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CANNOCK CHASE COUNCIL 

CABINET 

20TH SEPTEMBER, 2012 

REPORT OF THE HEAD OF PLANNING AND REGENERATION 

RESPONSIBLE PORTFOLIO LEADER:  ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND PLANNING 

LOCAL TRANSPORT BODY 

KEY DECISION – NO 

1. Purpose of Report 

1.1 To consider a response to a request from the Department for Transport (DfT) for local partners 
to confirm their Local Transport Body boundaries. 

2. Recommendation(s) 

2.1 That Cabinet consider the options at paragraph 4.8 of the report for which Local Transport 
Body geography the District would like to be part of and considers expressing its preference(s). 

2.2 Subject to 2.1, that Cabinet authorise the Chief Executive, in consultation with the Leader and 
Economic Development and Planning Portfolio Leader, to submit a final decision on the 
Council’s preference by 28th September, 2012 to the Department for Transport. 

2.3 That, because of the timescale for a response to the Government’s consultation, any decisions 
relating to the Council’s preferred Local Transport Body geography, be not subject to call-in. 

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

3.1 In early 2012, the DfT launched a consultation on ‘Devolving Local Major Transport Schemes’ 
which proposed a new system for prioritising and funding local transport schemes costing over 
£5m.  At the heart of the proposed new system is the creation of new Local Transport Bodies 
(LTBs) with the power to make local decisions and deliver transport priorities which meet local 
growth needs. 

3.2 The Council joined its partners in the Greater Birmingham and Solihull LEP (GBSLEP) in 
supporting the establishment of an LTB on the same geography as the GBSLEP.  That is a 
new transport body which included the metropolitan areas of Birmingham and Solihull and shire 
districts in southern Staffordshire and north Worcestershire. 

3.3 The Staffordshire and Stoke on Trent Local Transport Authorities and the Stoke and 
Staffordshire Local Enterprise Partnership (S&SLEP) responded to the DfT consultation by 
proposing an LTB based on the S&SLEP geography, including the area of Cannock Chase 
District and the other southern Staffs Districts who are members of the GBSLEP. 

3.4 In August, the DfT published the results of the consultation along with a request for local 
partners to confirm their LTB boundaries by 28th September, 2012.  At the same time, the DfT 
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issued guidance to address the issue of District Councils which appeared to be in overlapping 
LTB areas, such as Cannock Chase Council along with the other District Councils in the 
GBSLEP.  This guidance casts doubt on whether the Council can be in an LTB based on the 
GBSLEP geography. 

3.5 The GBSLEP wishes to form a LEP-wide response at its Board meeting on 21st September, 
2012 and has proposed a number of options for partners to consider.  Staffordshire and Stoke 
have issued their draft prospectus for a Staffordshire wide LTB. Discussions are taking place 
between the GBS and Black Country LEPs about joint arrangements on transport to enable a 
City Deal with Government to be negotiated for the conurbation travel to work area. Given the 
current state of flux, it is recommended that the Council empowers the Leader to contribute to 
the GBSLEP response and delegates authority to finalise its response to the DfT at the end of 
September. 

4. Key Issues and Implications 

New Local Transport Bodies 

4.1 The Government’s consultation on ‘Devolving Local Major Transport Schemes’ aims to offer a 
significant opportunity to empower new LTBs to make local decisions and deliver transport 
priorities which meet local growth agendas.  It is the Government’s intention that local 
authorities, communities and businesses take control of decisions on local transport through 
the formation of democratically accountable local transport bodies. 

4.2 In its response to the consultation, the GBSLEP proposed that it would take the lead role in the 
decision-making or act as the transport body itself.  It would also have the final say in decisions 
and would take final responsibility for decisions. 

4.3 On 2nd August, the DfT wrote to Councils and LEPs setting out the findings of the consultation 
and interim next steps on the devolution of powers for local major transport scheme funding.  
The letter from the DfT’s Director of Local Transport, sets down the Department’s initial 
requirements (attached as Annex 1 letter and analysis of consultation responses). 

4.4 Government expects local stakeholders to define the geography across which they want an 
LTB to function in order that the process of allocating funds and devolving powers can move 
forward swiftly through the winter.  Government has indicated that local transport bodies will 
have to decide and agree their prioritised programme of investment by April 2013. One of the 
key guidelines to emerge from the DfT appears to be a declaration that no LTB boundaries 
shall overlap, even where LEP boundaries do so. 

