
November 2004Community Rail Development Strategy



Contents

Chairman’s foreword 1

1. Background and definitions 2

1.1 Introduction 2

1.2 Historical context 2

1.3 Objectives 3

1.4 Railways and the local economy 4

1.5 The costs of Community Railways 5

1.6 Income 7

1.7 Value-for-money 9

1.8 Improving value-for-money 10

1.9 Consultation responses 11

1.10 Definitions 12

1.11 Community Rail Partnerships 12

1.12 Railway Development Companies 13

1.13 Microfranchises 13

2. The approach 14

2.1 General approach 14

2.2 Designation 14

2.3 Routes selected 15

2.4 Maintenance 16

2.5 Rolling stock 16

2.6 Service planning 17

2.7 Freight 17

2.8 Fares and ticketing 17

2.9 Property 18

2.10 Regulation 18

2.11 Access to stations 19

2.12 Funding strategy 20

3. The Strategy for Community Rail 24
Development

3.1 The Strategy 24

3.2 Designation 24

3.3 Change process 24

3.4 Specification 24

3.5 Standards 24

3.6 Independent railways 24

3.7 Service requirements 25

3.8 Station development 25

3.9 Accessibility 25

3.10 Performance 26

3.11 Open access 26

3.12 Fares, revenue collection 26

3.13 Community Rail Partnerships 26

3.14 Franchise agreements 26

3.15 Land development 27

3.16 Microfranchising 27

3.17 Pilot schemes 27

Appendices 28

Appendix A: List of proposed Community 28

Rail lines by region

Appendix B: Community Rail route 31

designation – example 

of specification

Appendix C: Community Rail Development 33

consultation

Annex: List of respondents 40

Appendix D: Existing Community Rail 45

Partnerships

Front cover: Park and ride – keeping the traffic out of St Ives.

Photograph courtesy of Wessex Trains.



Chairman’s foreword

The development of a strategy for local and rural railways has shone a light on a neglected
part of the network that has had little attention over the last 15 years. What has been
revealed is a group of lines and services that are important to the communities they serve,
and with considerable potential for development. Both are as surprising as they are welcome.

Research by the Institute of Chartered Accountants shows that three-quarters of their
members thought their local railway was important to the business economy of their region,
while two-thirds said they were reliant on their local rail service – the same weight as they
put on intercity links.

The establishment of Community Rail Partnerships around Britain has helped to release the
latent demand for rail by raising awareness and active promotion of local lines. Nowhere is
this more apparent than the Bittern Line in Norfolk, where passenger numbers have now
increased by 162% since the establishment of the Partnership.

But many of these ‘sleeping beauty’ lines have yet to be awakened and too many empty
seats are running up and down Britain’s branch lines safely and reliably… but expensively.
Even if they were filled, the lines would still require unaffordable levels of subsidy, so this
Strategy charts a way both to grow income and to reduce costs so that the subsidy levels
could be reduced by a third, and the subsidy per passenger could be halved.

This can only happen with the support of local communities as well as the rail industry.
This Strategy will only work on the basis of partnership, and depends on active support from
local authorities, users and community groups. It also means embracing change – in the
way the railway is run (and particularly in the way it is maintained), in the prices paid and
when money is tight, in making difficult choices – some of which may be uncomfortable.
Much of the impetus and funding for development and improvement of these lines will now
need to be generated locally.

But the prize is worth winning – a railway with a long-term future that contributes more to the
local economy, as well as to meeting Government targets on accessibility, the environment
and social inclusion.

The Strategy is practical and deliverable and at last provides the incentive to turn these lines
from moribund backwaters into thriving feeders to the rest of the network. The essence of a
Community Railway is that it is ‘everyone’s railway’. Take this opportunity for development
while it exists, and make the most of it. It may be the only opportunity to give many of these
lines a sustainable long-term future.

David Quarmby

Chairman   

Strategic Rail Authority

November 2004

1



1. Background and definitions

1.1 Introduction

This Strategy is designed to improve the financial performance, value-for-money and social
value of local and rural railways. It recognises their distinct characteristics and the wide
diversity of approaches possible to put them on a sustainable basis for the future. It has
been developed from the proposals set out in the SRA’s consultation paper on Community
Rail Development published on 26 February 2004. It draws on the responses to this paper
and on extensive discussion with the rail industry. The input from the Association of
Community Rail Partnerships (ACoRP) has been extensive and is gratefully acknowledged.

The document is divided into three sections:

Part one: Background and definitions. This outlines the costs and benefits of Community
Railways and sets out clear definitions of the different approaches possible to improve their
value to customers, to the communities they serve and to government.

Part two: The approach. This defines the principal ways to improve the value of Community
Railways, using examples of innovation and ideas from across the industry. This is set out for
the benefit and guidance of train and network operators, local authorities, user groups and
partnership groups.

Part three: The Strategy for Community Rail Development, under s206 of the Transport 
Act, 2000. This explains clearly the changes applicable to Community Railways, which 
the rail industry, local authorities and Community Rail Partnerships can use as a basis for
business planning.

1.2 Historical context

As the railway network expanded in the middle of the 19th century, every town wanted to
be linked to the new method of transport and most rural areas sought links to bring the
benefits of cheaper transport and greater accessibility. Many branch lines were promoted
by local people with local investment, even though, over time, most of these small
independent railways were absorbed by the larger main line companies. Both through the
Tramways Act of 1870 and the Light Railways Act of 1896, the Government legislated to
encourage new railways to serve rural areas by permitting relaxation of some of the
standards and regulations, where this was appropriate for lines of local interest with limited
speeds and axle weights.

