero across the whole economy 
and transport system’ (my italics).

These are welcome objectives, 
but much turns on how they 
are � eshed out. Above all, while 
institutions and processes are 
necessary, it is vital to form a vision 
and to specify steps to realising it.

THE HISTORICAL LACK 
OF A SINGLE SYSTEM
Britain has never had a 
comprehensive system of public 
transport. Buses and trains have 
largely been operated separately 

and connections between them 
have been patchy, even where the 
same organisation has managed 
both modes. The consequence is 
typically slow journeys and a low 
public expectation of integration.

Setting service standards has 
been occasional and disjointed. 
British Rail’s development of its 
InterCity business did display some 
sense of desirable journey times and 
frequencies, as did reinvigoration 
of urban and rural services when 
new trains were introduced. Yet this 
was never promulgated as national 
policy, gaps were common, and 
little e� ort was given to securing 
good connections between services. 
Indeed, jokes about lengthy waits 
go back as far as the 19th century.

Fragmentation into multiple 
companies at privatisation 
exacerbated these problems. Each 
company focused attention on 

maximising its own net revenue: 
interchange business is often 
modest, having been historically 
suppressed and not always 
easy to promote. Moreover, the 
perverse incentive of measuring 
the performance of each operator’s 
trains, rather than passengers’ 
experience, led to breaking of 
connections – hence undermining 
con� dence in changing trains.

ENVIRONMENTAL ROLE
Now, dramatic increases in the 
modal share of travel taken by 
public transport are imperative in 
the campaign to avert irreversible 
global heating, damaging pollution 
and the breakdown of natural 
systems. Many shorter journeys 
should be transferred from cars to 
the active modes – walking, cycling 
and innovative technologies such as 
e-scooters. However, some will still 
depend on buses and in particular 
cases trains, while these modes 
will be key for longer journeys.

This analysis is not moderated 
by the Government’s assumption 

Longstanding timetable structure: West Coast main line schedules are still based on the Virgin High Frequency 
(VHF) timetable, although a rewrite is planned in December 2022. Pendolino No 390121, in special livery for the 
COP26 conference, works the 10.30 Euston to Glasgow Central at Docker on 13 November 2021. Jamie Squibbs
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of widespread adoption of 
electric vehicles. That depends 
on the continued supply of 
scarce resources, ignores the 
unsustainable input of energy 
and minerals into manufacturing 
cars that spend most of their 
lives idle and does not address 
congestion and social inequities.

The failure to introduce charges 
for the use of roads and parking 
spaces that re� ect environmental 
externalities has distorted market 
choices. In replacing current taxes, 
charging must become universal 
and substantial and will suppress 
trips, while more local patterns of 
living are desirable for reducing the 
damage that hyper-mobility causes.

Implementation of such policies 
will depend for political and public 
acceptance on the availability of 
high quality public transport. The 
fundamental question is thus: 
how can behaviour be in� uenced 
so that bus, tram and train (with 
complementary taxis) become 
the modes of � rst choice, and 
cars and planes are only used 
in limited circumstances?

AN IDEAL SYSTEM OF 
PUBLIC TRANSPORT
Con� dence in multi-modal 
public transport requires that:
■ provision is consistent 

across Britain;
■ services are frequent and run 

every day for most of the day;

■ services are timed at 
interchange nodes to facilitate 
brisk connections;

■ train / bus interchange 
timings (and physical 
separation) be minimised;

■ journey times are minimised 
(preferably to less than 
free-� ow road times);

■ timetables are comprehensible 
and memorable;

■ ticketing is simple and 
relative prices favour rail;

■ information systems cover 
every stage of the journey, 
from planning to real time;

■ reliability is very high; and
■ a single brand should promote 

the bene� ts of common 
ownership (albeit delivery 
may remain the responsibility 
of separate operators).