4.5 It will be important for LTBs to start to identify and agree a clear, evidence-based set of 
transport investment priorities ready to deliver over the next spending period (2015-19).  These 
transport infrastructure priorities must represent good value in delivering sustainable economic 
growth for local communities. 

The DfT Guidance 

4.6 The following guidance was issued by the DfT in respect of LTB boundaries: 
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i. LTBs should have defined and non-overlapping boundaries so that each LTB has its 
own unique geographical area over which it has responsibility for major schemes, to 
avoid ambiguity. 

ii. It is cleaner if the LTB boundary is coterminous with LTA and LEP boundaries 
(consistent with non-overlapping LTB boundaries), though the DfT accept that this may 
not be possible in a minority of cases. 

iii. Where this reflects meaningful transport geography, the DfT would encourage LEPs 
and LTAs to resolve overlapping boundaries by forming a single larger LTB by 
agreement that covers the area of more than one LEP.  However, where this cannot be 
agreed: 

(a) In a case of overlapping LEP areas where the whole LTA is a member of more 
than one LEP, the LTA should be able to choose which LTB boundaries it will 
sit within. 

(b) In a case where a District Council within an LTA area is in more than one LEP, 
the District Council and the LTA should come to a mutual agreement as to 
where the LTB boundary should be drawn. 

4.7 Government is expecting local stakeholders to be in a position by the 28th September to define 
and report their LTB geography to the DfT.  If stakeholders do not meet this timetable, the DfT 
has reserved the right to determine such boundaries centrally and reduce funding allocations 
accordingly. 

LTB Boundary Options 

4.8 In the context of the guidance issued by the DfT, the following LTB geographical boundary 
options have been development by the GBSLEP: 

i. LTB boundary to mirror that of the current GBSLEP, including all Metropolitan and 
District Council areas. 

ii. LTB boundary to include the Birmingham and Solihull Metropolitan areas, along with 
the full County Council areas of both Worcestershire and Staffordshire. 

iii. LTB boundary to include the Birmingham and Solihull Metropolitan Council areas only, 
with LEP District Councils included within appropriate County Council LTB boundaries. 
(This is the option which would fit with the Staffordshire LTB proposal) 

iv. LTB boundary to include the Birmingham and Solihull Metropolitan Council areas only, 
with LEP District Councils included within appropriate County Council LTB boundaries, 
with appropriate governance arrangements created to allow LEP Districts to fully 
contribute and influence the Birmingham and Solihull LTB (similar to the governance 
arrangements put in place to deliver the GBSLEP Enterprise Zone). 

4.9 To date, through its Board membership of the GBSLEP, the Council has supported the LEP’s 
preference for an LTB based on the same geography as the LEP itself.  This is Option 1 above.  
The advantages are seen as the ability to connect transport investment to the growth strategy 
for the LEP area and to improve the connectivity across the travel to work area.  Given that the 
large majority of the district’s travel to work movements are either into the conurbation (45% of 
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‘out’ travel movements) or across Southern Staffordshire (51% of ‘out’ travel), being part of a 
transport investment block covering this area appears sensible. 

4.10 However, the guidance from the DfT casts doubt on whether this can be achieved legally and 
on whether it will be supported by Government.  The existing Local Transport Authorities (such 
as Staffordshire County Council) and the Integrated Transport Authority (Centro) have statutory 
powers and may have a power of veto over the establishment of an LTB which does not follow 
existing LTA boundaries.  The legal position is being tested by Birmingham on behalf of the 
LEP but is not yet known.  To date, Staffordshire County Council has indicated that they would 
not support a GBSLEP LTB presiding over part of the County LTA area. 

4.11 Option 2 and the DfT rules would allow for the joining of existing LTAs in a larger LTB area,  for 
example, combining Staffordshire and Worcestershire with Solihull, Birmingham and the Black 
Country to create one large LTB.  While this may enable better planning and delivery of very 
large transport projects, agreement on such an arrangement looks unlikely. 

4.12 There are a few areas elsewhere in England where similar issues exist of District Councils in 
overlapping LEPs/LTAs.  One solution being explored proposes leaving the District Councils 
within their County LTA and LTB but having special arrangements with the adjoining 
conurbation LTB to be able to influence prioritising and spending on transport projects which 
support the travel to work area.  This is Option 4 above. This option may be worthy of support.  
It would mean that funding for local major transport schemes (likely to be distributed on a per 
head of population basis) within southern Staffordshire would go to the Staffordshire LTB.  
However, if the effect of the special arrangements with the GBSLEP LTB is to bring its 
transport investment into southern Staffordshire, Members may consider it reasonable to also 
require a special arrangement with the Staffs and Stoke LTB to be able to influence their 
priorities and spending in Cannock Chase and across southern Staffordshire. 