Within 20 years of the 1896 Act, the development of road competition meant the end for
some of the more remote branch lines, and many more followed in the 1930s. By the 1950s
significant parts of the network were being closed as the spread of the private car and the
lorry took away much of the local railway’s traditional business. The Beeching Report of
1963 concluded that a third of the network should be closed along with many local stations
on main lines, a programme that was vigorously pursued for five years. In 1968, it was
evident that this approach could not continue and the policy started to change. The
Transport Minister, Barbara Castle, introduced a subsidy payment for each unremunerative
service, reflecting the gap between income and costs, and in recognition of the social and
political value of the line. Later these were consolidated into the Passenger Service
Obligation Grant under the Railways Act, 1974, which lasted until replaced by franchise
support payments on privatisation in 1996–97.
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The Community Rail Development Strategy follows on naturally from these historical strands.
It is based on the wishes of the communities served to remain connected to the national rail
network; it is based on the concept of a different category of local railway, separately
specified, with standards appropriate to its use; and it builds on the wishes of local
communities to be actively involved in the development of their railway. Essentially, it is
about putting these lines on a sustainable basis by bringing costs and income closer
together. It recognises that continued subsidy will be required, and that it needs to be
commensurate with the value of the railway to the community in terms of economic
development, accessibility, social inclusion and the environment, as well as fitting with spatial
development plans and fulfilling its role as the backbone of the public transport network.

This Strategy provides the first opportunity for many years to consider the development of
Community Railways in their own right. Previously, policies have focused on principal routes
or market segments, with little regard paid to the effect on local and rural railways. Fares
and standards are often a by-product of decisions made to meet the need of the main lines,
and this Strategy provides the opportunity to consider separately the unique characteristics
of Community Railways.

1.3 Objectives

The objectives of this approach to the development of Community Railways are based on
providing a strategic framework for local and rural routes, services and stations, within which
they can develop and be put on a sustainable basis for the medium to long term through:

• Increasing ridership, freight use and net revenue;

• Managing costs down; and 

• Greater involvement of the local community.

And with success criteria as:

• Reduction of the gap between earnings and allocated costs; and

• Reduced government subsidy per passenger journey.

The Strategy fits with the four priority outcomes shared between central and local government
– congestion, road safety, accessibility and air quality. It also takes account of rural needs
and circumstances, and ensures that rail policy addresses the needs of rural communities.

Associated objectives include contributing to the needs of the local economy, particularly the
tourist economy, social inclusion and environmental improvement, as much of this Strategy
is about putting passengers in seats that are currently empty, which would bring a dramatic
improvement in terms of emissions per passenger kilometre.

It is intended to test the deliverability of these objectives through a range of pilot projects.
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1.4 Railways and the local economy 

Local rail lines are vitally important for the many towns and villages they serve. Forming the
core of a good public transport network, they enable residents of rural areas to access local
towns, encouraging vibrant economic hubs for employment, shopping and doing business.
Connections to the national network also provide convenient access to regional and national
centres, important to the development of the rural economy. This importance was
underlined by the recent survey by the Institute of Chartered Accountants for England and
Wales, which showed that local rail links to the national network were seen as very important
to business. From other responses, it is also evident that being on the rail network is seen
as important in the context of inward investment.

Increasingly tourism has become a significant part of the rural economy. Rail is a convenient
mode of transport for overseas tourists who are among the highest-spending groups of
visitors and make extensive use of the ‘BritRail’ pass sold through the Internet and sales
agencies abroad. Rail provides access not only for visitors who stay overnight but also for
day-trippers from larger towns or cities. Perhaps most importantly, particularly for lines
serving national parks, areas of outstanding natural beauty, seaside towns and historical
sites, these railways are a sustainable mode of public transport for tourists. Some rural lines,
such as the Cambrian Coast and the Looe Valley Line, are even tourist attractions in their own
right by virtue of their scenic quality.

Research sponsored by Somerset County Council on the West Somerset Railway (a steam-
operated heritage line) indicates a multiplier effect that benefits the local economy. For every
pound in fare income, £1.90 flows into the local economy from associated spending by the
visitor, purchase of goods and services by the railway and from local employment by the
railway. More work is needed to identify the effect of individual Community Railways on the
local economy, but a similar multiplier effect might be expected, even if the ratio were lower.

A rich industrial heritage, but a high infrastructure cost: The Penistone Line strides across a Yorkshire valley.
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Use of rail by domestic and overseas tourists not only brings income to rural areas but also
contributes to the sustainability of the environment that attracted those tourists in the first
place. For example, railways have a less-harmful impact on the landscape than equivalent
roads and parking space. Busy trains result in lower emissions per passenger kilometre and
hence help to contain the growth of global warming and improve air quality. They are also
less stressful than driving. Above all, they provide choice for consumers and an acceptable
alternative to cars and lorries.

Where local railways carry freight, this too is important for the local economy and its ability to
sustain jobs. Responses to the survey by the Institute of Chartered Accountants, and to the
Community Rail Consultation, identified potential freight use as a key consideration in the
development of these routes. The approach set out in the following pages, in terms of route
plans, would ensure that these opportunities are fully explored.