This leads to the concept that 
every settlement above an agreed 
minimum size of population should 
receive a call by bus or train every 
hour (modi� ed in low-density areas 
and at evenings and weekends). 
The objective is that any citizen 
should have the opportunity to 
travel by public modes between 
any two places at any reasonable 
hour – thus achieving the vision 
of the Foundation for Integrated 
Transport of ‘a world where people 
can live decently without a car’ and 
optimally interpreting Mr Shapps’ 
objective for the GBR transition team 
of ‘making the railways easier to use’.

A study by the Transport for 
Quality of Life consultancy has 
demonstrated the substantial 
economic and social bene� ts that 
a universal minimum frequency of 
buses could yield. On inter-urban 
corridors, experience suggests 
that half-hourly is desirable (as in 
the Deutschland Takt plan for a 
recast across Germany), while most 
urban routes should preferably 
run at least quarter-hourly.

Appropriate frequencies should 
be accompanied by features such as:
■ standard timings at every hour 

through the operating day;
■ symmetry between the two 

directions whereby one is the 
mirror-image of the other: this 
simpli� es the timetabling task 
and makes patterns clearer (for 
example, passengers change at 
the same station both ways);

■ a national scheme of 
route numbering for 
information purposes;

■ homogenous � eets and 
e�  cient rolling stock and 
crew diagrams planned 
integrally with the timetable;

■ adequate allowance for track and 
signalling maintenance; and

■ best use of existing resources 
coupled with enhancements 
prioritised and designed to 
optimise the timetable.

THE PRESENT TIMETABLE
Train operating companies (TOCs) 
understandably claim credit for 
improvements in their timetables, 
and it is not the purpose of this 
article to denigrate what has 
been achieved and is planned, 
or to deny that accelerations and 
higher frequencies have attracted 
journeys to rail. Yet that is not the 
full story when set against optima.
■ Standard hourly timings are being 

eroded and some calling patterns 
are incoherent; Network Rail (NR) 
seems to respond to accumulated 
irregularities by further tinkering.

■ TOCs have negligible 
interest in arranging good 
connections, NR has no remit 
to initiate improvements and 
many multi-stage journeys 
include lengthy waits.

■ Because the timetabling process 
ignores the (over-simpli� ed) rubric 
about minimum interchange 
time, shortfalls of a few minutes 
suppress potential connections in 
the Journey Planner algorithm.

■ There has been no systematic 
analysis of the network or of a 
connectivity-driven pattern of 
services relative to contemporary 
demography in order to identify 
either signi� cant gaps (such 
as between Leicester and the 
Northampton / Milton Keynes 
area – the M1 corridor) or where 
a withdrawal of services would 
make better use of capacity.

Branch line interchange: GWR power car No 43170 leads 
the 14.17 Plymouth to Penzance into St Erth, the junction 
for the St Ives branch, on 24 August 2021. Tom McAtee
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■ British Rail sponsored research into 
the factors in� uencing demand 
and codi� ed � ndings in the 
Passenger Demand Forecasting 
Handbook (PDFH). That tradition 
of applying elasticities has been 
weakened as companies have 
pursued private agendas. And 
TOCs have shown little interest 
in geodemographic analysis 
of customers, a technique 
much used by retailers.

■ PDFH advice on interchange 
was based on perceived 
disbene� ts derived in a context 
of poorly-planned timings 
and few initiatives regarding 
layouts at stations, appropriate 
messaging and sta�  assistance. 
Hence expectations were raised 
about the bene� ts of through 
trains, but with little o� setting 
consideration of the operational 
risks of mixing such trains with 

local services or of the value of 
occasional services compared 
with frequent good connections.

■ A timetabling process that lacks 
a ‘guiding mind’ and rarely starts 
with a blank sheet inevitably 
becomes sclerotic, perpetuating 
ine�  ciencies and deploying 
pathing allowances as fudges.

Misjudgments and poor practice 
have left Britain’s railway with 

a timetable that is inadequate 
for the role thrust upon it by 
the carbon agenda. This goes 
beyond the Transport Secretary’s 
ambition to run more punctual 
trains, important though that is.

