Submission to HM Government
Date:

14 October 2016

Title:

Rail devolution business case narrative

1

Summary

1.1

The purpose of this paper is to set out the case for further transfer of
responsibility for the provision of some rail passenger services from the
Department for Transport (DfT) to the Mayor and Transport for London (TfL).

Significant improvement in the quality of services for passengers
1.2

Further devolution of inner suburban rail services within London will deliver
significant economic, financial and customer benefits by 2020 through:


More reliable and better services for passengers, delivered through a
concession contracting model where the provider of train services
focuses purely on reliability and customer satisfaction



TfL’s proven ability to work with Network Rail sharing resources between
them and London Underground



Seamless and integrated fares, ticketing, branding and information for
passengers across public transport services in London, which not only
encourages more people to use public transport, but also reduces fare
evasion



A greater ability to plan and deliver the cost effective provision of public
transport and associated projects across all local services, including
buses, walking and cycling

1.3

Taken together, one impact will be to generate additional demand and
revenue. On the recently devolved West Anglia services this has increased 27
per cent since devolution in May 2015. TfL expects an increase of 14 per cent
in southeast London. The additional revenue can itself be re-invested in
service enhancements

1.4

The package has a quantified benefit cost ratio of 4.3 : 1, based on railway
passenger benefits, which shows that this offers high value for money.

Accelerated housing development and local economic growth
1.5

Further unquantified longer-term benefits arise from the greater integration of
transport and land-use planning to deliver urgently needed housing and wider
economic growth for the region. This is through:

1.6



A closer link between local rail services and the local communities they
serve, leading to greater leverage of external funding for enhancements
directly linking local railway developments to housing development and
wider economic growth



Long term investment by TfL and the GLA, outside of any one franchise
period, working with local authorities and economic partnerships to kick
start regeneration and create the transport conditions necessary to
improve land value and development potential

The biggest impact of this proposal is in south London where there is the
potential for 150,000 housing units, 80,000 of which are within 1km of a
station that would be served by TfL’s rail devolution proposals. 42,000 of
these units are within 1km of a station served by the current Southeastern
franchise. House building rates in south London, where rail services are
poorer, are lower relative to the rest of the Capital.

Safeguarding and benefiting longer distance commuters and those outside the
London boundary
1.7

Under these proposals TfL’s role would be restricted to selected local
passenger services within the London area or slightly beyond where railway
geography requires. Passengers using longer distance services, which would
remain the responsibility of the DfT as now, will be unaffected in terms of
fares, train stopping patterns or relative priority of services. TfL would have no
ability to alter their timetables, although TfL estimate there would be a
beneficial knock-on reliability impact as a result of improvements to the
reliability of local stopping services devolved to TfL.

1.8

As today, all infrastructure would remain the responsibility of Network Rail
(NR), rail service timetables and relative priority for services sharing the same
tracks would remain under NR management, regulated independently by the
Office of Rail and Road (ORR).

1.9

A new Partnership would be established between TfL and the DfT, in order to
enhance coordination between DfT- and TfL-sponsored services, provide a
focus for all rail services across London and the South East region, enhance
transparency of decision making and strengthen stakeholder relationships. It
would also ensure accountability and proper decision-making for the very
limited services TfL would be running which terminate outside London. Where
matters are unresolved there, they could be escalated first to TfL Board
members with special responsibility for out-boundary users, and if necessary
to the Secretary of State and Mayor.

1.10 Benefits for passengers on longer distance services could include: knock-on
improved reliability; harmonised fares, ticketing and customer service; a
clearer market focus for their franchise operators; and opportunities for better
alignment between rail investment local priorities for homes and jobs.
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Financial neutrality for Government
1.11 This proposal is fiscally neutral to the Department for Transport, just as the
transfer of West Anglia was in May 2015. Services would be split with
revenues and costs falling where they are due. Any incremental costs
associated with the splitting of the existing franchises or devolution generally
would be met by TfL, to be recouped by additional passenger revenue from
improved services, as has been observed on the London Overground and
more recently devolved West Anglia railway services.
Widespread Public, Political and Stakeholder support
1.12 There is widespread public and political support for this proposal, as
evidenced by the fact that 74 per cent of responses to the January 2016
Prospectus setting out these proposals were positive in principle (appendix 8
describes the feedback). Three neighbouring transport authorities wrote to the
Secretary of State for Transport on 21 July 2016 asking for “a clear timetable
for the devolution process for each of the franchises affected in each of [their]
respective counties”.
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Introduction

2.1

The Secretary of State for Transport has been considering the proposals set
out in “A new approach to rail passenger services in London and the southeast” (the Prospectus), a document published jointly in January 2016 by the
then Secretary of State and then Mayor of London. The Government has
invited the Mayor to provide a business case in order to understand the
proposals more closely. This document provides a narrative to this formal
business case which is itself appended.
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The proposal

3.1

The proposal set out in the Prospectus was to:


Establish a Partnership between the DfT and TfL that will provide joined-up
strategic direction for the specification and management of rail passenger
services across London and the South East



Establish new mechanisms to enable LEPs and local authorities to input to
the specification of these passenger services, providing a stronger voice
for local people and helping to leverage local investment to drive growth



Set out three key principles for success for the Partnership’s work on the
specification of future services in the South East region, namely:
1. More frequent services, better interchanges and increased capacity –
to support growth, carry more people and help address crowding
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2. Greater reliability for all passengers – putting excellent performance at
the heart of train operator contracts
3. High standards of customer service – including more integrated
information, fares and ticketing, as well as weekend and night services
and a more accessible network


3.2

Transfer responsibility from the DfT to TfL for inner suburban rail services
that operate mostly or wholly within Greater London, as current franchises
fall due for renewal. The DfT will continue to be responsible for outer
suburban services. The Partnership will ensure that all the region’s
passengers benefit from a joined-up approach

This document makes the case for this set of proposals. In doing so, the map
below shows the assumed geographic scope of the local stopping services
that would transfer to TfL. As today, these would share tracks with longer
distance services operating from central London termini.
Figure 1: Inner suburban routes contracted by TfL – now and future potential

3.3

The detailed analysis appended to this document assumes that the transfer of
the relevant southeast London inner services to TfL’s operator will occur on 10
November 2018. For services to/from Waterloo, the 2017 refranchising date
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will not allow sufficient lead time for a transfer to be planned and
implemented. A date in late 2020 is assumed instead. For the relevant
Southern and Great Northern services, the re-letting date and transfer date is
September 2021. More detail on the proposals is shown in appendix 2.
3.4

The means to plan and implement these transfers is well understood, the DfT
and TfL having undertaken the transfer of West Anglia services (both to
London Overground and to ‘TfL Rail’ services, which will form the Elizabeth
Line services in due course), only 18 months ago. Opportunities have been
identified from lessons learnt to simplify further the process: more detail on
this is shown in appendix 9.

4

The case for change

Working with Network Rail and our concessionaire to catalyse benefits in 2019
4.1

TfL would apply a similar concession model to transferring services it has
used on London Overground since 2007 and on West Anglia and TfL Rail
since 2015. This model has worked in practice to harness the strengths of
train operators and Network Rail to significantly raise service quality.

4.2

Franchises that combine longer distance and suburban short distance travel
markets, as DfT’s London & South-East franchises do, tend to neglect the
inner suburban services. This is because the longer-distance market has
more discretionary trips, the average fare is higher and that sector is more
commercially remunerative. Operating these two distinct groups of services
under different contracts enables incentives to be better designed for the
customer market they serve and thereby focuses management teams to
deliver the best possible reliability and customer service. For example,
requiring a minimum level of performance on all services and at all stations
avoids pockets of poor performance being hidden, which can be the case
when performance measures target broad averages across multiple services.

4.3

TfL uses the concession form of contract for its devolved rail services, as well
as buses, DLR and trams, as it has proven to be as the most suitable for
urban and suburban markets. In this contract TfL acts as the integrator –
ultimately accountable for the passenger service and its development, station
and train maintenance and medium term development. It is TfL’s brand on the
service, TfL fares, TfL customer service standards and TfL revenue. The role
of the passenger train service operator is focused purely on the provision of a
reliable train service and high levels of customer service through employment
of train and station staff, and management of the performance of the overall
service. This type of focused contract has proven most effective because
private sector operators find it difficult to manage cost effectively the macroeconomic risks such as central London employment that dominate demand in
this type of market.

4.4

This type of contract also allows TfL to spread that risk across the services it
runs, and ensure each is complementary to the other, rather than in
competition. This leads to a greater degree of integration between different
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public transport services, each focused on a specific type of customer journey,
demand and local development. This requires considerable operational
knowledge, which TfL has in depth as a result of the breadth of the
organisation including the direct operation of the London Underground
system. Sharing branding and mapping adds substantial value as well – the
TfL roundel and associated iconography has very high levels of awareness.
The current operators of nationally-managed franchises cannot integrate their
services with the rest of the London public transport network in this way, as
their franchises are separate to other forms of local transport, and the
operator therefore tends to compete.
4.5

TfL has the required skills, knowledge and experience in depth to make the
most of the concession type of contract. For example, its role as operator of
London Underground (LU) gives it a deep operational understanding of the
many often individually modest means to markedly drive up reliability. It has
developed best practice in dealing with customer illness, crowd control,
optimising timetable run-times, deterring vandalism, avoiding signal failure
and fleet maintenance – all of which cumulatively lead to increased system
reliability. This knowledge allows it to be an effective intelligent client for its rail
concessions. TfL is also uniquely placed to be an integrator that joins up all
the various organisations required to run a reliable service, such as the rolling
stock provider and maintainer, Network Rail as an infrastructure manager, and
its private sector operator. This is exactly the role it plays with London
Overground, DLR and London Trams, reflected in various incentives and
penalties in its contractual arrangements. In this way the otherwise
fragmented and disjointed set of incentives and payment flows are aligned,
and the customer is out at the fore-front of all delivery arrangements. Whether
an issue arises from Network Rail infrastructure, train, or station assets,
staffing, weather, customer illness or any other myriad of issues the
accountability remains with TfL, backed up by its contractual arrangements
with all parties. The mantra is ‘it might not be by fault but it is my problem’,
with a focus above all else on customer service.

4.6

There are also commercial benefits to the DfT and the rail industry from
further devolution. As the ridership and revenue has grown across the national
railway since privatisation, so has the financial size of large integrated
franchises. This in turn has led to an increased risk profile and associated
shareholder bonding. Recent DfT competitions have seen a reduced number
of bidders, with the latest SWT franchise only having two bidders including the
incumbent. Separating these large franchises into two, focusing on the
customer market they serve, will reduce the risk profile of each, leading to
greater competition. TfL believes that a larger number of smaller contracts will
make the market more contestable and competitive, leading in the longer-term
to lower margins. In each of the TfL concession contracts that have been put
to market recently there have been 4 or more bidders, including all major
owning groups active in the UK market, and 2 new entrants. TfL keeping
revenue risk rather than transferring it to the operator also offers savings, as
the private sector is poorly placed to manage macro-economic risks such as
central London employment by which demand and revenue is largely driven.
Our evidence is that margins will reduce by two percentage points.
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4.7

Devolution also has the potential to reduce the cost of delivering rail projects.
The nature of TfL’s concession contracts mean it can work with Network Rail
to reduce the level of risk and margin that the Train Operating Companies
charge, given the impact of works on demand and revenue. This is exactly
what happened for example on Gospel Oak – Barking electrification; the
revenue compensation due from Network Rail to the operator, and added to
the cost of the project, would have been £6m by the standard formula. But TfL
agreed just £2m as it could net off the displacement to other TfL services such
as buses and LU. This is particularly relevant to possible future large scale
projects such as the Digital Railway and Crossrail 2. For example in the case
of the latter under devolution proposals TfL would become the majority
operator at Wimbledon during the construction period, a station set to undergo
significant infrastructure modification. Coordination of works, and associated
financial risks, would be wholly between public sector partners. The potential
scale of such savings is difficult to assess, so it has not been included in the
quantitative analysis, however evidence from the recent London Bridge works
shows how difficult it can be to maintain customer service when multiple
parties in the private and public sector have potentially competing objectives.

Benefiting passengers by 2020
4.8

Given experience set out above, TfL believes passengers will benefit from
further devolution. For example, TfL anticipate greater reliability (three
percentage points on the public performance measure, five points on the ‘right
time’ measure), reduced fares evasion (four percentage points), all-day
staffing thus enabling turn-up-and-go mobility assistance (rather than booking
24 hours ahead), and integrated fares and information. As a result of a similar
package of interventions, passenger journeys rose 27 per cent year on year
on West Anglia, and TfL expects 14 per cent growth on Southeastern inners.

4.9

Specific enhancements TfL would look to introduce would include:


Enhanced station staffing, to provide better assistance and a more secure
travel environment to all customers, as well as, in particular, guaranteeing
a turn-up-and-go service and lifts in operation to customers who need
assistance to board the train, rather than them having to book ahead



Integration into TfL's fares and ticketing structures, ending the situation
where customers pay a different fare depending on which operator's
service they travel on



Actions to cut delays and improve reliability as recorded by the Public
Performance Measure by three percentage points and right time arrivals
by five percentage points, as we have done on LU where delay has fallen
by over 50 per cent in the last decade, even on lines such as the
Piccadilly, Central and Bakerloo which have not enjoyed major capital
investment in rolling stock or signalling



Full integration into TfL's multi-modal real-time information processes and
products, providing accurate, live, joined-up travel advice for customers
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Additional services to increase train frequencies at times of day when
there is spare track capacity (for example in the evenings or on Sundays)



Measures to improve ticket retailing and reduce fare evasion by four
percentage points, including provisions of more and improved ticket
machines and the installation of ticket gates at more stations



Station deep cleans and enhancement of station facilities and rolling stock
refurbishment delivering improved internal and external appearance

4.10 TfL has good evidence that a very similar package leads to excellent
outcomes. This has been applied not only to the classic London Overground
(devolved in 2007), but more recently West Anglia (devolved in May 2015).
On both occasions, TfL has seen customer satisfaction, reliability and demand
rise. The West Anglia improvements are shown in the table below and have
been delivered using the same infrastructure and trains inherited from the
previous operator. More detail on performance outcomes is provided in
appendix 3.
Table 1: Impact of devolution on West Anglia services
Performance measure

P12 2014/15
– P2 2015/16

P12 2015/16
– P2 2016/17

Change

Overall customer satisfaction1

74%

77%

3 point increase

40%

83%

43 point increase

49%

81%

32 point increase

63%

78%

15 point increase

Delayed trains2

4.8%

4.0%

15% reduction

Fare evasion3

14.5%

2.1%

86% reduction

Passenger journeys4

9m

11m

27% increase

Selected specific measures:
- Satisfaction with station
staff availability
- Satisfaction with station
cleanliness
- Satisfaction with
information about train
times

1

As measured by the Transport Focus National Rail Passenger Survey, comparing spring 2015 to
spring 2016.
2
The percentage of trains that arrived at their final destination more than five minutes after the
scheduled time. These figures are calculated from the rail industry standard Public Performance
Measure.
3
Data from before the transfer to TfL is from a one-off survey conducted in January 2015. TfL has
now implemented quarterly ticketless travel monitoring; the figure from after TfL took over is the
average of Q4 2015/16 and Q1 2016/17.
4
Passenger journey figures are for the periods specified only. For comparison, the total journeys
recorded in 2015/16 were 33m. Journey figures are measured by the ticketing system: the strong
growth seen is due partly to the reduction in ticketless travel, partly to actual growth in demand, and
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4.11 The overall package for Southeastern has a benefit cost ratio of 4.3 : 1, which
shows that it offers high value for money. The formal technical five-case
business model has more detail which is attached as appendix 1. This sets
out:


The Strategic Case, that is how the proposal to transfer contracting
authority for southeast London inner services from DfT to TfL fits national,
regional and local policies



The Economic Case, that is that the proposal optimises public value to the
UK as a whole



The Commercial Case, which demonstrates that the proposal results in a
viable procurement



The Financial Case, which shows that the proposal results in a fundable
and affordable outcome



The Management Case, which illustrates that the proposal is capable of
being delivered successfully in accordance with recognised best practice

Medium-term: Integrating rail and land-use planning to accommodate demand
and boost house building
4.12 London’s population at 8.6 million is at a record high and is expected to
continue to grow to over 10 million by the 2030s. As a result, transport
demand is growing too, notably public transport, journeys on which have
increased by 14 per cent in the last five years. TfL estimates that by 2050,
demand for National Rail services could increase by as much as 80 per cent5.
Without investment to accommodate demand, the outcome will be increased
overcrowding, poor service reliability and traffic congestion, with the additional
costs for businesses, constraining economic growth and London’s position as
one of the world’s most competitive cities.
4.13 This rapid rate of population growth means that London and the South East
also have a pressing need for more housing. Household projections released
by the Department of Communities and Local Government in July 20166
suggest that the number of households will grow by over 91,000 per annum in
London and the South East over the next 25 years, with 55,000 additional
households in London alone. However, the annual rate of housing delivery
since 20017 has been less than half the level required in London, and just 60
per cent that required in London and the South East. The scale of both the
housing delivery challenge and the ever increasing demand for rail transport

partly to improvements in reporting methodology. Background passenger demand growth across all
train operators in London and the South East is currently running at around 5 per cent year on year.
5
London Infrastructure Plan
6
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-household-projections
7
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-dwelling-stock-including-vacants
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requires ever closer integration between transport and land-use planning to
support growth.
Figure 2: The rate of housing delivery is well behind household growth