1.5 The costs of Community Railways

Costing Community Rail operations is difficult as there are few reliable records of local
expenditure and almost all routes operate as part of a larger entity. It is also important to
note the difference between allocated costs, which include shared costs and a spread of
overheads, and avoidable costs – the much smaller figure that might be saved if a route
were closed. Both train operations and infrastructure maintenance are generally accounted
for at an aggregate level, so there is always an issue of how much of the shared costs
should be allocated to an individual route (for example, how much of the TOC’s marketing
costs are related to any individual route) and how much would actually be saved if that route
were to be closed (the avoidable cost).

The key drivers of costs on Community Railways are:

• The infrastructure – maintaining and renewing track, structures and signalling systems
(infrastructure operating costs are not generally high, because most of these lines have
minimal signalling);

• The trains – leasing costs and paying for maintenance, fuel and cleaning;

• The operations – principally train crew costs as there are few other train operating
company staff on these lines;

• The stations – lighting, cleaning, painting and supervision; and 

• The profit – train operators have shareholders who need to see a return on their
investment.

It is debatable whether other costs should be allocated to the routes – as in most cases 
the routes will have little or no impact on the costs of the railway overall and therefore other
overheads such as ‘HQ costs’, including the costs of sales offices or timetable planners,
should not normally be scored against individual Community Rail routes.
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Infrastructure

An initial assessment of the costs of the four mainland Community Rail pilot schemes
identified in the consultation paper showed that the most significant area of costs is
infrastructure (including station renewals), with annual costs being in the order of £100,000
per track mile. However, it is clear that the avoidable costs associated with infrastructure
renewal are substantially lower than would initially appear, as:

• There are overheads which would not be avoided if the lines were closed; and

• Some costs associated with lines are not rail-related (e.g. coastal defences), or could not
be avoided even if the service were withdrawn. These are principally the continuing
need to maintain the substructure – earthworks (including fencing and other landowner
obligations) and structures (e.g. maintaining road-over-rail bridges or listed structures).
Some 40% of renewal costs relate to structures.

The costs of running Community Rail routes are particularly difficult to identify due to the
long periods between renewals. Further work is needed to provide improved costing of all
aspects of Community Railways as part of the pilot projects. This will involve Network Rail
and the Office of Rail Regulation (ORR) in further work on improving the transparency of
infrastructure costs across the network.

Rolling stock

The next most significant cost is rolling stock. The costs vary according to the type of train
used and the mileages run on the line. In the cases reviewed, half to three-quarters of the
cost of the rolling stock was relatively fixed, relating to leasing costs and heavy maintenance
charges. These annual costs vary between vehicle type but, for Community Railways, are of
the order of £100,000 per vehicle. There is currently little difference in price reflecting the
age of the vehicle, although it is expected that lease costs of the vehicles currently used on
Community Railways will decline from around 2006 as more and newer trains are introduced
elsewhere on the network. While there are no clear estimates of future costs, it seems likely
that Community Rail routes will be using the existing fleet or vehicles cascaded from other
parts of the network for the foreseeable future.

Operations – staff

Given the basic nature of operations on these lines, there is less scope for economies here
than in the costs of providing the infrastructure and the trains. There is, however, some scope
for cost reductions in terms of staff costs and in matching services with demand. The biggest
element of operations cost is train crew. Most other train operator staff (such as controllers,
sales staff and HQ functions) are unlikely to be so closely tied to the operation of a line that
they would not be needed if the lines were closed, and therefore have not been costed to the
Community Railway. However, it is likely that there are some small-scale management costs
for train operators that are driven by the existence of Community Railways.

Operations – services

The pattern of service provided on most Community Rail routes reflects that required by the
Passenger Service Requirement (PSR), which itself reflects the service provided by British
Rail at privatisation, which in turn may reflect the requirements of the 1974 PSO (Public
Service Obligation) direction. So, 30 years on, there is good reason to look at how far current
service provision reflects today’s actual demand, and seek to concentrate on a pattern of
service that will both meet that, and the scope for market expansion identified below.
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Profit

The other element of cost is the train operator’s profit. Train operators belong to companies
whose shareholders (including pension funds) expect that the money they invest in
companies produces a return. The level of the return will vary according to the perceived risk
to profitability of the line – but it is likely to be a fairly small proportion of the costs.

There is potential for reductions in costs in a number of areas. The principal scope for cost
reduction is in infrastructure maintenance and renewal, where savings ought to be possible
through a number of measures, including a changed approach to engineering possessions
(when the line is taken out of use for maintenance or renewals work) and the application of
changed standards. For rolling stock, we believe that there will be continued downward
pressure on lease costs particularly for vehicles such as Pacers, and some vehicles may be
available at lower cost as current leases expire. In operations, new approaches to service
planning and revenue collection ought to yield savings on some lines.

1.6 Income

Passenger revenue is allocated to Community Rail routes through the ticketing system.
Where a ticket is issued for a journey wholly on a Community Rail route, all of the revenue is
allocated to that route after the deduction of any retailing commission payable. Where a
journey involves more than the Community Rail route, then the revenue (net of commission) is
shared on the basis of mileage: so for a journey from London to St Ives, less than £1 goes to
the branch operator – substantially below the revenue that would be obtained from a locally
purchased ticket or would be attributed to a fixed price add-on (similar to bus add-ons).