OPEN ACCESS MUST GO
Some issues identi� ed above 
are articulated in support of the 
White Paper reforms. However, 
others are rooted in institutional 
assumptions and challenge us 
to review basic principles.

The concept of access to the 
railway derives from the free-market 
argument that competition would 
shake up the traditional practices 
of European railways – in the 
interests of both raising rail’s share 
of the market and of promoting 
opportunities for private capital. This 
thinking has structured European 
Union legislation and in Britain 
underpinned the Railways Act 1993.

It depends on a false analogy with 
road, sea and air networks. For those 
modes, access to the infrastructure 
is open to any quali� ed operator, 
interactions between vehicles are 
controlled locally in real time, and 
congestion is dissipated through 
individual decisions. Railways are 
di� erent. The weight and speed 
of trains are such that control 

Recast postponed: LNER’s No 91119 leads the 08.33 King’s Cross to Leeds passing 
through Jericho Woods, north of Grantham, on 29 November 2021. Paul Clark

Bus-rail integration exemplar: GWR’s Nos 150221/233 at Okehampton on 
20 November 2021, having arrived with the � rst of the reintroduced regular 

passenger services from Exeter. Times of buses from Okehampton to Tavistock 
were changed to provide good connections with the new train services. D.W.V. Hunt
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must be tightly exercised to avoid 
con� icts. Entry to the network 
must be constrained because 
limited freedom of movement of 
trains quickly renders congestion 
unmanageable. These characteristics 
are rail’s strength, but without 
planning they become a weakness.

Legally protected ‘rights’ of access 
ossify the timetabling process, as 
evidenced by the current debacle on 
the East Coast main line (ECML). The 
O�  ce of Rail and Road (ORR) receives 
applications for access rights from 
operators. It has a number of matters 
to consider, including the potential 
bene� ts of competition, but its 
discrete determinations are based 
on ad hoc timetabling exercises. 
Indeed, ORR’s decision letter on the 
ECML applications is quite open: 
‘it was appropriate for us to direct 
Network Rail to sell capacity on the 
basis of its broad understanding of 
the route in advance of the detailed 
timetabling work needed to analyse 
performance, and that performance 
impacts should not be a major factor 
in deciding these applications’.

When Network Rail comes to 
assemble multiple operators’ unco-
ordinated requests for paths into a 
workable timetable, the task on a 
capacity-constrained route is likely 
to involve contentious compromises. 

The ECML case con� rms this 
fundamental � aw and suggests 
that a ‘good’ timetable can never 
be designed so long as there are 
entrenched rights and con� icting 
aspirations. One consequence is the 
lost possibility of a four-hour service 
every hour between Edinburgh and 
London: this might have yielded a 
signi� cant switch from air to rail.

The conclusion must be that 
access rights impede e�  cient use 

of capacity and will prevent the 
evolution of a railway � t for the 
coming transformation of travel. It 
is urgent that this issue be resolved. 
On the one hand the White Paper 
is explicit: ‘The railways are an 
expensive national asset … so it is 
important that they are operated 
e�  ciently ... . The creation of Great 
British Railways means the law on 
track access needs to be changed 
… . New legislation will give [GBR] 
powers and duties to plan the use 
of the network, balancing priorities 
and always seeking to maximise 
the overall public bene� t’.

And yet it also states: ‘open 
access operators will be supported 
by national co-ordination and new 
safeguards’. ORR will ‘act as an 
appeals body for operators, including 
open access’. GBR will ‘work with 
… open access operators, on the 
development … of a new rules-
based system’. These commitments 
are incompatible. If decisions are 
pre-empted by the assertion of 
‘rights’, outcomes will be � awed 
– and nowhere more so than if 
socio-environmental objectives are 
hindered by pursuit of private pro� t. 
Perhaps the open-access operators 
can show their mettle by bidding for 
Passenger Service Contracts (PSCs)?