4.14 London and the South East’s housing shortage is now starting to constrain its
economy and by extension that of the UK as a whole. DCLG’s single
departmental plan has as its first objective “driving up housing supply” with an
ambition to “deliver one million new homes over the next five years”.
4.15 The insufficient levels of housing delivery across London and the South East
of England is a root cause in rapid increases in prices and worsening
affordability, restricting the attractiveness of London as a place to live and
limiting the potential labour market for businesses. Gavin Barwell, Minister for
Housing and Planning, noted in a speech on 22 September 2016 that the UK
“[hadn’t] built enough homes for a very, very long time” and “as a London MP,
[he] sees the consequences of this failure every week in [his] surgeries”.
4.16 The London Housing Strategy is clear that a shortage of suitable homes for
London’s workforce is just as great a barrier to growth as an underperforming
transport network8. This view is also reflected in business surveys. A recent
London First report notes that, “Housing is the fastest rising concern for
businesses, and today 73% of London’s businesses think London’s housing
supply and costs are a significant risk to the capital’s economic growth.”9
4.17 The strategy for delivering housing growth requires London and the South
East to maximise opportunities within existing urban areas, particularly around
stations. However this relies on an adequate quality of rail services to make
the location attractive. This in turn requires close integration between
transport provision and land-use policy, which in south London is inadequate.
If London is to meet its housing need, it will need all parts of the Capital to
8

Mayor of London. Homes for London. The London Housing Strategy. June 2014.
“London 2036: an agenda for jobs and growth,” London First & London Enterprise Panel, November
2014.
9
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contribute. But, partly as a result of poorer levels of transport provision, levels
of population and housing growth in outer south London, which currently rely
on National Rail instead of TfL-operated services, have been half that
compared to the rest of the city10.
Figure 3: Population and housing growth has been much lower in outer south
London where TfL services are less extensive

4.18 Nonetheless, there is significant capacity to accommodate housing growth in
south London if transport constraints can be addressed. The 2013 Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), which informed the housing
strategy in the London Plan, identified the potential for 150,000 housing units
in South London, 80,000 of which are within 1km of a station that would be
served by TfL’s rail devolution proposals. 42,000 of these units are within 1km
of a station served by the current Southeastern franchise.
4.19 In addition, the London Plan identifies capacity for some 40,000 jobs in eight
opportunity areas (Charlton, Woolwich, Thamesmead, Erith, Belvedere,
Kidbrooke, Lewisham and Catford). Beyond London there are significant
opportunities for further housing growth in North Kent, with planning
permission already granted for over 11,000 homes at Ebbsfleet.
4.20 Boroughs in southeast London have also identified the potential for even more
housing since the publication of the London Plan. For example, the London
Borough of Bexley has identified the potential for 22,000 new homes and
10,000 jobs, most of which would be centred around Belvedere and Erith
stations.11
4.21 However, local authorities are clear that the current transport network is
insufficient to support the potential levels of growth identified. Housing delivery
in Bexley will need to increase from the current levels of 350 units per annum
(2001 – 2014), to over 1,000 units per annum if they are to deliver their growth
10

TfL analysis of ONS mid-year population estimates and DCLG live tables on dwelling stock
estimates
11
Bexley Growth Strategy, LB Bexley
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aspirations. The London Borough of Bexley makes clear that growth is
dependent on ‘investment in land and infrastructure’12. In their submissions to
the Outer London Commission, Kingston, Sutton and Croydon Councils
agreed that ‘poor transport infrastructure seriously limits the scope for growth
in the sub-region’13
4.22 It is not just that transport is insufficient to support growth, but also the degree
of coordination between transport and planning decisions that is inadequate.
Transport and land-use decisions are made by quite different agencies, one
by the DfT in central government and the other devolved to GLA and London
Boroughs. As a result, rail transport is inadequately integrated into the wider
planning process.
4.23 Devolution of suburban rail services would enable transport and housing
planners to work more closely to support housing growth. TfL would in time be
able to optimise peak frequencies and provide additional capacity to support
population and employment growth. It is this combination of improved service
quality and integration with planning policies that is key to increasing housing
delivery. This is demonstrated by the fact that the places in southeast London
which have grown most rapidly are those which have been supported by TfL’s
transport investment. The 5,000 new homes completed within 1km of
Woolwich in the last 9 years are a result of TfL’s investment in the DLR
extension and Crossrail. The 15,000 homes being developed at the
Greenwich Peninsula are only possible because of the Jubilee line’s upgrade.
The same process is about to happen as a result of the Barking Riverside
extension opening up land for 10,000 homes.
4.24 However, even without any significant changes in the level of peak service,
devolution allows TfL to make more immediate changes to service quality
which can lead to places becoming more attractive for housing development.
For example, on the line between Euston and Watford Junction, on average
there were 475 housing units delivered per year (between 2004 and 2007)
within 1 km of a station. Since TfL took over the operation of the line, the
average has increased to 725 units per year.
4.25 Appendix 4 contains more detail on how the proposal can affect housebuilding.
Longer-term benefits: Integrating services to boost the region's economy
4.26 Given the transport and housing challenges London faces, TfL would seek to
further improve the functionality of suburban services, particularly in South
London, to create a more metro-style customer experience, similar to that on
LU and London Overground.
4.27 The suburban rail network in south London provides excellent geographical
coverage in many areas but frequencies are low compared to other modes
such as LU, DLR and trams, journey times are relatively long, service patterns
12
13

ibid
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/south_london_partnership_submission.pdf
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are complex and many trains are heavily crowded at peak times. The concept
of "metroisation" would not only improve the track, junctions and signalling to
increase capacity over time, but also introduce best practice in rolling stock
design in the form of wider doors, more circulation space around door, and
better acceleration and braking. Timetabling would be estimated to the
second, rather than rounded to the near half minute as is current practice, and
freight paths moved to off-peak periods where possible. This combination,
along with more active dispatch staff, would enable reduced station dwell
times, faster journey times and increased train frequencies.
4.28 TfL is well placed to deliver enhancements such as metroisation because it
can:


Prioritise resources across all its networks, leading to better alignment of
overall multi-modal transport decision-making



Align its transport planning with the GLA and Borough land-use planning
more effectively as described in the previous section



See a direct return to the local economies from better railways, and invest
in local railways, even though they are not the most commercially
remunerative



Lever in funding from third party sources with the help of the GLA and the
London Boroughs, as it has with schemes such as the Hackney
Interchange between London Overground and the West Anglia routes

4.29 In contrast, even fairly modest metroisation is proving harder to do elsewhere
in London where such coordination is poorer. For example, various public
sector bodies (London LEP, the London Borough of Haringey, the London
Borough of Enfield, TfL) have contributed over £50m for additional
infrastructure between Stratford, Tottenham and Angel Road in north-east
London in order to catalyse the planned 10,000 new homes at Meridian Water
for which the London Borough of Enfield has spent £70m assembling land and
has selected a development partner. However, at the time of writing, it does
not look like the new franchise will specify an adequate 15 minute interval
train service. This situation simply would not happen if TfL was responsible for
the train service as it would specify the service tightly and ensure the benefits
were delivered.
4.30 Devolution therefore allows TfL to get more out of existing rail assets. Being
the contracting authority gives TfL a mandate to promote schemes required to
metroise the network in a way that it simply does not otherwise. Furthermore it
gives TfL and its close collaborators in the London Boroughs means to earn a
return on its investment, be it a transport return or in terms of regeneration.
This is obviously most significant in south London where the National Rail
network predominates and LU coverage is limited. Metroisation is also
scalable and modular insofar as it is possible to successively add functionality
over the years steadily increasing frequency and capacity and reducing
journey times until its capability is finally optimised. All this can be done at a
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lesser cost than wholly new lines, an intervention which can be restricted to
occasions where there are acute capacity constraints and/or the need to
unlock very large scale development opportunities (as is the case with
Crossrail 2).
4.31 TfL is adopting an analogous approach to make most of the LU network. This
can be demonstrated on the Victoria line where TfL has increased capacity by
around 25 per cent during peak periods by exploiting the opportunity
presented by life expired signalling and trains to achieve a 34 trains per hour
service. Subsequently, TfL is further optimising infrastructure usage and
operations having gained experience in the last two years to deliver from May
2017 an even greater frequency of 36 trains per hour during peak periods. TfL
is also adopting the same approach with its London Overground North London
line services where it has already increased capacity by 25 per cent
subsequent to the 2011 upgrade through longer trains and will increase
frequency by a further 25 per cent in May 2018.
4.32 In the context of south central London, some example schemes that
contribute towards the overall objective of increased capability through
metroisation could include:


Re-doubling the track from Sutton to Belmont and restoring the second
platform at Belmont station to enable a quarter hourly service. The
additional services support LB Sutton’s plans for regeneration of the
Belmont area with its proposed London Cancer Hub facility and its
potential for 13,000 jobs



Additional reversing facilities at Wallington and Cheam to relieve capacity
constraints imposed by the need to reverse trains at West Croydon and
Sutton



Redevelopment of West Croydon station to create better integration with
other modes and the ongoing redevelopment of Croydon town centre



Creation of a new interchange at Streatham to provide new journey
opportunities for travellers going to different parts of central London

4.33 For southeast London, this could include:


Track enhancements in the Dartford area to relieve capacity constraints
currently imposed by reversing services at this location



Provision of longer loops between Kent House and Penge East to relieve
capacity constraints alongside this section of route



Enhanced interchange capacity and facilities at Lewisham station to
facilitate simpler service patterns and consequential increases in frequency
and capacity
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Provision of a new interchange facility at Brockley between Southeastern,
Southern and London Overground services to enhance network flexibility
and the additional journey opportunities this provides

4.34 All these contribute towards a strategy of metroisation that builds on TfL’s
proven track record for creating additional capacity in a cost effective manner
by making better use of existing infrastructure. Appendix 5 provides further
detail.

5

Working with our partners

Safeguarding and benefitting longer distance rail services
5.1

The proposal for a new DfT-TfL Partnership set out in the Prospectus will
create a new strategic channel of communication in which decisions by one
party that may affect the other’s passenger services can be coordinated and
indeed challenged where necessary. The Partnership would include a formal
role for local authorities from both Greater London and the rest of South East
England, giving a strong voice for local priorities from across the whole region.

5.2

The Prospectus committed TfL to ensuring that there would be no adverse
impacts on the frequency, journey times or stopping patterns of longer
distance services to and from London. Extra capacity on peak local London
services would only be added if there is no negative impact on longer distance
services.

5.3

Network Rail in its independent role as infrastructure manager and system
integrator will remain responsible for allocating train paths and planning the
timetable in accordance with industry practice (specifically the Network Code);
this process is regulated by the Office of Rail and Road to which there is the
right of appeal.

5.4

For Southeastern, an exchange of letters between the Mayor of London and
the Leader of Kent County Council of 22 October 2015 has confirmed the
latter’s acceptance of TfL’s assurances, and support for the transfer of
suburban services to TfL. A subsequent joint letter of 21 July 2016 from the
leaders of Kent, Hertfordshire and Surrey county councils reconfirms support.
Other letters of support are attached in appendix 10.

5.5

The Mayor, and the London Assembly in its scrutiny role, both provide clear
accountability for transport services, and are incentivised to ensure high
quality public transport. And the Secretary of State for Transport in any case
will retain the reserve power to strip the Mayor of devolved services if TfL is
not meeting its obligations.

5.6

The services suitable for transfer to TfL would be ‘stopping’ suburban services
that mainly terminate inside the London boundary (such as at Orpington and
Hayes, and services via the curve at Slade Green, in the case of southeast
London) or just beyond it (such as at Sevenoaks, Dartford and Gravesend). In
practice these principally serve passengers making local journeys in Greater
London: in the example above over 96 per cent of passengers that use the
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services proposed for devolution have origins and destinations wholly within
Greater London. Passengers from Gravesend and Sevenoaks overwhelmingly
use the faster longer-distance services, which would continue to be the
responsibility of the DfT, and would continue to do so. Operations at these two
stations would also remain with the longer-distance operator as it has the
majority of train services there. This is no different to the existing situation at
Watford Junction and Shenfield, where TfL contracted services terminate at
important towns on the edge of the urban area, though most passengers in
practice use the faster longer-distance services also available at both. Both
local transport authorities, Hertfordshire and Essex respectively, are content
with this.
5.7

Following devolution in 2015, there are robust working and contractual
arrangements in place at Liverpool Street and on the shared lines to ensure
that all operators work effectively together. This will apply equally to
operations on future devolved routes where TfL’s operator will share at least
some infrastructure with the DfT’s franchisee.

5.8

It is anticipated that a range of other benefits will arise for longer distance
services as a result of devolution of metro services and the establishment of
the proposed TfL-DfT Partnership. These are covered in more detail in
appendix 6 and include:


More reliable longer distance services, as TfL’s measures to improve the
performance of inner suburban services have a knock on impact and fewer
delays on metro trains means they hold up longer distance trains less too.
TfL estimates that every 1 per cent improvement in the reliability of inner
suburban services will have a small positive impact (0.12 per cent) on
Southeastern longer distance services, other things being equal. In respect
of the 2015 devolution the reliability of Abellio Greater Anglia services has
been stable since the transfer, outperforming the London and the South
East average, which has declined



A clearer market focus for the residual longer distance franchises, enabling
their operators to focus fully on the needs of their longer distance
passengers



Benefits to customers in areas such as harmonised fares, ticketing and
customer service standards, resulting from the work in these areas
progressed by the Partnership which could apply to services both inside
and outside London



An opportunity for better alignment of rail investment and land use
planning (as explained in section 4 above with respect to London) given
the enhanced mechanisms the Partnership will provide for local authorities
to influence rail investment priorities for the South East



The possibility of opportunities for some improvements to journey times, as
explained in the Rail Action Plan for Kent
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Ensuring it is fiscally neutral for DfT
5.9

A condition of transfer of the London Overground network in 2007 and the
West Anglia routes in 2015 was that the impact was financially neutral to the
DfT, including the costs of transition. In practice this was achieved through a
funding agreement between the DfT and TfL and subsequent negotiation and
agreement to a “terms of transfer”, which was informed by detailed work
streams that identified the revenues and costs separately of the re-mapped
passenger services. TfL propose to apply this precedent, that is use the very
similar methodology, and the business case therefore contains no cost to DfT.
Further detail is available in appendix 7.

6

Conclusions and next steps

6.1

This document and its technical annex provides all the compelling evidence
required to demonstrate that rail devolution is the right way forward. TfL
therefore believe the next steps are:


For the Secretary of State to provide, within the necessary timescales, a
letter expressing his intention to devolve suburban rail services in
southeast London – which would enable the DfT to work with TfL on the
detailed arrangements for devolution and enable TfL to initiate the
procurement of an operating concession



For TfL and the DfT to enter into a Partnership to provide strategic
direction for all passenger rail services in London and the South East,
including enhanced mechanisms for local authorities and Local Enterprise
Partnerships to input
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Appendix 1 – Five case business case

Transfer of contracting authority
for Southeastern inner suburban
rail services

Full Business Case Summary
Tables
October 2016
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Strategic Case

v1.0
Transfer of contracting authority for Southeastern
Date
October 2016
inner suburban rail services
Case for change
Problem identification
[What are the problems the scheme is trying to address?]:
The rail services provided on the National Rail network in South London are almost entirely provided
by franchised TOCs under the control of the DfT rather than the Mayor and TfL, despite their
importance to the transport system in the capital. This approach means that these services and the
infrastructure they operate over is not reaching its full potential, either in terms of the quality of service
delivered or its ability to support the continuing growth of the London economy. In particular the
infrastructure provided is not being optimised to deliver the additional capacity required to support the
additional housing and economic activity that London requires both to maintain its prosperity and to
continue its growth. This is in stark contrast to the situation in London’s main international competitors
(including New York and Hong Kong) where additional hosing is being provided on a much greater
scale, threatening London’s competitive position in the global economy.
This situation can be addressed by transferring control over rail services that operate primarily in south
London to the control of the Mayor and TfL (focusing initially on Southeastern), enabling a new
approach to the enhancements of capacity and service quality that will deliver the true potential of the
networks concerned. Much transport related decision making in London is already under the control of
the Mayor and TfL; the transfer of control over Southeastern rail services to the Mayor would represent
a natural progression of an established approach that has undoubtedly been successful on London
Overground (including West Anglia) and TfL Rail, delivering improved service quality and additional
capacity.
Existing arrangements
[Explain what existing arrangements are, and why these are insufficient to solve the problem] :
Currently, the majority of inner London suburban rail services are operated by franchised TOCs
(including Southeastern) as part of larger franchises including long-distance services. The primary
method of incentivising these operators is through revenue. This is suboptimal for passengers using
services that operate primarily in the London area because the revenue generated by these services is
relatively low so the incentive for improvement is less, leading to a focus on more renumerative outer
suburban services. It is also wasteful in the context of inner suburban services where bodies such as
TfL are better placed to manage risks to revenue which arise chiefly from adverse economic
circumstances. TfL’s concessioning approach addresses this problem by removing revenue risk from
the operator and instead incentivising them to deliver through compliance with a series of customer
focused metrics which reflect customer priorities for service quality and ensure appropriate levels of
revenue protection and ticket retailing activity. These metrics are generally applied at a disaggregate
level to ensure that good performance is achieved on a uniform basis, rather than working off broad
averages which can hide pockets of poor performance. This approach also ensures that the local
economic benefits of improved rail services are given due recognition (for example supporting new
housing) which does not normally happen when planning activity is undertaken on a more remote
basis. It also reduces the risk level inherent in the contract for the operator, reducing the cost of bids
received for the operation. TfL’s approach has been proven to deliver a greatly improved quality of
service where the model has been applied, with good results being apparent prior to major investment
in infrastructure to improve service levels. Indeed, the operator of TfL’s London Overground
concession (LOROL) has just won the Passenger Operator of the Year award at the 2016 National Rail
awards which demonstrates the success of this operation and TfL’s approach.
Investment aims
[List the objectives of scheme, and how they will be achieved]:
The proposition for Southeastern would deliver a wide variety of improvements for customers derived
from investment and improved management practice. These are summarised below:
Scheme Name



The achievement in the medium to long term of a better linkage between rail investment and the
economic needs of London;
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A better travel experience for customers suffering from impairments, with staff available at all
times throughout the day to assist them with their journey, ensuring that they do not have to pre
book assistance. This approach increases the confidence of this group in the transport system,
encouraging them to make use of it to access work and social opportunities, enriching their
lives whilst also benefiting the economy;
Improved station facilities and ambience to provide a better travel environment and reduce fear
of crime;
Enhanced levels of station staffing throughout the period when services operate to enable the
delivery of higher levels of customer service together with a more secure travel environment;
Improved train ambience;
Improved operational performance and reliability for inner suburban services which will also
improve the performance of longer distance services. TfL’s performance regime will encourage
a stronger focus on the root causes of poor performance amongst all the parties involved which
will work to the advantage of customers using both inner suburban and outer suburban services;
Increased off peak service levels at times when there is spare capacity, for example on
Sundays;
Lower levels of fraudulent travel, driven by measures to improve ticket retailing through the
provision of more and improved ticket machines as well as measures to actively combat
fraudulent travel, potentially through the installation of more ticket gates and better use of
existing facilities;
Full integration into TfL’s fares and ticketing structures, ensuring consistency of the fare paid by
customers for public transport trips;
Full integration into TfL’s multi modal information systems, providing accurate and joined up
travel advice for customers.

