
ENCLOSURE  15.1 

CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 

CABINET 

21 JUNE 2012 

REPORT OF HEAD OF PLANNING AND REGENERATION 

RESPONSIBLE PORTFOLIO LEADER – ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

RAIL DECENTRALISATION – DfT CONSULTATION MARCH 2012  

KEY DECISION – YES 

1. Purpose of Report 

1.1      To inform Members, of the Dept. for Transport consultation on Rail Decentralisation and to  
              respond by 28 June 2012.  
 

2. Recommendation(s) 

2.1       That Cabinet considers the rail decentralisation proposals outlined in the report and    
             endorses a response based on Annex 1, to be sent to the DfT by 28 June 2012. 
 
2.2       That the Dept. for Transport be informed that the Council supports in principle the proposal 

to devolve powers for local rail services to a local level, subject to the Government 
guaranteeing adequate funding to allow continued investment and growth in local rail 
services.  

 
2.3     That the Head of Planning and Regeneration in consultation with the Portfolio Leader for 

Economic Development and Planning, be authorised to agree and submit the Council’s 
formal response in accordance with 2.1 and 2.2 above. 

 

 
3.       Summary (inc. brief overview of relevant background history)     

3.1 The Department for Transport (DfT) has invited comments on the Rail Decentralisation 
consultation, which forms part of its localism agenda. The consultation examines how the 
Government might devolve more responsibility and rail passenger service budgets to local 
bodies. 

 
3.2 At the present time the DfT specifies funds and manages rail franchise contracts but is 

considering whether local rail services could be better managed at a local level. At the same 
time, the Government is seeking to reduce the rail industry costs and the recent McNulty 
review of the value for money of the GB rail network, has suggested that decentralisation 
may achieve a lower cost regional railway. 

 
3.3     Up until 2005, Passenger Transport Executives (PTEs) were allowed to be co-signatories of  
          rail franchises, and were able to specify rail services and set fare levels. In the Case of  
          Centro, they specified the timetable for Chase Line services under the previous Central 
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          Trains franchise which ended in 2007. However, the previous Government ended the 
          automatic right of PTEs to be a co-signatory due to increasing rail industry costs and this is 
          now at the discretion of the Secretary of State. PTEs are still allowed to specify and fund  
          additions to base specification and Centro currently do this for the Chase Line incremental  
          weekday evening services to Rugeley and enhanced Saturday frequency, 25% of the costs 
          of which are met by Staffordshire County and Cannock Chase Councils. Similarly, capital  
          investment can be sought through Local Major Transport Scheme funding.  
 
3.4    Taking the above into account, the Government now considers that the most appropriate     
          time to implement decentralisation is when a franchise is retendered. Chase Line services  
          currently form part of the London Midland franchise which operates until September 2015.  
 
3.5    Local authorities and PTEs have expressed concern over their long term funding  
          commitments for additional rail services they have decided to fund and which in theory may  
          perform better than those funded by the DfT in the baseline specification. The Government  
          confirmed in February 2011, that if such services have operated for three years and  
          demonstrate value for money, they may incorporate such services in the next franchise. It is  
          hoped that this arrangement would apply to the incremental weekday evening and Saturday 
          service enhancements, currently jointed funded by Centro, Staffordshire County Council and  
          Cannock Chase Council on the Chase Line. 
 
3.6     The decentralisation agenda has identified five objectives:- 
 

• Cost reduction; 

• Local democratic control; 

• Passenger benefits; 

• Economic growth and 

• Carbon reduction. 
 

3.7     To achieve this, the Government has suggested the following measures:- 
 

• Adopting lower-cost technologies and practices on routes where appropriate;  

• Conversion to light-rail operation;  

• Simplified signalling and operating methods;  

• Route-specific track standards;  

• Changes to employee terms and conditions;  

• Changes to staffing arrangements on trains and stations;  

• Changes to fares and ticketing.  
 