FLAWS IN THE SYSTEM
In January 2021 Network Rail’s 
System Operator published the 
Industry Timetable Technical 
Strategy (ITTS). Analysis had 
demonstrated that the industry 
is using many di� erent planning 
systems and that much data is not 
� t for purpose. It acknowledged that 
development since privatisation 
has not been co-ordinated: 
fragmentation of responsibility 
(coupled with a lack of interest in 
the timetable?) has led to a failure 
to adopt an e�  cient system.

In particular it noted that 
‘technology does not enable 
accurate assessment of the 
performance impact of new service 
speci� cations to enable the best 
decisions about the use of capacity, 
performance and journey time’, 
and (shockingly) that ‘con� ict 
checking … is not widely used, due 
to a general lack of understanding’. 
It goes on: ‘speci� cations often … 
undermine the e�  ciency of the 
whole timetable. This can result 
in franchise commitments that 
are undeliverable ... It is di�  cult to 
change speci� cations … because 
they are contractualised into 
the franchise agreement, and 
they may have led to substantial 
investment commitments’.

This damning indictment should 
be better known. DfT, ORR and 
NR were either blind to what had 
evolved or were so committed 
to the underlying ideology that 
they let the situation drift. One 
might have expected a decisive 
intervention when di�  culties 
in the ECML project led to NR 
warning DfT of trouble. Instead, 
DfT commissioned a still-secret 
exercise based on quite di� erent 
processes (the ‘blank sheet’ 
review by NR Chief Executive 
Andrew Haines). However, for 
once insularity did not impede 
a review of practice in mainland 
Europe. This reported that ‘the 
timetabling process depends on 
the institutional arrangements, 
including the processes not only 
for operating but also for planning 
and funding the industry’ and 
that ‘other railways tend to rely on 
building early consensus and then 
gradually re� ning the timetable’. It 
was commented that ‘consensus 
provides stability but not agility’ 
– an intriguing re� ection on 
the railway culture in Britain.

Open access service: Lumo’s No 803002 forming the 
09.11 Edinburgh to King’s Cross passes Crowden Hill, 

north of Morpeth, on 11 November 2021. Bill Welsh
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TOTAL TRANSFORMATION 
IS NOT UNREALISTIC
Privatisation of buses has not 
prevented a decline in patronage 
(with honourable exceptions), 
while the fragmented railway has 
not achieved a recognised status 
as a preferred mode. Attitudes 
have shifted somewhat, but 
growing usage (pre-pandemic) 
was partly driven by external 
factors such as road congestion 
and changing employment 
geography and by promotion 
of bargain tickets. Modal shares 
vary signi� cantly between 
London corridors and low values 
elsewhere. A multi-modal, regular 
interval and high connectivity 
pattern of services would 
represent a total transformation 
and will need to be supported 
by comprehensive marketing 

and attention to every detail of 
journey-making, door-to-door.

It will no doubt be objected that 
these proposals are implausible and 
ignore deeply rooted behaviour. 
There are three counter arguments. 
One derives from the fact that the 
timetable of any public transport 
operation expresses its unique o� er 
to a potential traveller: the detail 
of when a journey can be made 
is fundamental and ultimately 
more in� uential than all other 
characteristics. A transformed 
timetable could transform attitudes 
– and case studies indicate 
revenue gains as previously 
neglected � ows are targeted.

The second is that the scenario 
already exists – in Switzerland. 
For over 40 years the Federal 
Government, the Cantons and 
the Communes have been 

building a network of frequent 
and connected services that:
■ establishes a clear hierarchy 

and is grounded in law;
■ has been approved in referenda;
■ has determined 

engineering priorities;
■ has made conurbation 

and national all-mode 
travelcards popular; and

■ has become embedded in 
the national consciousness 
as an icon in everyday life.

It is accepted in Switzerland that 
this is how public transport should 
be provided. Similar policies have 
been developed elsewhere, for 
example in The Netherlands.