An alternative way to assess the revenue on a Community Rail route is to look at the value of
the ticket sales associated with journeys on the line. This ‘associated revenue’ value gives an
indication of the maximum revenue at risk were the service not to be there. This should not
be thought of as an alternative form of allocation, as it would not be logical, for example, to
allocate the whole of the revenue for a journey from London to St Ives to the branch line,
although clearly some contributory revenue should be taken into account.

Analysis of the four mainland pilot routes identified in the consultation paper shows that the
total allocated revenue is just over 11% of the estimated costs and the associated revenue
almost three times this figure (32% of costs). The latter is revenue at risk if the branch line
were not there. This lower figure masks large variations between routes and ignores
contributory revenue to main line services. It is based on current costs and takes no
account of the scope for cost savings resulting from this Strategy and Network Rail’s cost-
reduction targets. Equally, it gives no indication of savings that might be made from closure,
as some of the infrastructure costs are incurred whether or not trains run.

Raising income is a key part of the Community Rail Strategy and there is evidence of
significant latent demand for local rail services, confirmed by the results on lines such as the
Bittern Line in Norfolk where revenue has more than doubled over seven years (with a 162%
increase in passenger numbers). It should be possible to double originating fare income
from Community Rail services over a five-year period through local initiatives, and through a
combination of:

• Better marketing. Working with local partners to raise awareness of the line, and tailor
services to meet local needs better. This is where we anticipate the majority of growth;
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• Changes to the fares structure. Fares are often set to meet the requirements of one
group of potential travellers (e.g. tourists) but are not suitable for other groups (e.g. local
commuters). Local railcards and carnets of tickets could be part of the changed structure;

• Changes to fares level. In some areas peak fares are too low (lower than the parallel
bus services), in other cases the fares are too high and deter passengers at times when
there are plenty of seats. Operators need greater freedom to improve the yield from
Community Rail services, but need to do so in the context of local market conditions,
informed by the Community Rail Partnership;

• Integration. With other transport including combined park and ride fares and joint bus/train
tickets or timetables. Further work is needed here in the context of current competition
law, although the approach is recognised as being in the interests of passengers;

• Special events and charters. The sort of initiatives that are well managed by
Community Rail Partnerships; and

• Revenue protection. Ensuring that all fares are collected (there is evidence of extensive
evasion at the moment).

In addition to the passenger revenue on a line, there may be opportunities to increase freight
traffic and to gain more revenue from property and ancillary trading activities.

Freight operates on fewer than half the Community Rail routes listed in Appendix A.
The Strategy puts emphasis on cost control and development of standards more closely
tailored to the demands placed on each route. However, it is also designed to encourage
innovation in rail freight and offers opportunities to reduce terminal and handling costs, as
well as to consider innovation in operation. The Highland Rail Partnership, working with
freight operators and industry, has demonstrated that there is potential freight traffic even 
in quite remote areas.

Property income on Community Rail routes is also capable of improvement, although it is
recognised that there are many Community Rail routes where there are few buildings
available to let and that the letting potential at some locations is very limited. (For example,
most small station buildings in the former Western Region were demolished as part of a
rationalisation programme years ago.)  Property forms part of the package of measures to
improve the performance of Community Railways, through:

• Income from commercial development or leasing;

• Additional rail revenue, where the development attracts new passengers;

• Avoidance of costs, where a tenant takes over the maintenance liability; and

• Other non-financial benefits, where the use of the property populates the station area
with a consequent reduction in trespass and vandalism.

The approach may require adjacent property (whether owned by Network Rail, the SRA or
the local authority) to be managed in line with this Strategy, rather than managed to secure
maximum value to the owner from the individual site.

Ancillary income from catering, souvenir sales and other local services can make a small
impact on the financial position of a line – though, compared with the revenue from ticket
sales, this is unlikely to be a major factor in its success.
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1.7 Value-for-money

Government cash support for the rail industry ran to £2.6 billion in 2002–03, a figure that has
subsequently grown and is projected to grow further. Given that ridership is now running at
1 billion journeys per annum, this means that the raw support statistic is £2.60 per journey.
Our initial review of the four mainland pilot schemes identified in the consultation shows that
the support per journey is more than three times this figure – substantially more than the
average for the national network – but perhaps not as dramatically different from the overall
average as may have been expected. This average figure masks large variations, with
longer quieter routes costing substantially more in terms of Government support than the
shorter busier ones.

The justification for this support is in terms of:

• Reducing congestion. Towns like St Ives have major traffic problems during the summer
and Watford and St Albans have traffic issues all year, with the loss of valuable town
centre sites for car parking as a result;

• Supporting local economies. Tourism (particularly sustainable tourism) is part of the
value of many Community Rail routes, and the local economy benefits from being linked
to the national rail network;

• Providing a community transport service. Lines like the Esk Valley provide all-year-
round transport for communities with relatively poor roads, including those vulnerable to
the effects of snow;

• Environmental benefits. In addition to the congestion reduction benefits, there are benefits
in terms of air quality, noise pollution, rural land take (for roads and car parks) and visual
intrusion when people travel by train to sensitive areas such as national parks; and

• Changing patterns of population. Many parts of rural Britain are experiencing significant
population growth and this is expected to continue in line with Government policy. Many
people now seek the quality of life associated with rural living with the benefits of access
to the facilities provided in cities. This is dependent on quality transport links to towns
and cities from expanding rural areas, which rail is uniquely well placed to offer.