3.8     While the Government recognise local authority aspirations to increase rail passengers  
           numbers, they consider that the following alternatives to increased government subsidy   
           need to be examined:- 
 

• re-directing savings that result from greater efficiency in existing operations;  

• locally-raised additional funding (e.g. through developer contribution);  
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• decrements to the base specification, including reductions to other services, 
or fares increases;  

• use of other public transport modes to supplement rail; and  

• mechanisms to increase off-peak revenue.  
 
3.9       The DfT intend that they would retain responsibility for safety; security, accessibility,  
             performance national ticketing policy/strategy and connectivity enhancements.  
 
3.10 On this basis the following areas have been identified for possible devolution:- 
 

• Service specification  

• Capacity – rolling stock  

• Capacity – infrastructure (from Control Period 6, 2019-24 onwards)  

• Connectivity enhancements benefiting devolved services only  

• New stations and lines (as now)  

• Local fares policy  

• Local ticketing (powers already exist)  

• Setting performance targets for devolved services  

• Station enhancements – e.g. revised National Stations Improvement 
Programme (NSIP) /Access for All  

 
3.11 On this basis the key area for devolved bodies would be :- 
 

• Routes  

• Number and frequency of trains  

• Length of operating day  

• Weekend service pattern  

• Calling patterns  

• Journey times  

• Ticket office opening hours  
 
3.12 The DfT have therefore identified five possible models for decentralisation:- 
 
              Option 1: Co-signatory Status:- This is the arrangement that lasted until 2005, whereby  
              Centro as a joint signatory to a franchise, could specify service levels, frequency and 
              fares. 
 
              Option 2:  One franchise, one specification:- PTEs/local authorities buy enhancements to 
              the DfTs base specification or make proposals to reduce services/increase fares and  
              retain the funding. 
 
               Option 3: One franchise, multiple specifications:- PTEs/LAs would be responsible for  
               specific service groups while the DfT retains responsibility for the strategic elements of  
               the franchise and services no local body wanted to be responsible for. 
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             Option 4:- One principal franchise, one or more “micro-franchises.”:- DfT would procure   
             and manage the principal franchise, but self-contained service groups or routes could be  
             tendered separately and managed by PTEs/LAs. 
 
             Option 5:- Entire franchise devolved to a grouping of PTEs/LAs:- PTEs/LAs would form a  
             consortium to take responsibility for specifying, funding and managing a network of  
             services. 
 
3.13 The Government acknowledge that for decentralisation to be successful, the issues of  
             governance and funding need to be addressed. However, it does not intend to transfer rail  
             capital funding for additional infrastructure to meet a capacity requirement, other than for  
             Local Major Transport Schemes, as detailed in their January 2012 consultation.  
 
4.         Key Issues and Implications 
 
4.1       While the desire to reduce costs at the current time are understood, it is important to ensure 
            that any decentralisation measures must not lead to service reductions. Rail passenger  
            growth in the UK rose to record new levels in 2010, carrying more passengers in a  
            peacetime year than at any time since the 1920s.  1.32 billion passenger journeys were  
            made by train in 2010 – a rise of 6.9% when compared to 2009 and a rise of 37% when  
            compared to 2000. Passengers travelled a record 33.3bn miles by train. The number of  
            passenger journeys made are now higher since the mid 1920s when the railway was  
            roughly twice the size. 27% of all am peak time journeys into central Birmingham are 
            now made by rail.  
 
4.2 The Walsall-Rugeley Chase Line and Crewe-Rugeley- London Euston services have 
           reflected this growth pattern of 5-10% pa and it is important that these trends are not  
           compromised by the proposed rail decentralisation. 
 
4.3  It is therefore considered that the Council should welcome the Governments rail  
            decentralisation proposals and the opportunities these will allow for any new local transport 
            body to deliver improvements to the Chase Line rail service. The only caveat is that the  
            Government provide adequate funding to allow additional rail service improvements, albeit 
            that there may be cheaper ways of operating the existing network. There are a number of  
            options identified in the report, but at this stage, it is considered that the Council do not  
            recommend any single model, but seek to influence any future arrangements through its  
            involvement in the Local Enterprise Partnerships, Centro as the Integrated Transport  
            Authority and Staffordshire County Council.  