TfL plans that the cost of the transfer and the associated improvements will be funded by (a) moving to
a gross-cost contract where TfL takes the revenue risk, (b) reducing fare evasion and generating more
revenue from improved service quality and (c) cross-subsidy from the wider TfL budget. TfL considers
that the approach proposed is suitable for application to all inner suburban services operating in the
London area within the following franchises: Southeastern, Southern, South West Trains and GTR
(Great Northern). Control over these can be transferred to TfL on a progressive basis as the relevant
franchises are renewed. Southeastern has been prioritised because it is the first franchise to be
renewed within a timescale where a transfer of control is practicable as part of the refranchising
process. A transfer of control can also be achieved during the course of a franchise if appropriate, as
demonstrated by the recent incorporation of the West Anglia routes into the Overground during the
course of the Greater Anglia franchise.
Strategic fit
Economy
[Outline the scheme’s contribution to economic growth] :
TfL has developed separate proposals to increase service levels and capacity on the Southeastern and
Southern networks through Metroisation; these will have a significant economic impact and could be
enacted following the transfer of control over the services to TfL. Indeed, the transfer of these services
would give such proposals a much greater impetus by giving TfL a direct stake in the rail operations
concerned, accelerating the delivery of the additional housing and jobs that London requires to
maintain its economic performance. It is doubtful that Metroisation could be delivered without such a
transfer of control as it would be hard for TfL to persuade the key stakeholders concerned to make the
significant changes and investments required with the status of a party that is only consulted on rail
investment and franchising decisions. It is also highly unlikely that TfL would be able to contribute
financially to such changes if TfL did not have direct control over the outcomes of such investment,
given the scale of funding that is required. Metroisation will not be to the detriment of outer suburban
services which are vital to the functioning of the capital’s economy; indeed it (together with TfL’s
intensive approach to the management of service reliability) has the potential to improve the
performance of these services.
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The concept of Metroisation would implement improvements to track, junctions, signalling and rolling
stock to increase capacity and reduce journey times, helping to unlock the potential of the rail network
in south London and enabling the delivery of additional homes and jobs. Currently this potential is
constrained by the relatively low frequencies and capacity offered by the National Rail network which
Metroisation would address.
London’s housing shortage is now starting to constrain its economy and by extension that of the UK as
a whole. The Department for Communities and Local Government’s (DCLG’s) single departmental
plan has as its first objective as “driving up housing supply” with an ambition to “deliver one million new
homes over the next five years”. It also requires local plans for each area, with the London Plan
identifying the need for 49,000 housing units per year to accommodate forecast levels of population
growth. This contrasts with a house building rate consistently in the range 15,000 - 25,000 per year.
This is a root cause of the rapid increases in property prices observed in London and worsening
affordability, restricting the attractiveness of London as a place to live and limiting the potential labour
market for businesses. Gavin Barwell, Minister for Housing and Planning, noted in a speech on 22
September 2016 that the UK “[hadn’t] built enough homes for a very, very long time” and “as a London
MP, [he] sees the consequences of this failure every week in [his] surgeries”. A key priority for the next
revision of the London Plan will therefore be to identify sites suitable for new housing development,
particularly in outer south London where the current density of housing development is low.
The requirement for additional housing is particularly pertinent in the case of Southeastern as
considerable development is planned to take place within the catchment of the proposed concession
that Metroisation would help to facilitate, alongside other transport projects. The London Plan identifies
the potential capacity for some 40,000 jobs and 42,000 homes in eight opportunity areas and housing
zones in south east London (Charlton, Woolwich, Thamesmead, Erith, Belvedere, Kidbrooke,
Lewisham and Catford) as well as up to 15,000 homes at Ebbsfleet. Since the London Plan was
published, Boroughs in south east London have increased their growth aspirations. In particular,
Bexley have identified the potential for 22,000 new homes and 10,000 new jobs in the north of the
Borough. These plans cannot be realised without the significant investment in transport infrastructure
that Metroisation would provide.
TfL has demonstrated previously that it can deliver projects that successfully create additional capacity
by making the best use of existing rail infrastructure, leveraging funds from other sources. The Gospel
Oak to Barking route provides an excellent example of this. TfL successfully lobbied for electrification
of this route (contributing £90 million to the cost of this and associated activities), enabling the doubling
of train service capacity whilst also improving the capability of the line for other operators, notably
freight. The capacity offered by Overground services on the West London Line services has been more
than doubled through a judicious combination of train and platform lengthening plus the provision of a
new reversing facility at Willesden Junction, supporting major developments along this route including
those at Shepherds Bush and Earls Court. TfL worked effectively with Network Rail to jointly fund these
enhancements.
TfL’s ability to make the best possible use of existing infrastructure in an effective manner has also
been shown on the Underground network. This can be demonstrated on the Victoria line where TfL has
increased capacity by c25% during peak periods by exploiting the opportunity presented by life expired
signalling and trains, combining replacement of these with small scale investment in terminal reversing
facilities and changed operational practices to deliver an ultra high frequency service of 36 trains per
hour throughout the line during peak periods.
Metroisation builds on TfL’s existing reputation for creating additional capacity in a cost effective
manner by making better use of existing infrastructure, limiting the need for investment in the creation
of new routes to where this is strictly required to relieve acute capacity constraints and unlock major
development opportunities (as is the case with Crossrail 2). In the context of Southeastern the
relatively small scale investments that could be pursued include:
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•

Track enhancements in the Dartford area to relieve capacity constraints currently imposed by
reversing services at this location;
• Provision of longer loops between Kent House and Penge East to relieve capacity constraints
alongside this section of route;
• Enhanced interchange capacity and facilities at Lewisham station to facilitate greater
segregation of services and consequential increases to capacity and improvements to
frequency;
• Provision of a new interchange facility at Brockley between Southeastern, Southern and London
Overground services to enhance network flexibility and provide additional journey opportunities.
TfL’s ability to integrate transport improvements with development has already benefitted various
locations in south east London. Nine thousand new homes have been delivered in Woolwich as a
result of investment in a DLR extension, as well as Crossrail. The 15,000 homes being developed at
the Greenwich Peninsula are only possible because of TfL’s investment in the Jubilee Line at North
Greenwich, and the 10,000 homes at Lewisham have been supported by the DLR extension to the
town centre, providing a new direct link with employment centre of Canary Wharf. The adoption of the
Metroisation approach on the Southeastern rail network would build on this success.
Carbon
2013-2017

Carbon impact (tCO2e)
2018-2022
2023-2027
for budget period
Traded sector
Miminal
Non-traded sector
Miminal
[Further comment]:
There would be a small carbon impact arising from the additional rail vehicles and vehicle kilometrage
that would operate following the transfer. This has the potential to be offset by a reduction in car travel
as more passengers divert to use public transport due to the improved quality of service that the
transfer will provide, particularly during off peak periods when road congestion is less acute and
journey times therefore more competitive.
Policy fit
[Briefly explain how the scheme interacts with existing infrastructure and other planned investments]:
The transfer aligns with the Government’s policy of improving the quality of rail services and ensuring
that they facilitate economic growth through increasing accessibility to jobs and supporting housing
development.
Contribution to sponsoring organisation’s objectives and wider Government aims
[Explain fit with transport objectives, and also any impact on wider Government / regional / other objectives] :
The transfer will deliver improved service quality and capacity on inner suburban services, both of
which are key priorities for the Mayor as he seeks to deliver an improved quality of life and better
economic opportunities for all Londoners through the promotion of growth and an increased housing
supply, which also align with the priorities of the government. The commitment of the Mayor and TfL to
the transfer has recently been reaffirmed in a paper submitted to the TfL Board meeting held on 22 nd
September 2016.
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Economic Case

v1.0

Transfer of contracting authority for Southeastern inner
October 2016
Scheme Name
Date
suburban rail services
Economic Summary
Initial
Adjusted
Value for Money
PV Benefits (£m)
1,653
N/A
Very High
PV Costs (£m)
385
N/A
BCR
4.29 to 1
N/A
Assumptions
Appraisal period of 20 years, based on the average expected life of the capex investment made.
Background annual demand growth of 2% pa throughout the duration of the appraisal period before the
impacts generated by the proposal.
An improvement in train service reliability of 3% (Public Performance Measure) and 5% (Right Time)
across all services currently operated by the incumbent TOC.
The following additional resources are assumed to be required to support the separation of the existing
franchise:




32 train drivers;
21 additional revenue protection inspectors;
24 additional vehicles.

As changes have been made to the base case since the original work to evaluate the resource levels
was undertaken in 2012/13, TfL considers that the number of additional train drivers and additional
vehicles which will be required is lower than that suggested by the incumbent TOC. The planned
remapping of the Gillingham to Charing Cross services with associated drivers and rolling stock to the
GTR franchise has, in TfL’s assessment, reduced the number of additional drivers needed from 56 to
32 in conjunction with the other factors discussed below. It has also contributed to a reduction in the
number of extra vehicles needed for metro operations as the remapped Gillingham services will be
operated by Class 700 units compatible with the signalling system installed throughout the Thameslink
Core. Additionally, TfL’s analysis of station workings at Charing Cross suggests that the former
practice of covering inner suburban services with mainline trains for operational convenience during
the contra-peak has been reduced. These factors, combined with the significant number of additional
mainline units (Class 377/1) Southeastern expects to introduce by the end of 2017, mean that TfL is
confident that the original estimate of +60 vehicles to cover the metro / mainline split can be reduced to
+24 vehicles (6 x 4-car or equivalent).
TfL considers that it will prove possible to reduce the number of additional station staff required to
deliver staffing throughout the day at all stations managed by the Concession through the redistribution
of existing staff from their current roles where these are sub optimal from a customer service
perspective, for example the multiple crewing of ticket offices at quiet times.
TfL’s concession contract will lead to a saving on the margin charged by the current franchisee for
accepting revenue risk. This saving is worth the equivalent of 2% of the revenue earnt by the proposed
Southeastern concession.
TfL’s concession contract will lead to a reduced level of ticketless travel worth 4% of the revenue earnt
by the proposed Southeastern concession.
Key Risks, Sensitivities and Uncertainties
There are few risks or uncertainties associated with the economic case, given that it is based on a tried
and tested approach to improving the quality of the rail service.
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A sensitivity has been generated focusing solely on those elements of the business case that the DfT
could not enact separately as part of their franchising and general rail planning processes. This
sensitivity analysis was requested previously by the DfT when the transfer last underwent formal
evaluation by the Department in spring 2013; the elements covered (which are listed below) reflect the
configuration of this previous sensitivity:
 Savings in bus operating costs arising from the effective planning of capacity on corridors
across all modes by TfL;
 Costs associated with the separation of the existing franchise into two elements: a TfL let
concession and an ongoing franchise covering outer suburban and High Speed services;
 Revenue gain from the incorporation of the Southeastern Concession into TfL’s marketing
materials and processes;
 Additional one off and regular costs associated with the Concession, including project
management costs, costs for additional management staff, etc;
 Revenue gain from improved revenue protection practice under TfL’s incentive regime;
 Savings arising from the reduced revenue risk premium charged by the operator of the
Concession due to the contractual framework employed by TfL.
The benefit cost ratio for the sensitivity is revenue positive so the sensitivity delivers very high value for
money.
Impacts
Adjusted BCR Monetised Impacts
N/A
All impacts that can be monetised are included above.
Impacts
Positive Non-Monetised Impacts
Scale of Impact
Economic
The transfer will facilitate increases to train service capacity
High
Development
and frequency that will help to deliver significant
development in south east London, as detailed in the section
above on the Strategic Case for the change.
Integration

The transfer will deliver significant integration benefits to
customers by simplifying fares and ticketing as well as
improving the provision of multimodal customer information.

High

Funding and
planning

TfL is well placed to deliver a better alignment of planning
and delivery activity across all transport modes for the
following reasons:
 It can achieve alignment of transport capacity with
planning for new developments through its close
relationship with the GLA and local authorities;
 It can use its links to local authorities and other industry
parties to ensure that opportunities for third party funding
are leveraged in an effective manner, reducing the cost
of projects to the public sector;
 It will also enable better coordination of service provision
between modes including buses, reducing costs by
ensuring an appropriate level of capacity is provided
along corridors across all modes.

High

Benefits to
All day station staffing will ensure that customers with
customers suffering impairments can access the transport network and receive
impairments
the assistance that they need when using it without the
requirement to pre book.

Moderate

Impacts
Environmental

Scale of Impact
Small

Negative Non-Monetised Impacts
Carbon impact of producing extra vehicles and operating
additional vehicle miles.
Change in Benefit or Cost required to
Change in
New Value for
change Value for Money category
Benefit or Cost Money Category
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Likelihood of
New Value for

Money Category
N/A
N/A

Benefit
Cost
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Financial Case
Scheme Name
Promoting
Authority
Overall net cost
of scheme

v1.0

Transfer of contracting authority for Southeastern inner suburban rail services
Transport for London
£375m

Main expenditure sources (£m)
Local Authority
Third Party
Department for Transport
TOTAL PLANNED COST (ALL
FIGURES ARE NET COSTS)

Cost to DfT

FY
16/17
10.8
0.0
0.0
10.8

FY
17/18
13.8
0.0
0.0
13.8

Summary Financials
£0m
Available
budget
Scheme Costs
FY
FY
FY
FY
18/19
19/20
20/21
21/22
88.3
86.7
78.7
25.9
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
88.3
86.7
78.7
25.9

n/a

FY
22/23
22.9
0.0
0.0
22.9

FY
23/24
23.5
0.0
0.0
23.5

Date

October 2016

Contingent
Liabilities

n/a

FY
24/25
23.9
0.0
0.0
23.9

Total
374.6
0.0
0.0
374.6

Budgetary Impact Summary
Anticipated Funding & Financing Arrangements
TfL has agreed to bear all the incremental costs of the transfer. In the context of the overall TfL Budget (c£8bn in 2012/13) these additional costs are
relatively small, and it is consistent with government policy on decentralisation that the Mayor and the TfL Board should determine their own spending
priorities. TfL will meet any reasonable costs that the DfT incur during the process of enacting the transfer; these will include legal and project
management fees. The above forecasts include the net impact of the reduced fares TfL plans to introduce following the transfer.
Financial Risks
There are no significant financial risks associated with the proposal, as it is based on a tried and tested process which has proven to be successful.
Accounting and Budgeting Issues (including classification and balance sheet impact)
[Where relevant, specify particular issues relating to the accounting treatment and budgetary classification including the impact on the balance sheet] :
There are no balance sheet issues for the Department. Responsibility for accounting for DfT grant and any assets purchased as part of the scheme
will lie with TfL.
Regularity and Propriety Issues
[Summary of regularity and propriety issues including HMT clearances required/sought] :
The ORR will provide regulatory oversight for all the services covered by the transfer, providing a guarantee that TfL will not be able to exercise undue
influence over the allocation of capacity on the network to the detriment of other parties.
HMT clearance is not required for this change, although they retain an interest and are being kept informed on progress.
Additional notes
[Identify any substantial points not already covered]:
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Commercial Case

v1.0
October 2016

Scheme Name Transfer of contracting authority for Southeastern
Date
inner suburban rail services
Key Outputs/Deliverables/Success factors
[Outline the key outputs/deliverables/ success factors for the project]:
 TfL, the DfT and the incumbent TOC agree the specification for the transfer, and ensure this is
incorporated into the documentation for the franchising and concessioning competitions;
 Terms of Transfer agreed between TfL and the DfT , including necessary safeguards and
conditions;
 Statutory Instrument enacted to de-designate services to be transferred from the franchised railway;
 Incumbent TOC to carry out operational split of the business into two separate management units
to support the transfer and the franchising/concessioning process;
 TfL to run competition for the concession to operate the service and ensure this starts within the
required timescale. The proposed programme for the concession letting process is provided at the
end.
Capability and Skills
[Describe internal / external expertise assigned for the project]:
 The DfT and the incumbent TOC will need to provide project management and legal support to the
process. TfL will fund any reasonable requirements in this area;
 TfL will utilise its existing concession letting team to support the process, supplemented by the use
of contracted external experts to cover the following areas:
o Technical and commercial support, particularly during the concessioning process;
o Project management;
o Legal advice;
o Marketing and branding;
o Operations;
o Management of interfaces with other rail industry bodies, including Network Rail and the
ORR.
 The transfer has the potential to reduce the cost of delivering rail projects as the two relevant public
sector organisations (Network Rail and TfL) can work together directly to reduce the level of risk
and margin that the TOCs charge when they are involved in this type of activity. This is particularly
relevant to the forthcoming implementation of projects related to the Digital Railway concept.
Procurement strategy & sourcing options
[Summary of present/future market, procurement route and specification for delivery] :
TfL would let the contract for the concession to run the services to be transferred. This would be done
on a competitive basis using OJEU and would be fully integrated with the DfT’s franchise letting
process. The two organisations have worked jointly in the past to recruit operators so there is a clear
precedent for this process operating successfully.
Documentation
[Outline required documentation and their status within the procurement procedure] :
All the documentation required to support the franchising and concessioning processes would be
completed by the DfT and TfL respectively.
Financing arrangements, and payment mechanisms
[Outline financing arrangements, and future mechanisms including incentives] :
 TfL to let and manage contract with concessionaire, funding additional enhancements either
through savings or by reprioritisation from elsewhere in their Business Plan;
 TfL would be responsible for funding all access charges incurred by their concessionaire, through
the concession agreement where appropriate;
 The financial impact of transferring the existing operation to TfL will be managed so neither the DfT
nor TfL gains or loses financially from the change;
 The transfer and financial transfers would be permanent, although the DfT would remain the
ultimate operator of last resort in the event that TfL defaulted on its commitment to run the service.
Personnel issues including TUPE
29