These and other benefits arise from the maintenance and development of Community
Railways, and the relatively high costs of their continued support have to be seen in the
context of the generally higher costs of delivering public services in rural areas. However, in
the longer term, the net cost to the Exchequer needs to be reduced in order to ensure that
the routes offer good value to the taxpayer and are sustainable.

Passenger expectations: Lighting, shelters, passenger information and cycle storage are provided as
standard at local stations such as Stapleton Road, Bristol.



1.8 Improving value-for-money

The current support cost of Community Rail in total is difficult to establish – a top-down
analysis based on average costs for the industry (which therefore includes overheads)
suggests it is of the order of £300 million per annum. From the work done so far, however,
it is evident that the reductions in costs and increases in revenue, which are deliverable 
over a five-year period, would produce striking improvements in value-for-money, especially
in terms of halving the support levels paid for each passenger journey.

Looking at the revenue side, it is evident that growing patronage has only a modest impact on
the subsidy required for a service – but a much bigger impact on subsidy per passenger.
Looking at the four mainland pilot lines identified in the consultation paper, increasing journeys
by 33% will only reduce the net cost of the lines by 4% – though the subsidy per journey will
reduce by 28%. Doubling revenue as described above, which is the five-year goal of this
Strategy, reduces the support cost by 13% and the cost per passenger journey is more than
halved. An illustration of how these changes could work together is shown in the table below.

The activity on the revenue side must be matched with savings on the cost side of the
equation. As the numbers here are much bigger, smaller percentage changes have a bigger
impact on the bottom line. It is possible to make substantial changes to the costs of
infrastructure through changed maintenance procedures, savings in operations and, over
time, savings in rolling stock costs. Realistic projections of the benefits flowing from this
Strategy could yield a reduction in net cost of around a quarter in both total subsidy and
support per passenger journey. Combining these savings with the revenue assumptions at
the end of the previous paragraph should yield a total saving of around a third and a cost
per passenger journey of around 50%. If the estimate of total net costs of Community
Railways is correct at around £300 million, this is a saving of some £100 million per annum.

Reduction in subsidy

Subsidy Subsidy reduction 
reduction (%) per passenger (%)

Revenue side 
Volume increase 33% 4.3 28.0

Cut in fares evasion 33% 0.3 3.0

Yield increase 10% 1.3 1.3

Combined revenue side as above 6.5 31.5

Cost side 
Infrastructure cost reduction 30% 23.3 23.3

Rolling stock reduction 10% 1.7 1.7

Operation saving 5% 0.8 0.8

Combined cost saving as above 26 26

Revenues and cost combined as above 32 50

As can be seen from this table, these savings are relatively modest and achievable. Other,
more radical solutions could be considered, particularly in the longer term (beyond five
years). These might include moving closer to the light rail model with the development of
a new low-cost train for Community Railways, allowing ground-level boarding and alighting
(which is likely to provide better access and egress for many disabled passengers without
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the cost of raising or lengthening platforms), simpler signalling principles based on GPS, and
removal of the requirement to fence lines and a local approach to staff remuneration and
conditions. These ideas, however, need further research, and none are reflected in this
Strategy or the estimates of benefits it contains.

In addition to the financial benefits outlined above, growth in patronage is also expected to
have a positive environmental benefit. Full trains yield bigger environmental benefits than
those with empty seats, and an objective of this Strategy is for existing resources to be used
to bring more people into environmentally sensitive areas by better timetabling and
marketing, using the approach described below, so delivering additional benefits with no
increases in emissions or land take.

It should be noted that the changes in costs and revenues do not have a direct or immediate
impact on the cost of the railway to government. Financial improvements realised by train
operators will accrue to them, until this can be changed through contract variation or
refranchising. Savings realised by Network Rail would need to be taken into account in
future reviews of access charges (at least where they go beyond the efficiency savings
assumed in the last review). Consideration should be given to retention of some of the 
net financial benefits for further developments for the benefit of the communities served.

The figures supplied here are broad brush and will need refinement over time. It is
acknowledged that in some instances achieving savings may require some initial investment.
It is anticipated that in most instances this will be modest in nature.

1.9 Consultation responses 

An analysis of the consultation responses is attached at Appendix C. From a wide range of
responses, there was almost universal support for a strategy of developing Community
Railways, and nine key themes raised are identified below:

• The need for greater clarification in definitions of Community Railways and their
supporting partnerships;

• The need for consultation on the designation of individual Community Rail routes based
on a clearer understanding of its effects;

• Complete opposition to the replacement of local rail services by buses on a 
permanent basis;

• Support for the extension of Community Rail Partnerships which are seen to have been
wholly beneficial;

• Agreement with the identification of separate standards appropriate to the needs of the line;

• General opposition to increased fares (even though in many cases they are already
lower than bus);

• A desire to retain the capability of these lines to carry freight;

• Support for finding new uses for redundant or under-used station buildings; and

• A desire to see additional funding (or match funding) made available through Rail
Passenger Partnership or a successor grant.

In other areas, such as on microfranchising and modifying the performance regime, views
were mixed.