4.13 The Council’s final position will be influenced by a number of current unknowns: 

i. the legal position on the ability of County LTAs to veto districts choosing to join another 
LTB; 

ii. the willingness of Government to change the DfT rules for LTBs and, if so, the length of 
the process involved; 

iii. the final view of the Council’s GBSLEP partners, other Southern Staffordshire Districts 
and the Staffs and Stoke LTAs. 

A verbal update will be given on the above at the Cabinet meeting. 

4.14 As a result of these uncertainties, Cabinet are recommended to indicate their preferred 
option(s) and delegate authority for the final decision to the Chief Executive, in consultation 
with the Leader and Portfolio Leader. 

4.15 The Council will be required to make a decision on its preferred LTB boundary by 28th 
September and to take part in a similar decision to be made at the GBSLEP Board on 21st 
September 2012.  As a result of the timescales, it is recommended that the decision of Cabinet 
is exempted from Call-In. 
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5. Conclusion(s) and Reason(s) for the Recommendation(s) 

5.1 Investment in transport infrastructure is important for the economic growth and travel to work 
connectivity of the District.  The Government is planning to devolve funding and decision 
making on local major transport schemes and it is in the interests of the Council to be able to 
influence the new LTBs.  Government rules appear to prevent the District from being part of a 
new LTB based on the GBSLEP geography.  As a result of this, the Council is being asked to 
choose from a number of options and must make its decision by 28th September, 2012. 

6. Other Options Considered 

6.1 Not making a decision is not an option which is recommended given the importance of 
transport investment to the District and its membership of both the GBS and S&S LEPs.  The 
decision options are set out in the report. 

7. Report Author Details 

 Bob Phillips, extension 4430.
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Section 1 

Contribution to Council Priorities  

The decision will affect funding for major highway and rail investment in the District which will impact on 
the Districts economic growth priorities 

Section 2 

Contribution to Promoting Community Engagement 

National consultation has taken place on this issue via the Government’s ‘Devolving Local Major 
Transport Schemes’ proposals document. The government published the response to this consultation 
in August 2012. The proposals are being considered by Councils and transport authorities at all levels 
across England. 

Section 3 

Financial Implications 

There are no direct Financial Implications arising from the report. 

However as detailed above decision will affect funding for major highway and rail investment in the 
District which will impact on the Districts economic growth priorities 

Section 4 

Legal Implications 

The legal implications of the choices available are unclear at the time of writing. The Secretary of State 
has the power to set the terms on which powers are devolved. The assumption in the Secretary of 
State’s communications is that LTAs and LEPs will agree the arrangements for each LTB. There is no 
indication as to how the matter is to be resolved in the absence of agreement. In those circumstances it 
is open to the Secretary of State to impose a structure on the LTB or to withhold the devolution of the 
powers where there is no agreement. 

Section 5 

Human Resource Implications 

There re no direct HR implications arising from this report. 

Section 6 

Section 17 (Crime Prevention) 

There are no identified Section 17 implications arising from this report. 

Section 7 

Human Rights Act Implications 

There are no identified implications in respect of the Human Rights Act arising from this report. 
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Section 8 

Data Protection Act Implications 

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

 

Section 9 

Risk Management Implications 

Securing investment in transport infrastructure is important to the Council’s economic growth priorities. 
The Government is proposing to establish new Local Transport Bodies (LTB) to make decisions about 
spending local major transport funds and is asking the Council, Local Transport Authorities, and Local 
Enterprise Partnerships to express their preference for which LTB geography they want to be part of.  

The risk to be managed is that the Council will end up in a LTB structure within which it is unable to 
exert influence on investment decisions to support the travel requirements of the District’s residents and 
workers both into the conurbation and into other parts of Staffordshire.  

Section 10 

Equality and Diversity Implications 

There are no identified Equality and Diversity implications from this rreeport which deals with a 
response to a Government consultation. 

Section 11 

List of Background Papers 

Devolving Local Major Transport Schemes, Dept. for Transport, January 2012.  

Devolving Local Major Transport Schemes: Consultation Responses, Dept. for Transport, July 2012. 

Section 12 

Report History 

Annexes 

Annex 1 Letter from John Dowie, DfT’s Director of Local Transport dated 2nd August, 2012 
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         ANNEX 1 
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