[Summarise any issues and numbers affected]:



TUPE arrangements would apply to staff transferring to the new Concessionaire. Pensions would
also need to be subdivided;
 Additional drivers and other staff would need to be recruited to facilitate the separation of the
services, as described in the section above covering the Economic Case for the change.
Risk allocation and transfer
[Summarise how risk is transferred as part of contracting process]:
 TfL intends to run transferring services under a gross cost contract, such that revenue risk is taken
by TfL rather than the concession. This is the model used by TfL for most of the other rail services
that it contracts, including the Overground, TfL Rail and the DLR;
 TfL will therefore bear the cost and other risks associated with the transfer process, provided that
these are not realised by negligence on the part of other parties, including the DfT.
Contract management
[Detailed timetable including milestones key to contracting process, and project duration]:
The specification for the transfer would need to be agreed by both parties prior to the commencement
of the process of reletting the existing Southeastern franchise. The refranchising and concession
letting processes would then proceed for completion during 2018.
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Management Case
Scheme Name

Transfer of contracting authority for Southeastern inner
Date
suburban rail services
Governance
Senior Responsible
Tbc
Project/Programme
Tbc
Owner
Manager

v1.0
October 2016

[Include a brief description of the governance structure, linking roles and responsibilities with accountability including
delegations]:

The Rail Prospectus issued in January 2016 sets out proposals for a shared approach to the
management of rail services in London and South East England, including the transfer of Southeastern
inner suburban rail services and providing the framework for a partnership to deliver this without
compromising the interests of any of the customers who use the services affected. The activities of this
partnership will ultimately be governed by the regulatory structures that apply to the entire rail industry:
these will ensure that TfL and other parties cannot unduly influence the capacity allocation process,
protecting the interests of all parties involved.
TfL can provide an established, successful team to lead the process of specifying, procuring and
managing a Southeastern inner suburban concession drawing on the wide body of experience that
exists across the TfL business in this area, contributing effectively to realising the aims of the
partnership.
Are governance arrangements in place?
Yes
Risk management
[Include a summary of the main risks derived from scheme risk register, together with an assessment of the effectiveness of
any mitigating actions.]:




DfT capacity to deliver the transfer alongside its existing refranchising programme;
Costs rise due to unforeseen problems, e.g. due diligence raises issues; RoSCos negotiate tougher
terms for rolling stock than anticipated;
 Industrial relations due to the staff movements required.
Has a risk management strategy/plan been completed?
No
Have key risks been identified and managed?
Yes
Project plan
[Identify the key milestones and dependencies. Assess the resources required to deliver the project]:
Critical path for the programme includes:
 Contract/specification negotiation in time for refranchising process;
 Driver training and recruitment.
A draft programme for the Southeastern transfer has been provided which is shown provided at the
end.
Has a project plan been produced containing the above elements?
Yes
Communications and stakeholder management
[Identify the key milestones and dependencies, including all approvals processes that will be required. Assess the
resources required to deliver the project]:

The proposals have already been communicated widely to the key stakeholders and have gained
widespread cross-party support across London and further afield, as evidenced by the results of the
consultation on the joint Rail Prospectus published by the DfT and TfL in January 2016. Recent opinion
surveys of Londoners have demonstrated that they support the transfer of control over rail services to
the Mayor, recognising the benefits that this delivers. This is true across all age groups, amongst those
who are in work and the unemployed and those who live in north and south London. A letter of support
for the transfer has been received from Kent County Council (on 22 October 2015). More recently the
leaders Kent, Hertfordshire and Surrey County Councils all wrote to the Department of Transport (on
21 July 2016) urging that progress is made on the transfer of inner suburban rail services in London to
TfL. The proportion of total journeys made on the services provided by the proposed Southeastern
Concession that travel beyond the London boundary is 4%, so it is not a significant provider of
transport services beyond the London area.
Has a communications plan been produced?
No
Has a stakeholder analysis been carried out?
Yes
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Benefits realisation
[Include all the high level benefits and how they will be managed, measured (both quantitative & qualitative) and
monitored]:

TfL will evaluate the benefits fully to inform any further transfer proposals and demonstrate the value
that they deliver. The transfer process and its outcomes have already been thoroughly tested on
London Overground and shown to be a success across a variety of metrics. TfL plans to run various
surveys to measure levels of fraudulent travel and customer satisfaction across a variety of attributes
these can be used to evaluate the effectiveness of the enhancements that have been introduced.
Has a benefits realisation plan been completed?
No
Assurance
[Include a summary of the assurance processes used eg Gateway Review, Peer review, independent challenge] :
The project planning undertaken to date has been carried out jointly by TfL and DfT, consulting with the
incumbent TOC and has consequently involved a high degree of mutual challenge, although there has
not been separate independent challenge as yet. The separation process and establishment of a new
concession would be intensively managed within TfL, with the relevant management boards retaining
close oversight of it.
Have assurance and approvals plans been developed?
No

32

Proposed timeline for letting the Southeastern Concession

The timeline ends in November 2018, but could be extended to December 2018 to coincide with the timetable change date.
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Appendix 2 – Further detail on the proposal
1

Concession model

1.1

If the Secretary of State agrees to devolve further suburban services to TfL, the
options available to TfL for managing them are to:
 Operate the relevant service groups on a basis similar to the current DfT
franchises
 Operate on a concession basis, the approach currently used for London
Overground, TfL Rail and Docklands Light Railway – which is the approach
planned to be adopted

1.2

Under the concession model TfL pays the operator a set fee for delivering the
specified level of service. A performance regime enables the operator to earn
bonuses for performance above a particular benchmark, while deductions are
charged when performance falls short. Fares income is retained by TfL, rather
than the system mostly used by the DfT under which it is retained by the operator.
The risk that passenger demand might rise or fall as a result of economic factors
such as employment levels is, therefore, also retained by TfL. As part of the GLA
family and with its capital reserves and diverse sources of income, TfL is better
placed than an individual train company to manage these risks across the whole
of London’s public transport network and plan services accordingly; TfL is also
able to invest in services for the long term to support London’s wider growth and
development, including housing growth.

1.3

Specifically the concession model enables TfL to:
 Deploy people with the skills, knowledge and experience to deliver efficiently
and effectively; and bring the necessary level of focus in overseeing the train
operator to ensure excellent service delivery on complex urban railways
 Provide very clear incentives for operators to deliver the best possible
reliability and customer service. In particular, requiring a minimum level of
performance on all services and at all stations avoids pockets of poor
performance being hidden, which can be the case when performance
measures target broad averages
 Use the revenue from the extra passenger journeys that the improvements
have encouraged to put back into further service enhancements
 Achieve a greater degree of integration between different public transport
services, focused on a specific type of customer journey demand and local
development

2

Geographic scope

2.1

In general the services that would be suitable for transfer to TfL would be
‘stopping’ suburban services that terminate inside (or sometimes just beyond) the
London boundary – as they principally serve the 96 per cent of passengers
making local journeys in Greater London.
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2.2

Specifically, TfL has identified the following groups of suburban services that
would be suitable for transfer to TfL. All of these services are part of current DfTmanaged franchises that will end between 2017 and 2021:
 To/from Charing Cross, Cannon Street and Victoria serving southeast London
to Dartford, Gravesend, Hayes, Orpington, Bromley North and Sevenoaks
(current franchise ends in June 2018)
 To/from London Bridge and Victoria serving south central London to Sutton,
Epsom Downs, Epsom and West Croydon plus Southern services along the
west London line (current franchise ends in September 2021)
 To/from Waterloo serving southwest London to Chessington South,
Shepperton, Hampton Court, Dorking, and Kingston and Hounslow loop
services (current franchise ends in June 2017)
 To/from Moorgate serving north central London to Welwyn Garden City and
Stevenage via Hertford North (current franchise ends September 2021)

2.3

Most of the London terminals served by these ‘inner’ services also host longer
distance ‘outer’ services to/from destinations distant from London, with limited
stops inside Greater London. Those outer services would remain the
responsibility of the DfT. TfL is clear that there would be no prospect of the users
of outer services being disadvantaged by the devolution proposals for inner
services. TfL has developed with Kent County Council a series of safeguards to
ensure this. Kent, Surrey and Hertfordshire County Councils – the local
authorities adjacent to the areas of London in which the services identified
operate – have all made clear in writing their support for the devolution proposals.

3

Timescales

3.1

When services were devolved previously the process took a minimum of two
years. Typically a joint project board involving TfL, the DfT and the incumbent
operator would be set up, supported by a project manager for each organisation
and a series of working groups on specific issues. Issues would include defining
the precise boundaries of the transfer and agreeing the split of resources, staff
and liabilities between the new TfL-appointed suburban operator and the DfT
longer distance operator. In parallel, both TfL and the DfT would need to
undertake procurement exercises for their respective new train operating
companies, so that they were in place to take over services from the incumbent
when the existing franchise ended.

3.2

TfL has thoroughly prepared the technical ground to enable this process to begin.
The next step would be written agreement in principle from the Secretary of State
signalling his intention to devolve further rail services, consequently enabling the
DfT to engage with us on the detailed planning and mobilisation. Without this
instruction, the DfT will continue to deliver the previously published refranchising
programme, which does not include devolution to TfL.

3.3

The Southeastern franchise ends on 24 June 2018, though the DfT has an option
to extend this for up to seven periods (that is until 5 January 2019). A written
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agreement in principle for devolution of the relevant services in southeast London
is therefore needed soon given the two year duration required.
3.4

For services to/from Waterloo, the 2017 refranchising date will not allow sufficient
lead time for a transfer to be planned and implemented. A date around 2020
would be more achievable, but provision for the relevant services to transfer
ideally needs to be included within the new DfT franchise that starts in 2017.

4

Southeastern’s devolution proposal

4.1

TfL has access to Southeastern’s own devolution proposal from April 2016 by
which services and supporting resources would be separated in a process under
one entity and managed by them. Updated from the original 2013 report,
Southeastern recommends a 2-2½ year programme including six months of
‘shadow running’ in which the two separated business units (‘metro’ and
‘mainline’) would both be operated by the incumbent to test its robustness.

4.2

It finds among other things that separation requires additional rolling stock and
train driver resource, though it does not at this stage take account of the proposed
remapping to GTR of the Gillingham service to Charing Cross service, nor of the
proposed capacity enhancement to enable 12-car trains. Both are expected to
have a material impact that would reduce the requirement for extra staff and
vehicles, and TfL has taken the likely impact into account.

4.3

TfL also suggests that the DfT and TfL procurement competitions could run in
parallel for both the metro and mainline operations, which is deliverable within a
two year horizon as long the competition starts in earnest as soon as possible. It
is analogous to a number of examples where franchise boundaries have been
redrawn, service groups and resources re-mapped and concurrent competitions
undertaken such as:
 The split of Silverlink into London Midland and London Overground in 2007
 The remapping of routes between Northern and TransPennine Express in
early 2016
 The removal of Liverpool Street – Shenfield services and West Anglia inner
services in 2015 from Greater Anglia to TfL Rail and London Overground
respectively

4.4

While TfL expect separation to be cost neutral on a like for like basis in the
medium-term, if there is a need to recruit extra drivers early or other separation
costs, TfL would pick up the cost and/or pay Southeastern accordingly.

5

TfL’s preferred approach

5.1

TfL’s preferred approach would work as follows:
 Southeastern’s service groups are identified as either metro or mainline. TfL
has identified the relevant services already, and a version of this is reflected in
Southeastern’s analysis from April 2016
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 A common data room is set up for both competitions and bidders selected
independently for each procurement and competitions run in parallel.
Southeastern's assessment of how this would work is preferably shared by
agreement with bidders having been validated by both DfT and TfL that this
works in resource terms (i.e. drivers, rolling stock, requirement for trading
requirements, etc.)
 Competitions are completed with sufficient time for winning bidders to
mobilise, undertaking their preparations in advance of the commencement
date for both Metro and Mainline. The risk of changes can be dealt with in the
mobilization period
 New diagrams for both train crew and rolling stock are put in place on
commencement date, as now with a new franchise
5.2

The summary timeline is shown below.
Figure 1: Potential timeline for transfer of inner suburban services in southeast
London
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6

Mitigating risks

6.1

Discussion to date has identified three key risks that need to be addressed.

Drivers
6.2

Where additional drivers are needed, these should be hired in advance by giving
an instruction to Southeastern to recruit and train drivers and then assign them to
successful bidders at the point of commencement, thereby avoiding driver
shortage risk.

Rolling stock
6.3

There need be no surprises with respect to rolling stock given the work done to
date, and indeed it may be more straight-forward if the proposed capacity
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enhancement project goes ahead. Where additional rolling stock is needed, it can
be sourced in the normal manner through bids from ROSCOs which currently
have rolling stock coming off hire. The risk can be mitigated through early
engagement with ROSCOs, or internal DfT consultation on scenarios. The exact
amount does need consideration given Southeastern’s proposals to DfT for more
capacity and the emerging remapping of the service to/from Gillingham from
Southeastern to GTR – as this is likely to reduce the requirement.
6.4

Contractually DfT would agree the overall timetable for both Southeastern and
GTR to deliver from May 2018. TfL would make sure that we can clearly identify
those services which are transferring to TfL at an individual train level, and
participate in the process to define the resources needed to deliver them. This will
be more straight-forward given the transfer is at a different date from any
timetable change. There is no plan for TfL to change the timetable in 2019 or
2020.

Shadow running
6.5

There is no need for a lengthy shadow running period by Southeastern as long as
there is sufficient mobilisation time for successful bidders to ensure all resources,
including timetables, can be implemented efficiently and effectively. TfL will
commit to no early timetable changes which makes this more readily achievable.
It would be also possible to extend mobilization by extending the franchise by
(say) four periods to 13 October 2018 or five periods to 10 November 2018, both
within the seven period option that DfT already has. This would de-risk the
transfer further by moving transfer comfortably past the May 2018 timetable
change date.

6.6

Trading agreements can be set up for train-crew and for maintenance pending full
separation. Traction and route knowledge is not lost overnight, nor is the ability to
maintain the trains. Southeastern have worked with train-crew trading for years,
providing drivers (and conductors) for former First Capital Connect services.
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Appendix 3 – Evidence on performance impacts
1

Background

1.1

TfL is already responsible for a number of devolved suburban rail services,
currently branded London Overground or TfL Rail. London Overground provides
orbital links around inner London as well as the ‘stopping’ suburban services
to/from Euston and one group of suburban services to/from Liverpool Street
(known as ‘West Anglia’). TfL Rail provides the other group of suburban services
to/from Liverpool Street, on the line to Shenfield. In 2018 TfL will also take over
responsibility for suburban services from Paddington which will be amalgamated
with TfL Rail and the new Crossrail tunnels across central London to form the
Elizabeth line.

1.2

Currently 228m journeys a year are made on TfL’s devolved rail services. Once
the Elizabeth line opens fully this will rise to 411m journeys, or 57 per cent of
journeys on ‘stopping’ suburban rail services in London. The majority of these
services are north of the river. London Underground also has limited coverage
south of the river for historical reasons. Consequently large parts of south London
are reliant on rail services operated by franchised train operating companies,
appointed by the DfT, for which TfL and the Mayor have no responsibility.

1.3

The evidence shows clear and measurable benefits for customers on services
that have already been devolved, and TfL believes similar benefits could be
achieved for other services should they transfer in future.

2

The original London Overground (since 2007)

2.1

When TfL took over the former Silverlink franchise in 2007, which formed the first
phase of the London Overground, it was one of the worst performing railways of
its type in the country in terms of delayed trains, passenger satisfaction and
ticketless travel. By 2010/11 there had been big improvements in all three of
these measures, as well as a significant increase in journeys as the improved
service became more popular. Detailed figures are provided in Table 1.
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Table 1: Performance improvements on London Overground between 2006/07
(the last full reporting year under the previous operator) and 2010/11
Performance measure

2006/0714

2010/1115

Change

Overall customer satisfaction16

73%

87%

14 point increase

Delayed trains17

8.8%

5.1%

42% reduction

Fare evasion

12.6%

1.8%

86% reduction

Passenger journeys

25m

41m

65% increase

2.2

The turnaround was remarkable as it was during a period of extensive and
disruptive infrastructure works being conducted by TfL and Network Rail. After
2010/11 the benefits of those improvements began to be felt, building on the early
gains, leading to further rapid growth in journeys – the network is now used by six
times as many people as in 2007 on a like-for-like basis, with 155m journeys in
2015/16.The package of infrastructure improvements included an upgrade of
track and signalling infrastructure, as well as platform extensions, which together
allowed brand new, longer trains to be introduced and service frequencies to be
significantly enhanced. All stations were thoroughly refurbished. TfL opened the
newly extended East London line as part of the Overground, and subsequently
extended it further to Clapham Junction.

2.3

These improvements happened because being responsible for passenger
services put TfL in a very strong position to both work with Network Rail to
prioritise infrastructure improvements on these routes, and secure funding from a
range of sources to put together a comprehensive package.