       
5. Conclusions and Reason(s) for the Recommendation(s) 

5.1       The Council in partnership with Centro and Staffordshire County Council have been actively  
             working to secure the retention of the weekday evening and the Saturday               
 incremented service between Birmingham and Rugeley in the current franchise to 2015  
             and their inclusion on a long term, secure basis in a future franchise beyond 2015.  
             Devolution of rail service decisions to a local level should be welcomed as being in the  
             interests of the Council’s ambitions for the Chase Line, providing this change preserves  
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            funding for service investment.  
 
6.         Other Options Considered 

6.1       This report is concerned with responding to the current consultation by the DfT. There are 
             no other options/alternatives. 
 
7. Report Author Details 

7.1        Mr J. Morgan, Principal Planning Officer, Planning Policy, x4308. 
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SCHEDULE OF ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

INDEX 

Contribution to Council Priorities (i.e. Corporate Priorities) Section 1 

Contribution to Promoting Community Engagement Section 2 

Financial Implications  Section 3 

Legal Implications  Section 4 

Human Resource Implications Section 5 

Section 17 (Crime Prevention)  Section 6 

Human Rights Act Implications  Section 7 

Data Protection Act Implications Section 8 

Risk Management Implications Section 9 

Equality and Diversity Implications Section 10 

List of Background Papers Section 11 

Report History Section 12 

Annexes to the Report i.e. copies of correspondence, plans etc.  
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Section 1 

Contribution to Council Priorities (i.e. Corporate Plan) 

Securing improvements to the regional and local rail service, will accord with the priority 
outcomes with respect to promoting People - Active and Healthy Lifestyles; Place – Improved 
Living Environment through promoting a sustainable form of transport and Prosperity – 
Economic Resilience. 

Section 2 

Contribution to Promoting Community Engagement 

The Council has encouraged community involvement in the rail issues affecting the District 
through consultations on the emerging Core Strategy. 

Section 3 

Financial Implications 

The existing provision for Rail Revenue Support is as follows: 

Rail Revenue Support 
2012-13 

Approved 
Budget  

2013-14 
Standstill 

Budget 

2014-15 
Standstill 

Budget 

    
Budget For Year 9,460 9,650 9,750 

    
Total 9,460 9,650 9,750 

   

There is also a balance of £24,555 in the “Rail Revenue Support Reserve” which can also be 
used to fund Rail Revenue Support costs; obviously this is a one off item. 

The report refers indirectly to the use of Section 106’s that may be considered appropriate as a 
result of developer contributions received in respect of public transport improvement planning 
obligations, any use of these will require approval as part of the Section 106 Programme. 

Any potential request for additional funding in excess of existing provisions would need to be 
considered as part of the Councils Delivering Change Process. It should be stressed that 
during negotiations the only financial input the Council can currently make to the Chase Line 
are as detailed above. 

 
Section 4 

Legal Implications 

The Council has power under Section 106 (2) and ( 3) of the Transport Act 1985 to contribute 
towards the cost of facilitating or improving the operation of public passenger transport services 
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in their area. Staffordshire County Council has similar powers. The Council may only use 
contributions which have been received under planning obligations entered into under Section 
106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) if the covenants in the planning 
obligation permit the contribution to be used for this purpose. 

Section 5 

Human Resource Implications 

There are no human resource implications in the report. 

Section 6 

Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 

The provision of enhanced rail services to and from Rugeley, Hednesford and Cannock would 
allow the younger population, to access a wider range of evening leisure, recreational and 
cultural facilities in Cannock, Walsall or Birmingham, as well as connecting into long distance 
services at Birmingham and Rugeley Trent Valley to London. 

                                                                                                                                       Section 7 

Human Rights Act Implications 

There are no identified implications in respect of the Human Rights Act 1998 arising from this 
report. 