11
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1.10 Definitions

Community Rail lines are those designated as such, following consultation, as described in
parts two and three of this Strategy. They will be typically local or rural routes, single or
double track with normally one operator, or a single passenger operator plus freight. In
general, they will not include lines with significant freight flows (significant means more than
500 trains per annum) although a few such routes with strong Community Rail
characteristics are listed in Appendix A. They normally serve the areas covered by just one
or two local authorities with transport planning responsibilities. They are not:

• Lines that form part of the Trans European Network (TENs routes); or (except as shown)
that are designated as part of the Trans European Rail Freight Network (TERFN);

• Multiple track lines (more than two tracks);

• Lines with a speed limit in excess of 75 mph;

• Nor intensively used lines forming part of radial commuting networks to principal cities.

Community Rail stations are stations on Community Rail lines.

Community Rail services are trains that operate on Community Rail lines and may also
operate over the conventional network to other stations. Community Rail services are
supported by a Community Rail Partnership or a Railway Development Company.

Partnership stations are local stations on the conventional or high-speed network where 
the involvement of the community is sought, through station adoption, or the community use
of station buildings, or through the support of a ‘friends’ group, but where the terms of
involvement reflect the different operational and safety circumstances. This does not require
formal designation of these stations and no change is proposed to the safety requirements
governing access to these stations.

Partnership services are those that serve Partnership stations and operate wholly over the
conventional or high-speed networks.

1.11 Community Rail Partnerships

These are not-for-profit organisations including local authorities, community groups, rail 
user groups, TOCs and often (but not always) Network Rail. Some include other bodies
such as national park authorities, town or parish councils and businesses. They are
established by mutual agreement and are typically staffed by a paid officer supported by 
a committee of stakeholders.



1.12 Railway Development Companies

Two of these have been established, one for the Settle & Carlisle Line (set up over ten 
years ago) and the second now established for the Esk Valley Line. They have more
extensive responsibilities than Community Rail Partnerships, but fewer than microfranchises
(see below). They are companies that can employ staff, lease or own property and
undertake trading activities in a way which is not possible for voluntary groups or for local
government officers. They may undertake support services such as ticket selling, catering
and retailing at stations or on trains, and property restoration and management. They can
also provide ancillary services such as running community bus services, but do not
undertake safety-critical tasks, which remain the responsibility of the duty holder – the train
operator or Network Rail. Both Railway Development Companies and Community Rail
Partnerships can also provide an effective local management presence for the railway within
the community.

1.13 Microfranchises

Microfranchising involves the separate tendering of a self-contained branch line on a basis
that might include responsibility for operation and maintenance of the infrastructure as well
as the provision of the passenger service. It would only apply to certain categories of self-
contained lines, defined in the Strategy below.

The microfranchising concept itself is flexible, but it could involve:

• Franchising by the local authority with SRA/Department for Transport (DfT) acting as
their agent, using the Merseyside model;

• Encouraging bids from independent operators like the Wensleydale Railway as well as
from principal franchised operators; and

• Franchisees to be responsible for both services and infrastructure.

Initial consideration on how this last point might be achieved is based on leasing the line from
Network Rail at a price which would reflect the cost of maintaining heavy structures and dealing
with catastrophic events like flooding, while operation, routine maintenance and renewals
became the responsibility of the franchisee (the Island Line model). Clearly, this would require
Network Rail’s agreement as both freehold owner and current infrastructure operator.
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2. The approach

2.1 General approach

The Community Rail Development Strategy is based on the premise that neither closure nor
further conventional cost-cutting can improve the current situation of local and rural railways.
Closure of rail infrastructure is not part of Government policy nor the Secretary of State’s
Directions and Guidance to the SRA. Railways represent a long-life fixed investment, and
closures leave huge residual liabilities, which have to be managed. Closures are hotly
contested and the closure process takes significant senior management time to handle,
with limited cost savings achievable.

The approach therefore is to narrow the gap between income and costs and to secure the
maximum involvement and support, in cash or in kind, from the local community.

Many local services and stations will benefit from the initiatives on promotion, marketing and
development outlined in this Strategy, even where they use part of the main line network.
Reduction in costs will be facilitated by the separate specification of service and infrastructure
requirements on routes that are separately designated as Community Railways. These 56
routes are shown in Appendix A. No routes in Scotland are shown, because almost all those
that might be eligible for Community Rail designation are already designated Trans European
Network routes. Some of the principles in this document might be applicable to Scottish
lines, but in the future this would be a matter for the Scottish Executive to consider.

2.2 Designation

To achieve this, the approach proposed is through separate designation of Community
Railways as a third group of lines alongside the high-speed and conventional networks, to
facilitate proper specification, promotion and community involvement. This is an approach
commonly adopted throughout Europe for local lines.

Designation of self-contained branch lines is relatively straightforward, but many local
services also use parts of the conventional or high-speed networks and, for clarity, specific
route sections have been identified for designation in Appendix A, which also shows the full
extent of the passenger service operating over them.

Designated Community Rail lines may operate or be engineered to standards appropriate
to the nature and volume of traffic being handled and will be specified accordingly.
These standards may be established directly from the specification through a process 
of risk assessment for the line. In some cases, derogation from the existing group or
company standards or TSIs may be appropriate, supported by risk assessment, and in 
due course, these derogations may be grouped to form separate guidance for Community
Railways. The standards may be proposed by the SRA/DfT, by the network or train
operator, by a Railway Development Company or by partners in a Community Rail
Partnership, but would be approved by the Rail Safety and Standards Board (RSSB).