3

West Anglia services (since 2015)

3.1

Services between Liverpool Street and Chingford, Cheshunt and Enfield Town
(‘West Anglia’) became TfL’s responsibility in May 2015. Comparing the last four
reporting periods under the previous operator with the same periods one year
later, TfL has delivered significant reductions in delayed trains and ticketless
travel, and significant increases in passenger satisfaction with many elements of
the service. Passenger journeys have grown strongly. Detailed figures are
provided in Table 2.

3.2

The improvements on West Anglia have been delivered using the same
infrastructure and trains inherited from the previous operator. Improvements for
customers have been down to TfL’s incentive model for the train operator – which
is based on on time trains and customer satisfaction rather than financial
performance. The operator is required to work in close partnership with rolling

14

2006/07 was the last full railway reporting year before TfL took over these services in November 2007.
The end of 2010/11 was around three and a half years after TfL took over these services, and before
the benefits of the major infrastructure investment began to be felt by customers.
16
As measured by the Transport Focus National Rail Passenger Survey.
17
The percentage of trains that arrived at their final destination more than five minutes after the scheduled
time. These figures are calculated from the rail industry standard Public Performance Measure.
15
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stock maintainers, Network Rail and TfL itself, to ensure a collective focus on
customer service. Under this regime there have been: additional staff and
training; refurbishment of stations and trains; improved regular station and train
cleaning and maintenance; enhanced, integrated real-time information; additional
ticket gates; measures to eliminate the causes of delays; and faster response to
infrastructure failures to minimise their impact. New rolling stock is under
construction and will start to be introduced in 2018.
Table 2: Performance improvements on West Anglia services between the last
four periods under the previous operator and the same periods one year later
Performance measure

P12 2014/15
– P2 2015/16

P12 2015/16
– P2 2016/17

Change

Overall customer satisfaction18

74%

77%

3 point increase

40%

83%

43 point increase

49%

81%

32 point increase

63%

78%

15 point increase

Delayed trains19

4.8%

4.0%

15% reduction

Fare evasion20

14.5%

2.1%

86% reduction

Passenger journeys21

9m

11m

27% increase

Selected specific measures:
- Satisfaction with station staff
availability
- Satisfaction with station
cleanliness
- Satisfaction with information
about train times

3.3

When TfL’s rail services are measured against other comparable UK train
companies, the rate of improvement has been well above the norm. Figure 1
shows that the proportion of trains arriving on time has risen markedly in the last
year on all three devolved services, whereas several similar train operators saw
significant declines.

18

As measured by the Transport Focus National Rail Passenger Survey, comparing spring 2015 to spring
2016.
19
The percentage of trains that arrived at their final destination more than five minutes after the scheduled
time. These figures are calculated from the rail industry standard Public Performance Measure.
20
Data from before the transfer to TfL is from a one-off survey conducted in January 2015. TfL has now
implemented quarterly ticketless travel monitoring; the figure from after TfL took over is the average of Q4
2015/16 and Q1 2016/17.
21
Passenger journey figures are for the periods specified only. For comparison, the total journeys
recorded in 2015/16 were 33m. Journey figures are measured by the ticketing system: the strong growth
seen is due partly to the reduction in ticketless travel, partly to actual growth in demand, and partly to
improvements in reporting methodology. Background passenger demand growth across all train operators
in London and the South East is currently running at around 5 per cent year on year.
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Figure 1: Change in Public Performance Measure (the percentage of trains
arriving at their final destination within five minutes of the scheduled time) on
comparable train operators over one year
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Appendix 4 – Rail devolution and its role in meeting London’s
housing challenge
London’s rapid growth needs to be supported by investment in transport
1.1

London has transformed itself into an internationally competitive World City,
resulting in the creation of 1.1million jobs since 2000 or 28 per cent of total growth
in England. This has been accompanied by major structural shifts away from
manufacturing towards services, driving significant increases in productivity and
tax revenue. Strong economic growth is expected to continue, with the Further
Alterations to the London Plan (FALP) originally forecasting 5.8 million jobs in
London by 2036, a figure which was recently updated by the GLA to 6.5million
jobs due to much stronger recent levels of growth.

1.2

Partly driven by strong economic growth, the scale and pace of population growth
in London has also been much greater than previously envisaged. The revised
population projections set out in the FALP forecast London’s population rising
from 8.2 million in 2011 to 10.1 million in 2036. Additional projections that have
been prepared by the GLA to support the Mayor of London’s 2050 Infrastructure
Plan show a central forecast for 2050 of 11.3 million.

1.3

This growth will result in a significant increase in demand for transport. With
limited space to accommodate additional vehicular trips on the highway network,
TfL estimates that there will be a 50-60 per cent increase in trips on public
transport, and up to an 80 per cent increase in rail trips by 2050.

1.4

Investment in the Capital’s transport network, accompanied by policies to support
sustainable growth, is therefore critical to support economic growth and maintain
the quality of life of the city’s residents and workers. If the right levels of
investment in transport are not forthcoming, this will result in increased
overcrowding, poor service reliability and congestion and additional costs for
businesses, constraining economic growth and London’s position as one of the
world’s most competitive cities.

London’s housing shortage is constraining its economy
1.5

The FALP identifies the need for 49,000 housing units per year to accommodate
forecast levels of population growth. However, London’s house building rate has
consistently been at a rate of just 15,000 - 25,000 per year. This is in stark
contrast to its international competitors such as New York and Hong Kong, which
are delivering housing more quickly. London’s failure to build enough homes to
keep pace with the growth in population has resulted in rapid increases in prices
and worsening affordability, restricting the attractiveness of London as a place to
live and limiting the potential labour market for businesses.

1.6

The London Housing Strategy is clear that a shortage of suitable homes for
London’s workforce is just as great a barrier to growth as an underperforming
transport network22. This view is also reflected in business surveys. A recent
London First report notes that, “Housing is the fastest rising concern for

22

Mayor of London. Homes for London. The London Housing Strategy. June 2014.
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businesses, and today 73% of London’s businesses think London’s housing
supply and costs are a significant risk to the capital’s economic growth.”23
1.7

The housing shortage also has other damaging effects to London’s economy. If
workers are paying an increasing proportion of their incomes in housing costs, it
reduces their disposable income. Londoners’ average disposable income
remaining after housing costs has been on a downward trajectory for five
years.24 This impacts on local economies, affecting jobs in outer London in
particular, since less disposable income is made available for consumption of
local goods and services.

The strategy for delivering housing growth requires us to maximise opportunities
around stations
1.8

The strategy for accommodating housing and population growth is set out within
FALP. The underlying philosophy of the Plan is to accommodate growth within the
capital’s boundaries without intruding on its protected green and open spaces.
This is also supported by the current Mayor, who pledged in his manifesto to
protect the Green Belt and other open spaces such as Metropolitan Open Land.

1.9

The London Plan has identified the potential for 420,000 housing units. This is
enough for 8.5 years of London’s housing growth, at the identified need of 49,000
new homes per annum. This means that capacity to meet London’s housing need
has not yet been identified beyond 2025 and new sites will need to be found.

1.10 A key priority for the new Mayor’s revised London Plan will be to develop a
strategy to accommodate the significant levels of growth required within the
existing urban area. This is likely to require densification of sustainable locations
in outer London where current densities are low, particularly in south London.
Densities in outer London tend to be significantly lower than in inner London:
Tower Hamlets, has a population density per hectare of 145; just across the river
in Greenwich, the figure is 58. Bexley (40 people per hectare – pph) and Bromley
(22 pph) are significantly less dense than their counterparts in North London such
as Barnet (44 pph) and Harrow (49.5 pph). A 10 per cent increase in density
across Bexley, for example, to match the density in Barnet would create enough
homes to house an additional 24,000 Londoners.
1.11 The most sustainable locations at which to increase housing densities are those
that already have good access to public transport, including locations around
stations. But it is only possible to do this if the quality of the rail services is
sufficient enough to make the location an attractive one for people to want to live
there. To ensure this is the case, we need much closer integration between
transport provision and land-use policy. However, the current degree of
coordination is relatively poor. Transport and land-use decisions are made by
quite different agencies, one by the DfT in central government and the other
devolved to GLA and London Boroughs. As a result, transport is inadequately
integrated into wider planning.

23

“London 2036: an agenda for jobs and growth,” London First & London Enterprise Panel, November
2014.
24 Cushman & Wakefield Affordability Watch 2015
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South London is not currently fulfilling its true potential
1.12 In order to ensure that London can meet its housing need, every part of London
will need to accommodate growth. But at the moment, south London is not
fulfilling its true potential. Levels of population and housing growth in outer south
London have been half that across the rest of the city. This is partly because
south London has had fewer large sites available for development, but it is also
likely to be because of the poorer quality of its public transport offer.
Figure 1: Population and housing growth in outer south London vs rest of London

There is significant potential for growth in South London
1.13 Areas that are physically close to central London but relatively poorly served by
the current transport system offer the most potential for unlocking additional
housing development. Many of London’s Opportunity Areas have already been
transformed through transport investment, and others are expected to see high
levels of investment and development in the period up to 2025 following transport
investment commitments. For example, the London Overground extension to
Barking Riverside will result in very strategically valuable, relatively affordable
new housing (around 11,000 units) becoming viable.
1.14 The London Plan recognises the process described above. It identifies potential
locations for housing growth and intensification across London and surrounding
regions in line with relevant spatial planning policies.25 Opportunity Areas are the
capital’s major reservoir of brownfield land with significant capacity to
accommodate new housing, commercial and other development linked to existing
or potential improvements to public transport accessibility.
1.15 Hence London’s housing plan identifies the potential capacity for some 40,000
jobs and 42,000 homes in eight opportunity areas and housing zones in south
east London (Charlton, Woolwich, Thamesmead, Erith, Belvedere plus the new
garden city at Ebbsfleet, as well as Kidbrooke, Lewisham and Catford). Since the
25

The London Plan: The Spatial Development Strategy for London consolidated with alterations since
2011 (2015)
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London Plan was published, Boroughs in south east London have increased their
growth aspirations. In particular, Bexley have identified the potential for 22,000
new homes and 10,000 new jobs in the north of the Borough.
Poor quality rail services in South London are holding back housing delivery
1.16 Despite the capacity for significant numbers of new jobs and homes in south and
south east London, recent rates of delivery have been much lower than what is
required to meet housing need. For example in the London Borough of Bexley,
the rate of housing delivery since 2001 has been just 350 units per annum, which
will need to be increased to over 1,000 units per annum if their growth aspirations
are to be realised. A significant factor in lower rates of delivery is the quality of the
public transport network, where National Rail services operate frequencies which
are typically much lower than those on TfL-operated services. This means wait
times are longer and the number of jobs accessible within an acceptable
commuting time is lower. This is a particular issue within south east London.
Figure 2: Number of jobs accessible within 45 minutes travel time of a given point

Poorer transport
provision than similar
areas of London limits
access to jobs and
constrains housing
development

1.17 The ability to access jobs is a key factor in the attractiveness of an area, and
therefore the ability to deliver housing. Improvements to the quality of rail services
in south and south east London are therefore critical to deliver increased levels of
housing.
1.18 This view is supported by south London Boroughs. The London Borough of
Bexley have set out in their Growth Strategy that the potential for 22,000 new
homes and 10,000 new jobs can only be delivered provided investment in land
and infrastructure, particularly transport infrastructure, is secured.
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1.19 In their submissions to the Outer London Commission, the London Boroughs of
Kingston, Sutton and Croydon have identified that poor transport infrastructure
seriously limits the scope for growth in the sub-region.
The combination of improved service quality and planning policies is key to
increasing housing delivery
1.20 Transport can play a major role in supporting housing delivery. Where transport
connections are good, a higher level of housing density can be supported.
Improved transport connectivity can make an area more desirable (e.g. by
shortening journeys to work) pushing up land values and making new housing
development viable. Improving transport connections can also have a direct
impact on housing planning policies – one of the major reasons for rejecting new
housing or increased density is lack of transport.
1.21 Transport improvements therefore enable the GLA, the London Boroughs and
developers to work together to open up large areas of brownfield land for housing
development that would not otherwise be viable, enabling the building of many
thousands of homes sooner. An example of this already is the London
Overground Barking Riverside extension, which is being financed by the land
value uplift from the new connection to the 10,800 new homes planned there.
1.22 In contrast, this is proving harder to do elsewhere in London where such
coordination is poorer. For example, various public sector bodies (London LEP,
the London Borough of Haringey the London Borough of Enfield, TfL) have
contributed over £50m for additional infrastructure between Stratford, Tottenham
and Angel Road in north-east London in order to catalyse the planned 10,000
new homes at Meridian Water for which the London Borough of Enfield has spent
£70m assembling land and has selected a development partner. However, at the
time of writing, it does not look like the new franchise will specify an adequate 15
minute interval train service. This situation simply would not happen if TfL was
responsible for specifying the passenger rail service as it would ensure the
necessary train frequency – and therefore full growth benefits – was delivered.
1.23 It is this combination of higher levels of attractiveness due to service quality and
the ability to integrate services with planning policy which leads to higher levels of
housing development. Across London, rates of housing delivery within 1km of a
station operated by TfL have been twice the rate of areas not served by TfL.
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Figure 3: Housing delivery around TfL-operated stations

1.24 Similarly, the places which have grown most quickly in southeast London are
those which have been supported by investment from TfL. Woolwich has
delivered 5,000 new homes in the last nine years as a result of investment in a
DLR extension, as well as Crossrail 1. The 15,000 homes being developed at the
Greenwich Peninsula are only possible because of TfL’s investment in the Jubilee
Line at North Greenwich.
1.25 By making denser and better quality housing development viable, transport
infrastructure investment can start a positive cycle of investment, regeneration
and improved attractiveness. This also supports local regeneration objectives, as
the housing needs of local residents are better met and through demand
generated by new residents, there will be increased local job opportunities and
local services.
The role of devolution in supporting housing growth in southeast London
1.26 The devolution of rail services to TfL in south east London will, in time, allow TfL
to optimise frequencies and provide additional capacity to support population and
employment growth. However, even without any significant changes in the level of
service we would still expect an increase in amount of housing to be delivered
from devolution.
1.27 This is because devolution allows TfL to make immediate changes to the quality
of the service which will lead to increase ridership and make places served by the
route more attractive. This has happened with other lines where services have
been devolved to TfL. For example, on the line between Euston and Watford
Junction, on average there were 475 housing units delivered per year (between
2004 and 2007) within 1 km of a station. Since TfL took over the operation of the
line, the average has increased to 725 units per year. Again, this is partly due to
the increased attractiveness of the station locations, but also by working with
boroughs to develop supportive planning policies.
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1.28 The impact of devolution by itself (without any increase in frequency) on the ability
to deliver new housing in south east London will be positive. The scale of housing
potential that exists in south east London simply cannot be delivered without
improvements to rail services. The most effective way to plan for these
improvements is to integrate decision making powers over rail services, with plan
making and delivery powers that exist with the GLA and London Boroughs.
1.29 If the quality and frequency of rail services in southeast London are not improved
and planned for an in integrated way, there is a real risk that the delivery of
22,000 housing units and 10,000 jobs in north Bexley, as well as thousands of
other units at stations in the sub-region, may not be delivered. This would
constrain south east London’s ability to meet the city’s housing need, limit its
economic growth and contribute to the risk of it losing its status as a highly
competitive World City.
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Appendix 5 – the metroisation concept
1

Making the most of infrastructure

1.1

‘Metroisation’ is a TfL concept that captures the package of actions / change
required to improve the capability of London’s local suburban passenger services
in terms of their capacity, frequency and overall journey times.

1.2

The concept has greater application in south London. For historical reasons,
North London has a dense network of London Underground routes in addition to
suburban rail services, whereas relatively few Underground lines reach into south
or south east London, resulting in a greater dependency on rail services. Figure 1
shows one symptom of this, namely that a frequency of at least a train every ten
minutes is much more uncommon south of the river than north.
Figure 1: Lines with a train service with a consistent stopping pattern every 10
minutes or better all day

1.3

Another outcome is that National Rail services are relatively unpopular compared
to LU where the choice is available. For example, fully 45 per cent of people who
enter Brixton LU station do so by bus from a across a large area of south London
(see figure 2) in preference to using their local National Rail station. Specifically
Brixton with 34 trains per hour in the peak has 31 million users compared to 3
million at Streatham Hill station with just four trains per hour one mile further the
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south along the A23. There are many reasons for this, but a big part of the
explanation is the relatively poor service. TfL is therefore looking at ways of
making better use of this infrastructure which has great geographical coverage
but poor capability.
Figure 2: Where people who enter Brixton station come from

1.4

This phenomenon is not unique to Brixton; other Underground stations in south
and south east London are substantially busier than equivalent suburban rail
stations, with large volumes of bus demand between rail-served areas and
Underground stations. These stations include Brixton, Tooting Broadway, North
Greenwich, Canada Water, Elephant & Castle and Morden.

1.5

The suburban rail network is therefore potentially underutilised and could deliver
far more for passengers if major changes were made. TfL believes that by
bringing the simplicity and dependability of the Underground to the suburban rail
network in south and south east London, capacity could be increased, helping to
accommodate the expected growth in passenger demand across the region.

1.6

One symptom of this is long dwell times at busy interchange station such as
Clapham Junction. Here about a third of the train disembark, and a roughly
equivalent number get on afterwards. Most of the rolling stock has doors just over
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a metre wide, narrower in reality as there are two grab poles by the door which
passenger often use, thus reducing the usable width still further. This means entry
and exit is single file in practice. It is no wonder then that the dwell time can be as
high as 120 seconds. The slowest train usually caps the speed of all subsequent
trains, and an immobile train for that duration puts a relatively cap on frequency
when combined with relatively slow braking and acceleration rates. As a result of
this and the infrastructure constraints there are just 14 trains per hour on the slow
lines into Victoria in the peak hour. This compares poorly with other National Rail
services such as those into Fenchurch Street (20 tph) let along London
Underground’s unmodernised Piccadilly line (24 tph) or upgraded Victoria line (34
tph, shortly to rise to 36 tph).