Yet the third counter-argument 
overrides everything else: the climate 
and nature emergency is of such 
severity that we have no alternative 

but to aim for public transport to 
be the principal mode of travel. 
Cars have o� ered (too) cheap 
mobility and have many bene� ts 
for the individual user, but are now 
unsustainable. The Government 
report Decarbonising Transport
treats behavioural change as 
inevitable and to be ‘nudged’ – even 
though it only mentions timetables 
in the context of information, 
not of improved planning.

The ideal outcome would be a 
virtuous circle whereby revenue from 
road and carbon pricing subsidises 
incremental enhancements of 
services that attract more travellers 
onto the public modes. This 
scenario could be boosted by 
other carbon-cutting measures 
such as lower speed limits on 
roads. There is evidence of growing 
support for radical measures.

THE ROLE OF GREAT 
BRITISH RAILWAYS
Many issues in the White Paper call 
for clari� cation. It is stressed that 
devolved bodies, other stakeholders 
and the concessionaires with their 
commercial insights will participate 
in planning (and current market 
engagement activity seeks to attract 
new operators to bid for PSCs). This 
work will therefore need well-de� ned 
structures, rules, understandings 
– and clean sheets. It will also 
require the Treasury to appreciate 
the di� erence between e�  ciency 
measures and environmentally 
irresponsible reductions in services.

The prevailing culture, promoted 
by the Government, is that the 
railway should take on many 
new functions through building 
stations, reopening lines and adding 

London connections patchy: a TransPennine 
Express Nova 3 set arrives at York bound for 

Scarborough on 4 December 2021. Jack Boskett

Starting point for a new timetable? Birmingham 
New Street on 20 August 2021, with West Midlands 
Trains unit No 323222 forming the 22.16 Four 
Oaks to Redditch service. John Whitehouse
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extra services. Each campaign 
calls on consultants to construct 
an economic justi� cation. Few 
studies evaluate cheaper and 
easily deliverable bus alternatives: 
external funding for (expensive) 
rail schemes is more attractive than 
cheaper but politically-sensitive 
action on road congestion.

GBR must take an early and 
objective view on the sensible extent 
of these rather random schemes. In 
particular, they must be scrutinised to 
make sure that existing services will 
not be degraded and that the costs 
of infrastructure works are attributed 
to the scheme. The task is not 
made easier by the Government’s 
decision to produce a national bus 
strategy in a separate silo that will 
materialise through the fragmented 
Bus Service Improvement Plans of 
local authorities. Similar disciplines 
will be required to ensure that 
regional aspirations are considered 
collectively, since it is unlikely that 

all can be met without detrimental 
impacts on other services.

For freight in the context of 
comprehensive recasts, operators 
will need to be weaned o�  the 
concept of rights to paths and 
of unrealistic expectations that 
access can be as � exible as access 
to roads. New approaches such as 
standard paths built into regular 
interval patterns and guaranteed 
to operators are needed, along 
with recognition that utilisation of 
locomotives and wagons is often 
� nancially crucial. Such agreements 
should create the capacity for freight 
by rail to expand signi� cantly.

These considerations predicate 
a consensual model for the core 
function of timetabling. No-one 
wants a dictatorial central body, 
but loose control and too many 
compromises will misuse capacity, 
risk wasteful investment and 
undermine a coherent vision. 
One must hope that GBR can 

attract the right sta�  to become 
an authoritative centre, while 
establishing a culture of dialogue 
with every player. That will take 
time, require e�  cient planning 
tools and highly-trained sta�  and 
depend on good research to assess 
the environmental, economic 
and social merits of both big 
proposals and speci� c trains.

Few people are interested in 
the mechanics of establishing 
Great British Railways. However, 
an aspiration for a new concept 
of public transport would excite 

attention. A vision for the timetable 
to be o� ered will be an essential 
condition of public con� dence 
and should be a central feature of 
the forthcoming Whole Industry 
Strategic Plan. Only that can 
generate the vital scale of changes 
in modal preferences and make 
the most sustainable use of the 
capacity of a modern railway. Such 
a plan was outlined in a paper for 
the British Transport Commission in 
1952, taking Birmingham New Street 
as the starting point: after 70 years, 
the seed is ready to germinate. 