Initial designation would be made by SRA/DfT with the agreement of ORR, following
consultation, and a change process would also be introduced to deal with subsequent
proposals to designate routes, or to de-designate them if circumstances changed and it 
was more appropriate for them to revert to the conventional network.
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2.3 Routes selected

A simple Route Prospectus will be prepared for each Community Rail service to identify 
the constraints and opportunities, the economic benefits and funding opportunities and a
suggested timescale for implementation. The plan will be consistent with Route Utilisation
Strategies and will feed into and be informed by Regional Planning Assessments. The plan
will be discussed with key stakeholders prior to publication, including the transport planning
authorities served, the Rail Passengers’ Council and the Community Rail Partnership or
Railway Development Company.

This plan and the associated short consultation with key local stakeholders (and FOCs)
would be a prerequisite to the formal designation of routes as Community Rail lines and the
specification would form the basis of differentiated standards on these routes.

Differentiated standards. None of what is proposed would change the principles of railway
operation or signalling, but designation would allow a reappraisal of the standards to ensure
they are appropriately specified, and would be reflected in reduced renewal and maintenance
costs. Similarly, the specification could give greater flexibility (with reduced costs) in the
scheduling of engineering works to allow longer possessions to be taken, and greater use
made of daylight possessions (see below).

Specification of passenger services. Clearly, responsibility for specification of passenger
services (which is the key to costs on these lines) must rest with the authority responsible for
funding them. In most cases this will be the SRA/DfT, but in the case of microfranchises,
this might be a local or regional authority. Specification should be undertaken in conjunction
with the community that is supporting the railway and their involvement would need to be
proportional to that support. Where, for example, local authorities funded the provision of a
Sunday or late-night service, they should have the right to specify the level of service they
are prepared to pay for, unless this restricted the rights of other users of the network or the
reasonable requirements of the network operator for access for maintenance.
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2.4 Maintenance

The approach here is to move to a better-planned rather than a reactive maintenance regime on
these lines to limit the need for renewals. The evidence from lightly trafficked routes is that if
they are properly maintained, the need for expensive renewals can be deferred for many years.

More use can be made of daytime possessions, either in ‘white periods’ between infrequent
train services, or by scheduling engineering work at periods of low demand (e.g. midweek
during February, on lines with high summer demand).

The specification will reflect the actual traffic requirements for the line, recognising for
example where use of the route is confined to lightweight diesel units, and allowing a
corresponding reduction in maintenance costs.

The framework (particularly, but not exclusively through microfranchising) allows the
establishment of locally based maintenance staff with detailed asset knowledge and
reduced travelling times, where this provides value-for-money.

On some routes, relatively simple low-cost improvements (such as replacing paraffin signal lamps
with low-voltage electric lighting in semaphore signals) can achieve short-term savings, but have
not yet been progressed, and will be encouraged through the Route Prospectus process.

2.5 Rolling stock

The current position is that leasing/heavy maintenance costs are high, around £100,000 per
annum for a single vehicle, making train strengthening for growth or seasonal variations
unaffordable. There appears to be some limited scope for use of Mark II and Mark III 
loco-hauled stock on some interurban services to release class 150/158 trains to the
branches, but this will depend on the costs of locomotive provision. More work is needed
here to identify and test costs, given a market with suitable surplus locomotives and the
growth of the spot hire market through independent operators like Fragonset and West
Coast Railway Company. There may also be some scope for use of lower-cost new trains
currently in use elsewhere in the EU, although more work is needed here to assess their
compatibility with the British structure gauge.

Innovative systems using light rail vehicles require up-front investment, but work is under way
with Centro and Pre-Metro Operations with the aim of an extended trial of the Parry People
Mover on the Stourbridge Town branch.

While every effort should be made to improve accessibility of existing rolling stock during
refurbishment, it is unlikely that such stock will be fully compliant with Rail Vehicle
Accessibility Regulations (RVAR) standards on such lightly used lines. Consultation will 
take place (where appropriate) when refurbishment programmes are being discussed and
exemptions could be sought where reasonable, or if required, to ensure that Community 
Rail services remain affordable.
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2.6 Service planning

Most Community Rail services are tightly resourced to meet the Passenger Service
Requirement (PSR), which can itself inhibit service development, and removal of this
requirement is a key to service development. In many cases, there is scope to provide a better
pattern of service within the resources available, but in general there is little scope to save
rolling stock, particularly on branch lines, which are operated by just one train. Nevertheless,
analysis of demand shows that some PSR trains carry very small numbers of passengers,
and the Route Prospectus will provide the opportunity to review the pattern of service to
redeploy resources where they are most needed – particularly where demand can be grown.
One opportunity would be on routes with high seasonal variations in demand, where savings
could be made in the winter, perhaps through moving to single shift working, but an extended
service provided in the summer. In other cases, late evening services may not be justified
during the early part of the week, but may be required on Fridays and Saturdays. In some
cases, it may be necessary to run a more restricted service until demand has grown through
the work of the Community Rail Partnership.

Proper consideration needs to be given to planned connection times at junctions, and to the
policy on holding branch trains for late-running main line connections where this is in the
interests of the majority of passengers. This policy should be published by the Community
Rail line operator.