2

The means to achieve metroisation

2.1

To metroise National Rail services, there are six key elements:

Predictable services
 Identifiable “lines” that operate all day every day, with consistent stopping
patterns and even intervals
 Turn-up-and-go frequencies maintained from early morning to late evening
 Additional peak services to meet demand maintain connectivity
 This builds confidence in the network
Better connections
 Higher frequency train services, including off-peak improvements
 Short wait times at stations, so no need to plan journeys in advance
 This is particularly useful for those making local connections across south and
south east London, who currently have to plan around lots of half hourly
services and long waits
 New and upgraded interchanges to boost connectivity, not just to / from central
London (eg Lewisham)
More capacity





Longer trains to take full advantage of previous platform lengthening schemes
More consistent train lengths at the peaks
Metro-style rolling stock on inner suburban services
Infrastructure and/or signaling investment to relieve key bottlenecks on tracks
and at junctions that currently constrain both inner and outer suburban
services
 Transfer of non-passenger paths from the passenger peaks to other times of
day
 Timetables finely tuned where every second counts
Shorter journey times
 Higher performance trains that accelerate and brake faster, and have plenty of
room to move around so that boarding and alighting is faster
 Staff actively managing dwell times at key platforms bring urgency and
consistency to timetables

52

 Investment in signalling enhancements
 New infrastructure at key bottlenecks to reduce the need for padding in the
timetable
Reliability
 Incentivise reliability within contracts as we have done for London Overground
and the DLR
 Simplification of service patterns to reduce conflicts at junctions and mitigate
against the cumulative impact of delays elsewhere
 Infrastructure investment to relieve key bottlenecks will allow more reliable
services, both inner suburban and outer suburban
Better customer service







2.2

All day station staffing with ticket barriers in operation
Improved information provision
Station and train deep cleans and refurbishment
Better stations with consistent wayfinding
Reliable ticket machines which sell both National Rail and TfL tickets
Consistent and easily understood fares across the whole network
More modern station facilities and shops

The outcomes could be as follows in the example of the local services out of
Victoria:
 Frequency increased (from 14 to 22 trains per hhour (tph), that is +8 tph on
the trunk);
 More capacity (+20 per cent)
 Journey time reduction of 17 per cent, of which station dwell time would be
reduced by 13 per cent and inter-station run time by 4 per cent.

2.3

The maps below show the illustrative service frequencies one could hope to
achieve as a result of metroisation.
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Figure 3: Simplified schematic of current south London service frequencies and
patterns
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Figure 4: Simplified schematic of future south London service frequencies and
patterns
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Dartford

Figure 5: Simplified schematic of current south-east London service frequencies
and patterns
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Figure 6: Simplified schematic of future south-east London service frequencies
and patterns
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4 Semifast
(3) Metro

2.4

These types of ideas appear in relevant Network Rail route studies (where
published). For example it appears on page 108 of the Sussex route study.

3

Why it is only likely if TfL do this?

3.1

TfL is better placed to deliver enhancements such as metroisation than other
agencies because it can:
 Prioritise resources, leading to better alignment of overall multi-modal
transport decision-making
 Align its transport planning with the GLA and Borough land-use planning,
particularly opportunities for house building. This is particularly important in
south-east London given the multiple opportunity areas and housing zones
with potential for 40k jobs and 42k new homes
 See a direct return to the local economies from better railways, and invest in
local railways, even though they are not the most commercially remunerative;
and
 Lever in funding from third party sources with the help of the GLA and the
London Boroughs, as it has with schemes such as the Hackney Interchange
between London Overground and the West Anglia routes
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Appendix 6 – More detail on mechanisms to ensure benefits to
all passengers
1

The DfT-TfL Partnership

1.1

The Rail Prospectus (A new approach to rail passenger services in London and
the South East) proposes a Partnership between TfL and the DfT that will enable
a strong channel of communication between the two main funding bodies for
railway networks in London & the South East.

1.2

Under the proposals, responsibility for inner suburban services that operate
mostly or wholly within Greater London would transfer from the DfT to TfL, as
current franchises are due for renewal. The DfT will continue to be responsible for
outer suburban services. The Partnership would have an overview of all
proposals for change such that extra capacity on peak local London services
would only be added if there is no negative impact on longer distance services.

1.3

The Partnership would:
 Provide joined up strategic direction for the specification and management of
passenger rail franchises
 Establish new mechanisms for local authorities, Local Enterprise Partnerships
and other local bodies to have a direct input into how passenger services are
improved, and to help leverage local investment to drive growth
 Work closely with train operators, Network Rail and the supply chain

1.4

Particular areas of work that the Partnership could develop could include the
following. The policies that could result from these workstreams would be applied
by both TfL and the DfT to the respective services that they are responsible for
contracting, bringing benefits to passengers from both London and the rest of the
South East.
 Agree common standards for customer service including aspects such as
staffing, information, command and control protocols and event and closure
planning so that the network should feel like ‘one network’
 Agree a harmonised fares policy that customers recognise offers value whilst
ensuring adequate revenue to allow the partners to continue to improve
services
 Define a harmonised ticketing strategy, including smartcards as appropriate,
with the goal of achieving a single set of retailing policies, particularly on areas
such as refunds, concessionary fares, interfaces with ticketing for other
modes, including those outside London, and ticket offices
 Undertake rail strategic planning, including setting the Partnership’s
priorities for funding from the UK-wide HLOS process
 Sponsorship of projects, including those for stations, for delivery through
TfL, Network Rail, TOCs or others, as appropriate
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 Facilitate faster delivery of customer-service driven improvement, particularly
where change is needed to existing concessions or franchises
1.5

To ensure clear lines of accountability, train operators would continue to be
appointed by either the DfT or TfL individually, with the contracts conforming to
principles established by the Partnership.

1.6

DfT and TfL officers have also given thought to possible governance and
escalation arrangements, which were discussed with stakeholders in March 2016
(see appendix 8 for further details of this meeting). It is envisaged that the
Partnership could be headed by a strategic board made up of equal numbers of
DfT and TfL appointees, chaired either on an alternating basis or by an
independent individual with recognised stature. Voting arrangements would
ensure that decisions would require support from both TfL and the DfT to be
adopted.

1.7

Local authorities both inside London and from the rest of southeast England could
select representatives to the Board, providing a strong voice for local needs and
interests for all passengers. The precise role and status of those representatives,
and the means by which they are selected and report back to local authorities,
would be subject to further consultation with interested stakeholders. The
feedback to the engagement exercise undertaken after the Prospectus was
published (see appendix 8) provides some ideas in this regard.
Figure 1: Possible governance framework for the Partnership
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Concessionaire

1.8

The Board would be non-statutory and therefore draw on the active co-operation
of TfL and the DfT to make it a success. The bulk of the Partnership’s work
programme would be carried out by a joint management team comprised of
existing officials drawn equally from the two organisations.

2

Safeguarding and benefiting longer distance services

2.1

The Prospectus also contained explicit safeguards on:
 No detrimental effects on fares
 No adverse impacts on the frequency, journey times or stopping patterns of
longer distance services to and from London (recognising that current
frequencies will need to grow in line with demand)

2.2

Both of these assurances can be met. For Southeastern, an exchange of letters
between the Mayor of London and the Leader of Kent County Council of 22
October 2015 has confirmed the latter’s acceptance of TfL’s assurances on this
point, and support for the transfer of suburban services to TfL. A subsequent joint
letter of 21 July 2016 from the leaders of Kent, Hertfordshire and Surrey County
Councils reconfirms support in the context of the safeguards:
“We would welcome a clear directive from you to your Department
reiterating the objectives of the DfT / TfL Rail Prospectus on devolution of
rail services, and setting out a clear timetable for the devolution process for
each of the franchises affected in each of our respective counties.”

2.3

It is important to note that the Secretary of State for Transport will retain the
reserve power to strip the Mayor of devolved services if TfL is not meeting its
obligations, including with respect to passengers from outside London.

2.4

Beyond the safeguards, the proposals have the potential to bring a range of
genuine benefits to users of longer distance services. These include the benefits
to passengers in terms of more integrated fares, ticketing, and customer service
that could stem from the Partnership’s work as set about above. The proposed
role for the Partnership in long term strategic planning and project sponsorship,
combined with the new mechanisms it provides for input from local authorities and
other local stakeholders, could also enable closer alignment of local planning for
housing and jobs with investment in the rail network, enabling some of the
benefits described in appendix 4 in the context of London to be realised in other
parts of the South East too.

2.5

TfL also projects that there will be a knock on reliability benefit to longer distance
services. Given the impact that one operator has on another on a complex
network, improving the performance of short distance services will also provide
benefits to longer distance operators other things being equal. For example, TfL
estimates that every 1 per cent improvement in the reliability of inner suburban
services will have a small positive impact (0.12 per cent) on Southeastern longer
distance services.

2.6

In terms of franchise design, devolution of the inner suburban services to TfL will
lead to a better alignment between the residual longer distance franchises and
the market they serve, namely longer distance and rural journeys, and the longer
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distance operators will therefore be able to focus more strongly on meeting the
needs of those passengers. Particularly in the case of Southeastern, the residual
franchise will also be more closely aligned with the local authorities covering the
key populations it serves, principally Kent County Council as well as Medway and
East Sussex Councils. This residual franchise will still be fully viable and will be
around mid-table among UK franchises in terms of the comparative number of
passenger journeys.
2.7

A theme in the “Rail Action Plan for Kent” is the need for faster journey times
between London and Kent’s main towns. Potentially the separation of Metro from
longer-distance services may facilitate ways to speed up certain longer-distance
services (e.g. by omitting St Mary Cray from the Maidstone East line services and
Orpington from the Hastings line services).

The role of Network Rail and ORR
2.8

The railway industry is well versed in dealing with changing demand for space on
the network, including both contraction and expansion. Network Rail has the
central role as the independent infrastructure manager. Its decisions are subject
to arbitration by the ORR if necessary.

2.9

On receiving any proposal for change, it is the network owner, Network Rail,
which is tasked with engaging with all train operators who use its track and
stations to determine the optimum timetable that makes the most of the available
network capacity. This engagement results in an overall timetable of services.
Network Rail must follow its Network Code, a common set of rules and industry
procedures, in determining a timetable that achieves efficiency and fairness.
Where conflicts arise, Network Rail must apply these rules for making decisions
between competing bids for paths. These rules are incorporated in the Network
Code and are known as the “Decision Criteria”. There are precedents for their
successful application.

2.10 On Southeastern’s routes into London, for example, there is currently no spare
infrastructure capacity, and no means of increasing the use of that capacity, at
least in peak periods without construction of new infrastructure. The only
decisions that are likely to be required in this instance around the London area of
this route will therefore be where capacity has been increased through
investment. In this case, the source of funding for investment is usually a key
criterion in allocating the new paths created by that investment.
2.11 Network Rail, similarly through its Network Code, also retains effective
management of unplanned service disruption. When such disruption arises,
Network Rail would continue to take overall charge and instruct operators how the
timetable should be recovered. Its arrangements are codified in the access
agreements each operator signs up to, and it would be possible to expand on
these if necessary. Effective collaboration exists across all operators, including
between franchised operators and TfL’s Overground, and there is no reason why
this would not continue with further devolution.
TfL fares in Kent
2.12 Passengers at the TfL stations in Kent will not be forced to pay higher fares as a
result of devolution. Dartford is already in zone 8 and will remain so. Dunton
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Green, Stone Crossing, Greenhithe, Swanscombe and Northfleet would be
brought into TfL zonal system, and treated uniformly with other such zonal fares.
These stations would newly accept pay as you go Oyster ticketing. Fares from
major stations such as Sevenoaks and Gravesend on flows to London will
continue to be set by the DfT-franchised train operator just as they are now. This
is exactly the same as the current situation at Watford Junction, served by
London Overground, but where fares are set by the DfT franchisee London
Midland.
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Appendix 7 – Mechanism of separation and keeping DfT
financially neutral
1.1

It is assumed in the business case that at the point of devolution of services, they
will transfer in such a way as to apportion current costs and revenue where they
fall, holding the DfT harmless in net cost terms. Enhancements to services would
then be for TfL to fund, developed as part of its overall business plan. Experience
has shown that enhancements have a very good business case. Specific
improvements would be considered on a case by case basis for investment
decision.

1.2

This proposal does not consider any costs and revenues associated with plans to
enhance rail network infrastructure to improve capacity more generally within
London and the wider South East region. TfL is well placed to work with local
authorities, developers and other bodies to leverage local investment to deliver
local enhancements. Major investment is controlled by Government and subject
to regulation by the Office of Rail and Road. TfL will be working with Network Rail
and other industry bodies to contribute to priorities for railway Control Period 6
prioritisation.

1.3

This appendix describes in more detail the process as it related to the transfer of
West Anglia inner rail services between Enfield Town/Chingford/Cheshunt via
Seven Sisters to Liverpool Street and Romford to Upminster. The date of transfer
was 31 May 2015.

1.4

TfL began a joint programme of work about 21 months prior to the transfer with
DfT and Abellio Greater Anglia (AGA) to undertake the separation of the WAI
services from the Greater Anglia franchise and the provision of resources
required to run these devolved services.

1.5

A first step is to identify the passenger services and associated resources that are
being transferred to the new inner suburban entity from those which remain with
the longer-distance operator. Joint work between the incumbent, the DfT and TfL
identified the precise rolling stock, stations, staff, rolling stock maintenance
depots, stabling, crew depots, management / HQ resources, staff accommodation
and other physical resources required to operate reliably each set of services.

1.6

A Virtual Separable Business Unit (VSBU) for the transferring services and their
associated resources was established on 6 January 2014 by AGA so that the
relevant revenues, costs and performance data in AGA’s management accounts
could be separated and understood by all parties. This would then identify the
financial impact of the transfer on TfL and DfT (the level of subsidy to be either
paid by DfT to TfL or vice versa) and inform a grant memorandum and terms of
transfer. The financial settlement lasts until the next general comprehensive
spending review when overall grant for TfL is re-adjusted from April 2016.

1.7

The main areas that proved worthy of scrutiny in the process included:
 Estimating the pension deficit liability

62

 Head office and support costs, specifically certain head office and support
costs (such as sales & marketing, human resources, information technology)
which are tricky to allocated unambiguously to one part of the business or the
other
 Appropriate division of FTAC
 Impact of changes to access charges between control periods
 Incorporation of an appropriate proportion of the operator profit margin
 residual franchise costs where such costs can be demonstrated to increase
following devolution
1.8

Hence the cost estimate from the VSBU was overlaid by various modelled
calculations such as:
 Impact of Control Period 5 (CP5) access charge rates, as historic data being
based on CP4 rates
 TfL contribution to the transferring share of pension deficit which crystallises
on transfer
 Operator margins
 Adjustments for station maintenance and renewals, which are not included
due to the unusual 99-year station leases agreed between GA and Network
Rail
 Future financial commitments e.g. higher train leases associated with works to
ensure DDA compliance of the current rolling stock

1.9

A ‘terms of transfer’ document records the basis on which responsibility for the
WAI services were transferred to TfL. This includes a statement of permanent
handover to TfL (although the Secretary of State would retain the right to strip the
Mayor of devolved services if TfL is not meeting its obligations); the process by
which consents will be achieved, identification of prescribed Network Benefits
which TfL must continue to secure from its operator e.g. membership of ATOC
and participation in industry agreements; operator of last resort obligations and
provision of information by TfL.

1.10 This same method can be used to separate the inner suburban services and their
resources for other parts of the inner suburban network, starting with services in
southeast London. This process is in any case well understood for the many
franchise re-mapping processes that the DfT have undertaken since the
franchising system was set up in the 1990s.
1.11 Work to date with the incumbent Southeastern operator has identified a workable
means to separate the rolling stock, stations and rolling stock maintenance
depots. Where resources need to be shared, there are precedents for trading
between entities, just as Southeastern trades today with adjacent operators such
as GTR.
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Appendix 8 – Rail Prospectus: Summary of Engagement
Responses
1

Summary

1.1

‘A new approach to rail passenger services in London and the South East’ (the
Rail Prospectus) was launched by the Mayor and Secretary of State on 21
January 2016. A period of engagement ran until 18 March, giving stakeholders
eight weeks to feed back their views.

1.2

The Prospectus posed six questions to focus respondents in their feedback.

1.3

198 written responses were received. In addition, engagement events were held
with two key stakeholder groups: MPs; and local authorities and Local Enterprise
Partnerships (LEPs).
Table 1: Summary of engagement responses
Stakeholder
Politician / political group
MP – 12
AM – 6
Local councillor / political group - 6
Local passenger group
Rail user (individual)
Train Operating Company (TOC)
Local authority / LEP
Trade Union
Freight representative
Larger passenger representative organisation
Rail industry stakeholders (Network Rail, Siemens
etc)
Other
TOTAL

Respondents
24

17
84
3
40
3
5
8
5
9
198

1.4

In the main, respondents viewed the proposals positively, with 74 per cent
supporting in principle the establishment of a TfL-DfT Partnership to drive
improvements for rail passenger services and the transfer of inner suburban
services to TfL. Eight per cent expressed significant reservations, with the
remainder not offering an opinion.

1.5

A number of assurances were sought by respondents, with the top three being:
 Sound governance arrangements must be put in place. These should
represent the needs of London versus the rest of the South East region fairly
(democratically); provide a formal role for local authorities, LEPs and
passengers, in order to influence contract specifications; ensure no ambiguity
about who is responsible for what; and provide for a transparent decisionmaking process for showing how limited resources are prioritised / conflict will
be resolved
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 No detrimental effects on fares
 No adverse impacts on the frequency, journey times or stopping patterns of
longer distance services to and from London (recognising that current
frequencies will need to grow in line with demand)

2

Introduction

2.1

On 21 January, the previous Mayor and previous Secretary of State announced
proposals for a new era of rail travel for London and the South East. The Rail
Prospectus, jointly penned by the DfT and Transport for London, proposed
significant changes to the way passenger rail services are managed in London
and the South East, to achieve a future with better, more regular and more
reliable train services.