Section 8 

Data Protection Act Implications 

There are no identified implications in respect of the Data Protection Act arising from this 
report. 

Section 9 

Risk Management Implications 

It is important that the Council remains pro-active on rail issues in order to minimise the risks of 
reduced or inferior rail services which would make the District less attractive for inward 
investment. 

Section 10 

Equality and Diversity Implications 

There are no implications in the report. 
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Section 11 

List of Background Papers 

Rail Decentralisation - Devolving decision-making on passenger rail services in England. DfT, 
March 2012.  

                                                                                                                                     Section 12 

Report History 

Council Meeting Date 

Cabinet – Proposed Change to Service Level Commitment   21 July 2012 

Cabinet – Chase Line Rail Service, Revenue Support  23 June 2011 

Cabinet – Chase Line rail service – Proposed Service Reductions   2 September 2010 

Cabinet – Chase Line Rail service – Proposed Enhancements 19 June 2008 

 
Annexes to Report 
 
Annex 1 Response to DfT Consultation Questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 



 

 
                                                                                                                                      Annex 1 
 
Rail Decentralisation consultation response to the DfT  
 
Question 1: Experience of existing rail devolution arrangements 
  
Consultees are invited to identify lessons which may be learned from existing rail devolution 
arrangements in Scotland, Wales, London and on Merseyside, and which are relevant to any   
proposals for future rail decentralisation covered in this document.  
 

   
   It is considered that the existing devolved arrangements in Wales, Scotland, London     
   and Merseyside, while all different in nature, have led to improved rail services being  
   delivered, that would not have otherwise occurred.  It is considered that locally based 
   and accountable authorities are better able to understand and provide for the     
   increasing demand for rail travel in the regions. However any such future   
   decentralisation arrangements will need to backed by Government guarantees on  
   maintaining existing service levels as a baseline, albeit that there may be ways of  
   operating such services at a lower cost.  Regions should be allowed flexibility in   
   selecting an option that best meets their local needs, using approaches which may not  
   be identical to that of other regions, i.e. there is no one approach appropriate to all  
   areas.  
 

 
Question 2: How decentralisation could contribute towards achieving objectives and 
outcomes. 
  
Consultees are invited to submit views on how they consider that devolving responsibility        
could help achieve the objectives for the railway set out in paragraph 3.1.  
 

 
When Centro were a co-signatory to the previous Central Trains franchise, there was a 
well established track record of service improvements being delivered to the local rail 
network, including the Walsall-Rugeley Chase Line. This Council has a direct financial 
interest in this service, through joint funding of incremental services, in partnership with 
Centro and Staffordshire County Council, in the previous and existing franchises. Since 
the co-signatory arrangement ended under the current London Midland franchise and 
the current central DfT control, through services to Stafford have been withdrawn, 50% 
of Chase Line Walsall-Rugeley off-peak services have been withdrawn, the loss of 
meaningful connections at Rugeley Trent Valley and more recently the withdrawal of two 
peak services to Birmingham, through changes to the Service Level Commitment. It is 
considered that these changes were less likely to have happened had a stronger locally 
based control of rail services existed.   Any future rail decentralisation to a local 
transport body, must give stronger powers over the train operating companies, 
particularly with regards to fare collection/ticket inspection and performance. 
 
Rail service improvements and rail infrastructure investment, go hand in hand with 
economic growth, investment and job creation. Any rail centralisation must grant 
powers to any new transport body to help achieve these objectives. 



 

 

Question 3: Views on activities that should be devolved  

Comments are invited on the list of responsibilities that should be retained by central 
government and those that might be devolved to sub-national bodies.  

 

 
The Council do not disagree with the activities central Government wish to retain control 
over as identified in the consultation. 
 
With regards to the other matters specified for devolution, it is important that powers on 
service specification, capacity, connectivity, local fares policy, local ticketing, station 
enhancements, security  and performance, should be devolved to a local decision 
making body. 
 