Jonathan Tyler
Jonathan Tyler joined British 
Rail as a Traffi  c Apprentice 
in 1962. His career 
moved from Willesden 

marshalling yard to BR headquarters, 
where he contributed to strategic studies, 
including developing the fi rst model for 
estimating demand for faster and more 
frequent services. He was appointed BR 

Lecturer at the University of Birmingham 
in 1976 and became an independent 
consultant in 1983, trading as Passenger 
Transport Networks in York. He has long 
been interested in good timetabling, 
and since 2000 he has used the Swiss 
Viriato planning software for franchise 
bids, ScotRail’s Inter7City network and 
many other projects. He is a Fellow of the 
Foundation for Integrated Transport.

TABLE 1: CONNECTIONS AT YORK BETWEEN SCARBOROUGH AND LONDON TRAINS

From To Times at York From To Interchange 
time (mins)

Southbound Arrive Depart

Scarborough Liverpool Lime Street 06.24 06.32 Newcastle London King's Cross 8

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 07.24 07.37 Newcastle London King's Cross 13

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 08.24 08.32 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 8

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 09.24 09.33 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 9

Scarborough Stalybridge 10.25 10.32 Glasgow Central London King's Cross 7

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 11.25 11.33 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 8

Scarborough Stalybridge 12.24 12.32 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 8

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 13.24 13.33 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 9

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 14.25 14.32 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 7

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 15.24 15.33 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 9

Scarborough Liverpool Lime Street 16.22 16.34 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 12

Scarborough Manchester Victoria 17.24 17.32 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 8

Scarborough Liverpool Lime Street 18.26 18.32 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 6

Scarborough York 19.24 19.31 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 7

Scarborough Leeds 20.23 21.19 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 56

Scarborough Manchester Airport 21.24 21.19 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross -5

Scarborough Manchester Airport 22.25 22.25 Edinburgh Waverley London King's Cross 0

Northbound

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 08.52 09.00 Liverpool Lime Street Scarborough 8

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 09.49 10.18 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 29

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 10.51 11.20 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 29

London King's Cross Aberdeen 11.53 12.20 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 27

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 12.52 13.20 Stalybridge Scarborough 28

London King's Cross Inverness 13.49 14.20 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 31

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 14.52 15.20 Stalybridge Scarborough 28

London King's Cross Aberdeen 15.53 16.20 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 27

London King's Cross Stirling 16.52 17.20 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 28

London King's Cross Aberdeen 17.52 18.20 Manchester Victoria Scarborough 28

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 18.49 19.18 Liverpool Lime Street Scarborough 29

London King's Cross Newcastle 20.16 20.18 York Scarborough 2

London King's Cross Edinburgh Waverley 20.54 21.17 Liverpool Lime Street Scarborough 23

London King's Cross Sunderland 21.48 22.11 Leeds Scarborough 23
Notes: 1. Standard-hour patterns are not applied. 2. Slight variations reduce the interchange time to below the eight-minute allowance (as per the shaded examples), hence adding time to the journey. 3. 
The southbound/northbound disparity is caused by the two TOCs acting independently. 4. The timetable is not symmetrical. Southbound the connection is into the slower London, northbound it is out of 
the fast (mostly non-stop), but the time advantage is then reduced by the extended wait. 5. The late-evening southbound timings make 18.34 effectively the last departure from Scarborough to London, 
albeit with a 37-minute wait for the 20.01 (unless a traveller is aware of the seven-minute opportunity, has a flexible ticket and can dash over the bridge from platform 2 to platform 5). 6. The first northbound 
train from London is planned to use platform 11 and the Scarborough train uses platform 4, hence the only minimum connection of the day involves the maximum distance between platforms.
Source: Realtime Trains, based on weekday timings, 14 December 2021