2.2

There were three key proposals:
 A DfT-TfL Partnership to provide strategic direction for rail passenger services
in London and the South East
 New mechanisms for LEPs and local authorities to input
 Transfer of responsibility to TfL for inner suburban services, as current
franchises fall due for renewal

3

Methodology

3.1

Views on the proposals were sought during an eight week engagement period,
which ran from 21 January until 18 March 2016.

3.2

Views were expressly sought from local authorities, LEPs, elected representatives
and other interested stakeholders.

3.3

The proposals attracted widespread coverage in the media, with the Prospectus
available to view and download on the TfL and DfT websites. Letters or emails
alerting stakeholders to the engagement period were sent to all local authorities,
LEPs and MPs in London and the South East. In addition, a copy of the
Prospectus was emailed to Members of the House of Lords with a known
transport remit, to passenger user groups and to a range of other industry
stakeholders.

3.4

Respondents were asked to send their comments to a railprospectus@tfl.gov.uk
inbox, or to send them by post. Although TfL was responsible for receiving the
comments, all responses were shared immediately with the DfT.

3.5

To help focus discussion, the Prospectus posed six questions that respondents
were asked to consider:
 Do you agree with the principle of a Partnership to better integrate the
specification of rail passenger services across London and the South East?
 Do you agree with the principles that the Partnership will work to? Are there
any specific issues that have not been captured?
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 Do you agree with the proposed governance arrangements?
 What form do you propose the input from local authorities and LEPs could
take?
 Do you agree with the safeguards for transfer of inner suburban services to
TfL, as set out here?
 Are there other outcomes you might expect to see achieved?
Engagement events
3.6

In addition to inviting written submissions, engagement events were held with two
key stakeholder groups.

3.7

On 10 March, MPs from London and South East were invited to a meeting in
Parliament to discuss the proposals in more detail. It was hosted by the then Rail
Minister Claire Perry along with officials from the DfT and TfL. The meeting was
attended by 21 MPs or members of their staff.

3.8

On 11 March, a meeting for local authorities and LEPs was held at the DfT’s
Marsham Street headquarters. It was jointly hosted by Peter Wilkinson (Managing
Director, Passenger Services, DfT) and Gareth Powell (Director of Strategy
London Underground & Chief Operating Officer London Rail, TfL). The session
provided an opportunity to air concerns, ask questions and discuss potential
governance arrangements to ensure meaningful representation of local authority
and LEP views once the Partnership is established. 26 local authorities / LEPs
were represented.

3.9

Discussion from these sessions is reflected in this summary report of feedback.

4

Addressing the feedback

4.1

The following table summarises how the feedback on each of the questions has
been addressed.
Table 2: Addressing the feedback
Question Addressed
1

2

With regard to the assurances sought on the Partnership’s
governance and processes, more information is provided in appendix
6. Once the current Secretary of State agrees to the establishment of
the Partnership TfL envisages undertaking further joint work to
develop governance arrangements and processes, including further
consultation with interested stakeholders.
With regard to the objections, TfL believes that the Partnership offers
a means to overcome fragmentation and differences of approach, and
that a statutory basis is not needed. TfL does not propose the
nationalisation of any rail services.
Appendix 5 sets out the importance of addressing bottlenecks and
how rolling stock can be better specified to meet the needs of different
types of services. Regarding fares, the Prospectus stated that paying
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3

4

5
6

for travel should be simpler and more integrated, and this is
something the Partnership could work on. TfL is clear there would be
no negative impact on fast and semi-fast services, and the safeguards
for this and also measures with regard to freight are set out in
appendix 6.
Appendix 6 provides more information about how the governance of
the Partnership could be structured to ensure balanced and
meaningful representation and clear processes. Appendix 6 also sets
out how longer distance services will be safeguarded. Further
operational and financial detail is provided throughout this document
and its attachments, and once the Secretary of State formally
approves the proposals TfL would work with the DfT to develop this
further.
More detail on possible mechanisms for local representation is
provided in appendix 6. Once the Secretary of State agrees to the
formation of the Partnership TfL envisages working with the DfT to
develop these further, including undertaking further consultation with
interested stakeholders.
Further detail about the safeguards is set out in appendix 6.
Some of these proposals are addressed in this document including
appendices 2 and 5. Where relevant they will be taken into account by
TfL when planning for its future operating concessions, and they can
also form the basis of particular areas of work to be undertaken by the
Partnership.

5

Positions of key stakeholder groups

5.1

In the main, respondents viewed the proposals positively, supporting the
establishment of a TfL-DfT Partnership to drive improvements for rail passenger
services and the transfer of inner suburban services to TfL. A small number were
against the proposals.

5.2

Political representatives: Submissions from MPs, in the main, sought more
detail on what the proposals would mean for their own areas, for example where
the boundary of TfL transfer would be drawn and whether their constituents would
benefit. Many MPs from both London and other parts of the South East were
supportive in principle Two Kent MPs were opposed.

5.3

Local authorities and LEPs: Submissions from this group were largely positive,
or neutral seeking assurances on safeguards for longer distance services and a
role in the governance arrangements to affect contract specification, specifically.
These issues were also raised at the local authority/local enterprise session on 11
March, and feedback from written submissions about the event and the
assurances given on that day, were positive.

5.4

Passenger representative organisations: In the main, passenger groups
welcomed the proposal for TfL to take over suburban passenger rail routes in
their submissions, often citing the higher levels of customer service offered by
London Overground as a strong benefit. Organisations wanted more detail on
how the proposals will affect their own lines and those from outside London
sought assurances that their voice would be heard.
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5.5

Rail users (individuals): Written submissions from rail users largely focused on
the proposal that inner suburban services should transfer from the DfT to TfL.
Respondents took the opportunity to express their dissatisfaction with current
train operators and welcomed the possibility of more London Overground-style
services in their area. Many respondents wanted more information about what the
proposal could mean for their local area.

5.6

Train Operating Companies: Submissions from TOCs identified a number of
perceived risks with the proposals and asked that a full business case for the
transfer of services is shared with stakeholders. There was agreement in principle
with the idea of a Partnership but some concerns about the proposed governance
arrangements.

5.7

Trade Unions: Trade Unions made the case for nationalisation of the railway in
their submissions. In the main, they recognised the value of improved partnership
working and the success of London Underground. Assurances were sought that
no driverless trains would be introduced.

5.8

Freight representatives: Submissions from freight representatives welcomed the
proposal for improved partnership working between TfL, the DfT and Network Rail
and sought assurances that the needs of freight would be recognised with no
adverse implications on their access to train paths.

6

Analysis of responses

Question 1: Do you agree with the principle of a Partnership to better integrate the
specification of rail passenger services across London and the South East?
6.1

112 of 198 respondents addressed this proposal. 104 were in favour of a
Partnership to ensure a joined up approach to the strategic direction for the
specification and management of rail passenger services in London and the
South East.

6.2

The general view was that a Partnership “…will bring benefits quicker than would
otherwise be the case” (Streatham Action), and that a Partnership, for the
reasons outlined in the Prospectus, seemed an appropriate and sensible
approach.

“Yes. Train services do not follow political boundaries and passengers want to be able to
travel to, from and within London and the South East. So it makes absolute sense for
DfT and TfL to plan in tandem to ensure that the needs of all passengers are considered
to the widest possible extent” (Transport Focus).
6.3

Whilst the majority of respondents answering this question agreed, wholly or in
principle, with the idea of a Partnership to progress rail improvements, a number
of assurances were sought:
 Sound governance arrangements to be put in place:
o to represent the needs of London versus the region fairly (democratically)
o with a formal role for local authorities, LEPs and passengers, in order to
influence contract specifications
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o ensuring no ambiguity about who is responsible for what
 A transparent decision-making process for showing how limited resources are
prioritised
 More detail on how a suburban metro boundary will be determined
 A mechanism must be put in place for resolving conflict
 The role of Network Rail in the Partnership (or the Partnership’s working
relationship with Network Rail) should be clarified, with respondents
recognising that a significant percentage of delays are the result of Network
Rail infrastructure failures
“It will be vital for the partnership’s credibility that [it] will provide for LEPs, local
authorities and other local and regional bodies such as Railfuture, is inclusive,
responsible and capable of behaviours akin to an “intelligent client” (Railfuture)
6.4

Four of the 112 respondents who answered this question were against the
proposal for a TfL-DfT Partnership, citing points including: the risk of
fragmentation; fundamental differences of approach between TfL and the DfT; a
need for it to have a statutory basis; and a preference for nationalisation.

Question 2: Do you agree with the principles that the Partnership will work to? Are
there any specific issues that have not been captured?
6.5

96 out of 198 respondents addressed this proposal. In the main, respondents
agreed with the principles outlined in the Prospectus. Some respondents
identified additional issues that they felt should be addressed by the Partnership.

6.6

Specific issues that respondents felt were not captured included:
 The Partnership should address problem of bottlenecks
 Fares should be considered (simple fares structure that does not impose
structures restrictions between choice of operator)
 Ensuring new train stock is appropriate to need (longer distance versus
suburban)
 Semi fast and fast services should not be curtailed
 Preserving and enhancing the needs of freight needs to be explicit

“I agree with the proposed principles” (rail user)
“I welcome the explorations of ways to simplify fares and ensure that fares are kept as
low as possible” (Joanne McCartney, London Assembly Member)
“It is critical that the needs of rail freight are included in this assessment, and that the
important part that rail freight plays in London is recognised” (Brett Aggregates Freight)
Question 3: Do you agree with the proposed governance arrangements?
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6.7

137 of 198 respondents addressed this question. 74 of 198 respondents agreed
with the proposed governance arrangements, with a further 41 agreeing in
principle should assurances be provided on a range of issues.

6.8

In the majority of these responses, support was focused on the proposal to
transfer inner suburban services to TfL. Individuals, in particular, are supportive of
this approach as they believe it will lead to service improvements, increased
frequencies and better customer services. Many cite the success of London
Overground and are excited at the prospect of similar services being available to
them at their local stations.

“I very much welcome these changes - great news!” (Rail user on South West Trains)
6.9

Responses from local authorities, LEPs and other formal bodies tended to focus
on the governance structures that will be in established to progress the aims set
out in the Prospectus – for example the TfL-DfT Partnership and structured
means for stakeholders to engage with the work of the Partnership.

6.10 Assurances sought included:
 Views of longer distance users must be heard and detail is needed on “the
mechanism by which views are taken into account by the partnership” (Kent
County Council).
 A meaningful role for local authorities, LEPs and rail users is needed (the latter
potentially represented by London Travelwatch and/or Transport Focus)
 A mechanism for dealing with disputes, to establish a fair process for trade-off
between different views
 A way for decisions to be scrutinised
“I is also essential that TfL and the DfT act as equal partners to ensure one group of
users does not benefit at the expense of others” (Chartered Institute of Logistics and
Transport)
“It is vital that the proposed Rail Partnership provides a deeper level of engagement with
London’s local authorities than currently exists in the DfT franchising process” (London
Councils)
“It is anticipated that there is very unlikely to be sufficient infrastructure provided for
everyone’s aspirations to be met in full and hard choices about priorities are going to
have to be made” (M3 LEP)
6.11 22 respondents disagreed with the proposed governance arrangements and 11
felt unable to comment due to a lack of detail and clarity on what the governance
arrangements will be.
6.12 Of the 22 respondents who were concerned with the governance approach, the
reasons cited included:
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 Concern that increasing suburban metro frequencies will be to the detriment of
longer distance routes
 A perceived lack of accountability for those who live outside of London (with
no vote for the Mayor of London)
 Belief that only the establishment of a sub-National Transport Body / Transport
Authority can ensure the needs of the South East region are democratically
represented
 Concern that the views of passengers will be excluded
 Concern that economies of scale will be lost or that the Partnership will
fragment the industry
 Lack of financial and operational analysis to support the proposals
Question 4: What form do you propose the input from local authorities and LEPs
could take?
6.13 87 of 198 respondents addressed this question. In the main, the respondents
were formal organisations: local authorities, local authority partnerships, LEPs,
rail passenger groups, transport organisations and industry partners.
6.14 The majority of respondents were absolute in their belief that local authorities and
LEPs should play a meaningful role in the Partnership and be provided with
opportunities to meaningfully influence the direction of the Partnership’s work.
6.15 There were a range of proposals as to how this could be achieved, including:
 A whole-region advisory panel for all interested local authorities and LEPs to
be part of (meeting annually or bi-annually); with,
 Smaller, nominated representation on the Partnership Board (no express
views were given on the expectation of voting rights)
 Regional or franchise routes sub-committees (evenly weighted for London and
out of London)
 Manageable Board representation could be achieved via umbrella
organisation representation, for example by London Councils and their
equivalents in the South East and East of England
 Ensuring their role allows local authorities and LEPs influence over contract
specifications, bid award decisions and ongoing performance management
during the life of a contract
 Providing a way for passenger groups to feed into the advisory panel,
potentially through bodies such as London TravelWatch and Transport Focus
 Ensuring a mechanism for dealing with disputes and conflicting priorities is
agreed
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“KCC regards representation of local authorities at Board level (or at whatever
instrument of governance is adopted) as essential to ensuring that the interests of our
county’s rail passengers, and similarly those of other non-London authorities, are
properly represented (Kent County Council)
“There needs to be robust and formal consultation with these bodies at regional level
and in a way that does not present a fait accompli. It then needs to result in an agreed
way forward through which services are specified and funded in an equitable way, as
well as the processes by which local authorities and LEPs can input, and where
practical, invest in or fund further enhancements” (Abellio Greater Anglia)
“To extend direct involvement to multifarious other bodies is likely to make the whole
process unwieldy and extend timescales unnecessarily” (National Rail Executive)
“They [local authorities and LEPs] should not be involved in routine contract
management issues” (Rail Delivery Group)
6.16 Whilst nearly all respondents wanted a strong voice for local authorities / LEPs in
the Partnership, others gave alternative ways this could be achieved or provided
caveats for local authority/LEP representation:
 South East interests could be represented by a new TfL Board member
 Local authority/LEP representation should come with a requirement that they
bring budget to the table
 Creating a sub-National Transport Authority to devolve transport divisions for
the South East would ensure a democratic partner for TfL
 Local authority/LEP representation should be structured around mainline
termini, rather than lines
 The Rail North model should be replicated
6.17 Approximately a third of respondents stated that the views of passengers should
be formally represented in governance arrangement, either through ongoing
consultation opportunities on individual contract specifications / the management
of contracts or via appropriate representation on the Partnership Board.
Question 5: Do you agree with the safeguards for transfer of inner suburban
services to TfL as set out here?
6.18 98 out of 198 respondents addressed this proposal. The majority of respondents
were satisfied with the safeguards set out but wanted them to be more explicit,
particularly with regard to safeguarding journey times.
6.19 A small number of respondents expressed some scepticism at how longer
distance services could be protected if London suburban metro frequencies are to
be increased.
6.20 Respondents noted a number of additional safeguards they would like to be
considered:
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 No detrimental effects on fares
 No detrimental effects on journey times
 The 'no adverse impacts on frequency, journey times' assurance should refer
to existing and future services
 An additional safeguard should be trains should never operate without a
driver, and TfL should keep ticket offices open
 The ability for passengers to continue buying tickets which exclude
underground and buses
“As part of any amendment to the existing fares settlement, consideration must be given
to the potential for perverse outcomes of changes, which may include passengers
changing their travel habits to cheaper or faster services, which can exacerbate existing
overcrowding issues” (Brent council)
“We agree that in principle that there should be no adverse impacts on the frequency,
journey times or stopping patterns of longer distance services to and from London” (East
Surrey Transport Committee)
“Journey times should not be adversely affected, and where possible improved through
better timetabling and stopping patterns” (Sutton Council)
Question 6: Are there other outcomes you might expect to see achieved?
6.21 97 of 198 respondents addressed this question. A number of respondents
identified other outcomes they would like to be achieved. They included.
6.22 Service improvements:
 Improved punctuality
 A Boxing Day service on all lines within the zones and all night service to
strategic locations in the outer boroughs
 Interchanges at Old Oak common are too complex and need to be addressed
 Better use of technology and real time information for passengers across the
region
6.23 Station improvements:
 Station parking appropriately managed
 Improved safety and security
 Staffing of all stations at all times in London from first to last trains
6.24 Rolling stock:
 A balance of train types to support needs of longer distance versus suburban
rail passengers (e.g. toilets)
 Wifi retrospectively fitted on all trains
6.25 Partnership working:
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 An analysis of how TfL and Network Rail work together in developing plans for
Crossrail 2
 Network Rail to be made more accountable
6.26 Fares and ticketing:
 Evolution of delay repay function to apply from 15 minutes instead of 30
 New ticketing technology to be fully available across London and the South
East
 Extension of Oyster (e.g. to Kent)
 Oyster problems to be resolved at all stations
 Zoning review (e.g. Dartford should be closer than zone 8)
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Appendix 9 – Lessons learnt from West Anglia transfer
This appendix describes the main lessons learnt by DfT and TfL in transferring
the contracting authority over the two years between 2013 and 2015.
1

Lesson learned 1 - Need to capture the high-level milestones from the various
working level programmes as an aid for tracking progress.

2

Lesson learned 2 – Need earlier level of surety on costs. West Anglia suffered
due to the unforeseen protracted nature of commercial negotiations that took
longer than anticipated. Ideally the costs would have been agreed earlier and that
would have given the parties the confidence to press ahead.

3

Lesson learned 3 – Need to take account of long lead times for both rolling stock
and train drivers, and plan well in advance.