Initiatives on new station and lines, will require Government to be more pro-active on 
providing ring fenced funding budgets, separate from other funding schemes, for such 
measures which cannot be delivered by local bodies on their own. 
 

Question 4: Views on types of service that should be devolved  

Which types of service are suitable for local control? Should longer-distance services be  
regarded as “strategic”, because they serve a variety of markets and economic purposes,  
and therefore be specified nationally?  
 

 
Any new local transport body/ITA should be given devolved powers on rail services, 
based on local and commuter services, relating to journey to work areas and LEP 
boundaries. There may be circumstances where some inter-regional services could fall 
within the control of a decentralised transport body. 
 
At a minimum, for the West Midland area, it must include any new local transport body 
and or Centro as the ITA, having the freedom to have much stronger control over local 
rail services in the matters detailed.  
 

 
Question 5: In areas where responsibility for local passenger services is devolved, what are 
the implications for other users of the rail network, including freight customers and operators,  
and how might these implications be addressed?  
 

 
The Office of Rail Regulation (ORR) already acts in an arbitration role where there is a 
conflict in providing capacity for passenger or freight services. It is assumed that such 
arrangement would continue. This Council recognises the need to promote the 
continued development of rail freight services, including the development of road/rail 
intermodal sites, including facilities at Cannock and Rugeley. At the same time, the 
Council as a funding partner of the Walsall-Rugeley, Chase Line passenger service 



 

wishes to see future developments, including the reversal of the service cuts made in 
2010-12. 

Question 6: Views on the five options  

 Consultees are invited to comment on the models for decentralisation and how they might  
 apply or be appropriate to particular parts of the country or service groups in a particular area.  
 

 
Local transport bodies should be permitted some freedom in selecting a model that 
meets their identified local needs. However, at a minimum, for the West Midland area, it 
must reflect the need for Centro ITA, to have much stronger control over local rail 
services in the matters detailed in the response to Q3.  
 

 
Question 7: Views on governance 
 
Comments are invited on issues related to the size of the area that needs to be covered by a 
devolved body and the governance issues that this may give rise to. 
 

 
           The Council has already considered future governance in its response to 
            the DfT consultation ‘ Devolving local major transport schemes,’ January 2012, 
            in which it was stated:-  
 

“Support in principle is given for the formation of local transport bodies (LTBs). 
This Council would therefore give its support for a LTB based on the Greater 
Birmingham and Solihull LEP area, of which it is a member. The comments that 
the LEPs would be the starting point for funding allocation and governance 
rather than individual transport authorities (1.65) appears to be contradictory to 
the subsequent comments that handing funding to a LEP would add to the 
complexity of financial accountability arrangements (1.75), and requires 
clarification.  

Local transport bodies should be based on meaningful geographical areas and 
at a minimum, on journey to work areas. If the subsequent rail decentralisation 
consultation results in the creation of a new transport body to take on 
responsibility for local rail services, careful consideration would be required to 
ensure close co-operation between any new rail governance body and the LEPs. 

             The creation of consortia needs further consideration to avoid increasing  
             the complexity of the new structure, particularly as some councils may be 
             involved in two if not three LEP areas.” 
 
 

Question 8: Views on funding  

Consultees are invited to comment on the basis on which the level of funding to be devolved 
might be established.  
 



 

 
   Any such future decentralisation arrangements will need to backed by Government  
   guarantees on maintaining existing service levels as a baseline, albeit that there may    
   be ways of operating such services at a lower cost.   
 
  Annex B needs to be updated to reflect that Staffordshire County Council and Cannock 
  Chase Council pay 25% of the operating costs of the Birmingham-Walsall-Rugeley  
  incremental services, in partnership with Centro.  
 

 

Expressions of Interest  

  
9. Expressions of interest are invited from sub-national bodies who would like to develop    
    proposals to take on devolved responsibilities for rail services in anticipation of franchises  
    being re-let. A summary of the planned re-franchising timetable is provided at Annex A.  
 

 
   Only applicable to transport authorities, ITA and LEPs. 
 

 
 
 