4

Lesson learned 4 – Need to identify staff availability for post transfer operations,
including rosters and rest day working requirements. This requires working with
staff unions to prevent under resourcing and service problems.

5

Lesson learned 5 – Consider a longer period of shadow running to identify fleet
and driver issues as early as possible. It was noted there would be associated
risks and liabilities that the parties would have to accept. Crossrail endorsed the
need for a robust period of parallel running ahead of service transfer. A shadow
business unit on Crossrail did not really take shape.

6

Lesson learned 6 – Take proper account of resource required, particularly within
the incumbent TOC, to effect the transfer of services. Having a common transfer
date for both Crossrail and West Anglia put a strain on AGA resources. The TOC
too needs to properly evaluate resource requirements. This needs to be
undertaken as early as possible to ensure transfer dates are realistic and
achievable.

7

Lesson learned 7 – ensure all obligations in any Sponsor’s or other high-level
agreements are included in relevant Franchise Agreements to avoid problems
and conflict. This did not happen on Crossrail where the Franchise Agreement did
not reflect the Sponsor’s Agreement.

8

Lesson learned 8 – establish a data site like those prepared for change of
franchisee. This would help the TOC taking over the services have a clearer
understanding of the information available much earlier and reduce
misunderstandings. This lesson should be considered for Crossrail west London
services.

9

Lesson learned 9 – have a small project team with a clear set of objectives. This
worked well on West Anglia, with weekly meetings along with good attendance
from the key delivery partners. This helped the relationship between the parties.
On Crossrail the objectives were different and less effective with DfT and TfL
sometimes unsighted on issues as the TOCs were dealing direct.
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Appendix 10 – Letters of support
1

Cllr Paul Carter CBE (Leader, Kent County Council); Cllr Robert Gordon (Leader,
Hertfordshire County Council); Cllr David Hodge (Leader, Surrey County Council)
– 21 July 2016

2

Bob Neill MP; Steve Reed MP (Co-Chairs of the APPG for London) – 4 July 2016

3

Cllr Claire Kober OBE (Chair of London Councils and Leader of Haringey
Council), Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE (Leader of Bexley Council) and Cllr Ruth
Dombey OBE (Leader of Sutton Council) – 14 October 2016

4

Caroline Pidgeon AM (Chair, London Assembly Transport Committee) – 13
September 2016

5

John Lewis (Executive Director Thamesmead, Peabody) – 14 October 2016

6

Ruth Duston (Managing Director, Primera Corporation) – 13 October 2016

7

Ben Stephenson (Chief Executive, We Are Waterloo BID) – 13 October 2016

8

Russ Shaw (Founder, Tech London Advocates) – 13 October 2016

9

Faryal Velmi (Director, Transport for All) – 13 October 2016

10

Ruth Owen OBE (Chief Executive, Whizz Kidz) – 13 October 2016

11

Cllr Paul Carter CBE (Leader, Kent County Council) – 22 October 2015

Additional letters appended 25 October 2016
12

Mark Carne (Chief Executive, Network Rail) – 18 October 2016

13

Paul Carter CBE (Leader, Kent County Council) – 13 October 2016

14

Derrick Ashley (Executive Member for Environment, Planning and Transport,
Hertfordshire County Council) – 13 October 2016

15

Cllr Peter Fleming OBE (Leader, Sevenoaks District Council) – 25 October 2016

16

Tony Clayton (Chairman, Sevenoaks Rail Travellers Association) and Andrew
Stott (Secretary, Sevenoaks Rail Travellers Association) – 14 October 2016

17

Nadia Broccardo (Chief Executive, Team London Bridge) – 13 October 2016

18

Aseem Sheikh (Chairman, Vauxhall One) – 14 October 2016
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Paul Maynard MP
Under Secretary of State for Transport
Department for Transport
Great Minster House
76 Marsham Street
LONDON
SW1P 4DR

Paul Carter
Leader of the Council
Sessions House
County Road
Maidstone
ME14 1XQ
21st July 2016

Dear Paul
RAIL PROSPECTUS AND DEVOLUTION OF RAIL SERVICES
We are writing to you as the Leaders of the three county transport authorities
of Kent, Surrey and Hertfordshire to express concern at the slow progress that
appears to have been made in activating the Department for Transport (DfT) /
Transport for London (TfL) Rail Prospectus for the devolution of rail services
in Greater London.
You will be aware that this Rail Prospectus was published in partnership by
your Department and TfL in March 2016, and that it supported the concept of
gradual devolution of those rail services in each of our respective franchise
areas which operated exclusively, or mainly, within the Greater London area.
The reason for expressing our concern at this time is that the first of the
franchises which could be affected by such devolution, SouthEastern, is fast
approaching the period of public consultation, with Govia Thameslink Railway
due to follow after.
It would appear to us imperative that a clear decision is made prior to the
commencement of these, and subsequent, franchise consultations, to ensure
that there is clarity about the scope of each new franchise. We all wish to
support the principle of such devolution provided that there are strong
safeguards in place to protect the interests of our respective counties’ rail
passengers, but we all need an assurance from the Department as to the
scope of each franchise before its consultation process commences. We will
then need to bring it to each of our Councils to seek their views.
We would welcome a clear directive from you to your Department reiterating
the objectives of the DfT / TfL Rail Prospectus on devolution of rail services,
and setting out a clear timetable for the devolution process for each of the
franchises affected in each of our respective counties.

We look forward to working with a strong partnership ethos between each of
our county transport authorities, the DfT and TfL to ensure that the very best
rail services are delivered, for rail passengers from our counties and for those
in Greater London. The principle of supporting a more joined up approach and
enhanced working arrangements with key agencies supports our own
aspirations for greater collaboration and / or devolution over transport.
Yours sincerely

Paul Carter CBE
Leader, Kent County Council

David Hodge
Leader, Surrey County Council

Robert Gordon
Leader, Hertfordshire County Council

cc. Mr Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London

2

The Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP

Contact:
Katharina.winbeck@londoncouncils.gov.uk

Secretary of State
Department for Transport
Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Road
London
SW1P 4DR

14 October 2016
Dear Chris,
We would like to express our continued support for the devolution of more suburban rail
services to the Mayor and Transport for London (TfL), as outlined in the joint Government,
Mayor and TfL rail prospectus published in January 2016.
We believe that further devolution of inner, suburban rail services within London will deliver
more reliable and integrated services for passengers, as demonstrated by TfL through the
transformation of the London Overground services in recent years. Additionally, we support
the move to enable more effective planning and delivery of a truly integrated public transport
system in London.
We welcome the proposal to form an overarching partnership between TfL and the
Department for Transport with strong mechanisms for local authority input into the franchise
specification as they become available. It is critical that London’s rail network changes,
improves and responds to significant population increases plus meeting passengers’
reasonable expectations for high quality and frequent rail services. This is particularly true in
parts of south and south east London where the tube network is not as developed as in
other parts.
We understand that key decisions to enable the devolution of the southeast London inner
service are required imminently and we are keen that this opportunity is not missed and the
appropriate steps are taken to make this happen.

Yours faithfully,

Cllr Claire Kober OBE
Chair of London Councils
Leader of Haringey

Cllr Teresa O’Neill OBE
Leader of Bexley

cc. Paul Maynard MP
cc. Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London

London Councils, 59½ Southwark Street, London SE1 0AL Tel: 020 7934 9999
Email info@londoncouncils.gov.uk
Website www.londoncouncils.gov.uk

Cllr Ruth Dombey OBE
Leader of Sutton

53 Chandos Place
London, WC2N 4HS

Department for Transport
Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Rd
London
SW1P 4DR
13 October 2016
Dear Secretary of State,
Primera works across London, delivering transformative regeneration projects working with
the private sector through Business Improvement Districts and business partnerships and
with public sector partners, including TfL. Among the areas in which we operate are The
Northbank (incorporating Strand and Aldwych), Cheapside, Hatton Garden, and, important
areas in the context of rail devolution, Victoria and Old Street.
Demand on transport infrastructure across these areas is set to rise sharply in the coming
years as London officially becomes a 'mega city'. Victoria is one of London's busiest
transport hubs with 130 million passengers each year and, with several new developments
in the area and Crossrail 2 planned in the future, demand is only set to increase. In Old
Street there is also a significant new development pipeline, with new businesses locating
there and the area growing as a leisure destination. The opening of the Crossrail station at
Whitechapel will increase footfall in the area too.
Transport infrastructure is the fuel that keeps London moving and keeps us competitive
with the rest of the world - attracting global businesses, great talent and international and
domestic leisure visitors.
The Mayor of Londonʼs business case clearly outlines how TfLʼs concession contracting
model, demonstrated by London Overground, would put reliability and customer
satisfaction at the heart of train operator contracts. We believe this would mean a number
of benefits to passengers – more reliable and frequent services, cleaner, staffed stations,
simpler fares and better information for customers.
We represent hundreds of businesses across different parts of London and understand
what is important for businesses to thrive. Anything that puts the needs of passengers first

- who are of course local employees, customers, and tourists - is good news for our
partners and good news for 'London plc'
Yours Sincerely

Ruth Duston
Primera Corporation

The Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP
Department for Transport
Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Road
London
SW1P 4DR
13 October 2016
Dear Secretary of State,
Re: Devolution of Suburban Rail Services to the Mayor of London
I am writing in support of the proposal set out in the Mayor’s election manifesto
for the devolution of suburban rail services to Transport for London.
On balance we are convinced that the business case for devolution will bring
benefits to the Waterloo business community and to London as a whole. We
believe that a well-run service, which is consistent, accessible, locally
accountable and integrated with ongoing modes of transport is preferable to the
current system, and that the likelihood of success is demonstrated in the
example set by the transfer of rail services to the Overground.
We are keen to work with TfL on a local level to ensure that devolution brings
about a greater focus on the management and maintenance of the area around
Waterloo Station which, as a retail and business area, is likely to see considerable
pressure resulting from increased passenger numbers. We also see an
opportunity to work with Network Rail and TfL to unlock the potential of railway
infrastructure as a lever for regeneration, encouraging business growth and a
stronger local economy.
Yours sincerely,

Ben Stephenson
Chief Executive

Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP
Secretary of State for Transport
Department for Transport For London Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Road
London
SW1P 4 DR

Dear Secretary of State,
Rail devolution in London
I am writing to support the business case for the further transfer of responsibility of some rail
passenger services from the Department for Transport to the Mayor and Transport for
London.
As the Founder of Tech London Advocates, I represent a private led coalition of over 3,600
expert individuals from the tech sector. Our fast-growing industry now employs 1.56 million
people in the UK.
World-class transport infrastructure is important to sustaining confidence in our sector that
London is internationally competitive as a place to do business. We need fast, frequent and
reliable services and excellent connections at hubs across the city such as Old Street and
Croydon.
TfL has a proven record at improving services with London Overground and TfL Rail. The
transfer of further services would mean our employees can benefit from more reliable trains,
simpler fares and cleaner, staffed stations. Too many of our members using are having to
cope with services that are unreliable and expensive. London needs reliable and affordable
transport if we are to remain competitive internationally.
Yours Sincerely

Chris Grayling MP
Secretary of State for Transport
Great Minster House,
33 Horseferry Rd,
London SW1P 4DR
13.10.16
R.E: Disabled and older Londoner support the devolution of rail services in
our capital
Dear Secretary of State,
I am writing to you from Transport for All (TfA), a Disabled and older persons’
charity that has championed accessible transport for over twenty years. For much of
our history and indeed still now in 2016, large swathes of the rail network in the
London are no-go areas for disabled and older people. Without stepfree access, lifts,
ramps to bridge the large gaps between the platforms and train and adequate staff
assistance, for many of us using our local rail station can be near on impossible.
And for those who do manage it, we cannot ‘turn up and go’ like non-disabled
passengers and have to pre-book assistance 24 hours in advance.
Inaccessible train services restrict the lives of Disabled and older Londoners and
mean that getting to work, education and staying in touch with family friends and
our local communities becomes a major challenge.
We believe that devolution will begin to address some of the major access issues
that exist on London’s rail network. The access improvements on the London
Overground are a testimony to that. TfA therefore strongly urges the Secretary of
State to devolve all of London’s rail services to the Mayor so that we can have a rail
network in the capital that can be used by all Londoners.
Yours sincerely,
Faryal Velmi
Director
Transport for All

Executive Member
Environment, Planning & Transport
Paul Maynard MP
Parliamentary Under Secretary of State
Department for Transport
Great Minster House
33 Horseferry Road
London
SW1P 3JA

Derrick Ashley
County Councillor
County Hall
Postal Point: CH0147
Pegs Lane

Hertford
SG13 8DE
Tel 01992 556557
email: derrick.ashley@hertfordshire.gov.uk

13 October 2016

Dear Minister,
TfL Proposals for Suburban Rail Services
Hertfordshire County Council strongly supports the transfer of inner suburban
rail services to TfL operation. Our position has always been to be neutral on
which organisation runs the services provided they are frequent, reliable and
value for money. However our experience of London Overground in our
county has demonstrated that TfL is capable of delivering rail services of the
quality that passengers expect and deserve, including in areas beyond the
London boundary.
TfL London Overground trains have served Watford Junction since 2007 and
Cheshunt since 2015. The overall impression has been favourable. On the
Watford Junction route the service quality has been completely transformed,
and there have been clear gains on the Cheshunt route too. The inclusion of
these routes within the Oyster card catchment area has been of particular
benefit.
We would welcome these benefits being extended to services on the
Moorgate route. Whilst it is important that interchange is maintained with other
services on the East Coast Main Line, the county council can see no reason
why the Moorgate services cannot operate successfully as a separate route
from the geographical franchise. The ability for the passenger to compare
train operators may also have the benefit of driving up standards on all rail
services.
Any transfer of services to TfL will help to move forward the debate on how
passenger transport services are managed in London and its surrounding
counties. The current system does not provide a coherent long-term planning
structure, which is to the disbenefit of both London and counties such as
Hertfordshire. We welcome the proposals for a new strategic Partnership to
coordinate rail services across London and the South East, and look forward
to engaging further with the DfT, TfL and other local authorities on the

structure and remit of that body, including exploring the potential for a capital
regional transport authority.
Yours sincerely,

Derrick Ashley
Executive Member

To the Secretary of State for Transport
Department for Transport.
Great Minster House, Horseferry Road,
London SW1

Sevenoaks Rail Travellers Association
PO Box 191 Sevenoaks
Kent TN13 2AW
14 October 2016

Dear Secretary of State
DEVOLUTION OF SOUTHEASTERN SERVICES
Sevenoaks Rail Travellers Association would like to reiterate its strong support for TfL’s
case to be the commissioner of metro services, out as far as Sevenoaks.
We remain convinced by the benefits of devolution. These were clear in the 2013 bid by
the then mayor, and we have seen how those north-of-London services that were
transferred then have benefitted. The South East missed out on these benefits last time,
and it must not be allowed to miss out again.
For us the benefits of devolution of metro services to TfL and bringing Sevenoaks and
Dunton Green into the TfL system would include:
! A relentless focus on customer experience and getting passengers where they want to
go, rather than on train performance and on the railway as an end in itself.
! The Oyster/Contactless fare system, in its full form, including beginning-to-end
integrated charging and automatic application of the correct and lowest fare for the
journey undertaken, will have major benefits for Sevenoaks area travellers, most of
whom use both rail and tube services to get where they actually want to go and are
frustrated by separate ticket systems with different rules.
! Strategic planning of the services taking account of development and economic needs
of London and the South-East. The current oversight of the services has not given
sufficient weight to the needs of businesses and passengers that the rail companies
ultimately serve. Overcrowded and unreliable services have wider negative effects on
the quality of life and the economic performance of the region.
! Scope for future metro services to reflect the changing needs of travellers to London,
as jobs move out of existing centres
! Potential new investment in service and capacity improvement which no DfT franchise
arrangement is likely to deliver, but which through its wider view and longer-term
outlook TfL has shown itself capable of delivering.
! Manned stations to ensure lower fare evasion and help and safety for passengers.
! High standards of service and active management of the private operator of metro
services, based on standards for quality of service to ensure that they meet them, as
already evidenced on London Overground. This is an area where, for monopoly
services, the existing franchise model has failed to drive up performance .
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YoursYours
sincerely
sincerely
(approved by Tony
Clayton and signed in
his absence

!
!
Tony Clayton
Tony Clayton
Chairman
Sevenoaks
Rail Travellers Association
Chairman

Andrew Stott
Andrew Stott
Secretary
Sevenoaks
Rail Travellers Association
Secretary

Copied to:
Sir Michael Fallon, MP for Sevenoaks, Secretary of State for Defence
Sadiq Khan, Mayor of London
Peter Fleming OBE, Leader Sevenoaks District Council

Vauxhall One
Laker Stand
Kia Oval London SE11 5SS

t 020 3179 2074
vauxhallone.co.uk
@vauxhallone

Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP
Dept for Transport
Great Minster House,
33 Horseferry road
London, SW1P 4DR

Dear Rt Hon Chris Grayling MP,

I write in support of the business case for greater devolution of rail services from the Department of
Transport. Vauxhall is a major transport hub bringing together Rail, Underground, Cycle and Road
networks.
Vauxhall One believes there are significant opportunities for improving the coordination and
coherence of services if they are brought under the same governance structure. Particularly we look
forward to further improvements in customer service, seamless and improved fares, ticketing and
information for passengers and public using central Vauxhall.
Additionally with better interchanges we expect increased capacity. This is vitally important for
Vauxhall as we go through a period of rapid growth, which will drive up the number of local
residents and passenger numbers.
Vauxhall also has a notable night time economy, which has been enhanced by the introduction of
the night time tube. It would be extremely valuable if in the future the rail network could be
integrated seamlessly to give passengers the opportunity to come and go to our cultural facilities as
and when they choose.

Yours Sincerely,

Aseem Sheikh
Chairman
Vauxhall One