2.7 Freight

Reduction in unit costs, simpler standards and a more-flexible approach might open up new
opportunities for freight on Community Railways. While the lines under consideration are
often in rural areas rather than centres of production or distribution, designation might result
in reduced siding connection charges, or allow consideration of lineside loading as at
Kinbrace on the line from Inverness to Wick. There might also be scope to provide for
intermodal freight. The Strategy is based on a clear identification both of routes that have
freight potential, and those that have no prospect of carrying conventional freight, so that
maintenance and renewal standards can be specified accordingly. The process outlined
above for designation will ensure this is done in consultation with rail freight operators to
encourage the identification of such opportunities.

2.8 Fares and ticketing

The approach is to remove the regulatory cap from Community Rail fares to allow them to be
determined locally and, where appropriate, integrated with bus fares. In particular, the aim is
to give the freedom for local promotional fares on routes where there is only one operator.
Revenue protection is often poor and its improvement will be a core part of the strategy to
increase income, through off-rail sales and through modification of door controls on units, to
allow more efficient fare collection between frequent stops.

A modified train despatch regime for Community Railways could be developed to allow
drivers to oversee despatch of their own trains and conductors to concentrate on fare
collection. This would require platform mirrors to be provided, or train mirrors as in mainland
Europe, with higher lighting levels where required (possibly provided by train-borne lighting).
Conductors would still be trained and competent to undertake train protection duties and to
look after passengers in the event of an incident.
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2.9 Property

There are two potential areas of change related to property. Firstly, there is some scope for
greater community use of empty or derelict buildings. This would benefit the community and
also the railway by improving the station environment, providing a presence at the station as
a deterrent to trespass and vandalism, and possibly attracting additional passengers to visit
the facility provided. It will also provide income to maintain the buildings. Secondly, there
appears to be scope for more active management of property on Community Rail routes –
possibly through a rail development company or working with the Community Rail
Partnership – with income related to these properties identified as helping to defray the
costs of the rail service. The value of the ‘Gateway station’ approach (part of the
Countryside Agency’s Market Towns Initiative) is recognised, and ideas and good practice
will be drawn from the 12 pilot schemes, eight of which are on Community Rail lines.

A partnership between ACoRP and Network Rail will offer a means of developing redundant
railway buildings which have no immediate commercial potential.

A new approach is required to encourage better use of derelict land and empty buildings on
Community Rail routes. Land from the residual BR estate, owned by the SRA, can be sold
to the rail industry or local authorities for rail or integrated transport use. In establishing
terms for the sale or lease of the land, the purposes of this Strategy should be taken into
account. Similarly, with the approval of ORR, Network Rail needs to be able to give
consideration to appropriate use of land for the development of Community Rail routes in
line with this Strategy, not just in relation to the market value of the specific site and its effect
on their ‘single till’ income. Many sites adjacent to rural Community Rail stations (typically,
former goods yards and approach roads) have limited open market value, but could be used
for development to support the railway, or integrated transport. In such cases, the owner will
need the flexibility to be able to dispose of the land, or to lease it in the best interests of the
Community Railway as a whole, not just in relation to the market value of the specific site.

Local authorities should consider the potential of stations and freight terminals on Community
Rail lines when reviewing development plans for the areas they serve. Consideration should
also be given to a presumption in favour of granting planning consent for developments on
‘railway land’ on designated Community Rail routes where these are to provide facilities for a
rail or integrated transport purpose. (For this purpose ‘railway land’ is that within the
boundaries of the act authorising construction of the line and owned by Network Rail, the SRA
or the local authority). The SRA will seek to identify relevant property within the BR estate.

It is recognised that in some parts of the country there are now very few buildings left on
many stations and so the relevance of this will vary from area to area.

2.10 Regulation

Under current legislation, even small and beneficial changes to passenger facilities – such
as the relocation of a stabling siding or a ticket office – can be classified as ‘minor closures’
and therefore require formal consent from ORR. A simplified approach to ‘minor closures’
to allow relocation of station facilities is covered in the Strategy in section 3. A simpler
process will be developed for approving such a change on Community Rail lines to
encourage securing best value from the sites concerned.
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2.11 Access to stations

Station access improvements. Improving access in its widest sense, both on and off station
property, can benefit a wide range of people and increase rail’s catchment population. The ideal
is for stations to be accessible by all modes of transport – walk, cycle, bus, car, drop-off, taxi –
and for people with and without restricted mobility. As an example, at Bury St Edmunds, a
comprehensive range of access improvements has been achieved as a partnership project.
Measures include modernisation of an existing lift and forecourt redesign to accommodate bus
interchange, cycle parking, dedicated taxi facilities and improved pedestrian access. Bringing
Local Transport Plan funding together with Network Rail committed funding for lift replacement
attracted other funding sources to enable a bigger impact to be made.

Links to town centres and other key destinations. Links can be provided with destinations
remote from the station. The Durham Cathedral bus is a good example of a dedicated bus
link, integrated with rail. This is partly funded through congestion charges to ‘the Peninsula’,
the historic centre of Durham. Road charging may have limited potential for replication
elsewhere for the time being, but with co-operation from local authorities, car-parking revenues
could serve a similar purpose in circumstances where fare revenues do not cover costs.

Dedicated bus links to tourist destinations are also available from some stations. At Alnmouth,
a summer bus link to Alnwick and its castle is being trialled by Northumberland County Council
with partnership funding from a range of sources including Virgin Trains and the Rural Bus
Challenge fund. Through dialogue with bus operators it may be possible to achieve better bus
links from stations on a commercial basis, most likely through diversion of existing routes.

The SRA’s Cycling Policy provides for improved access and secure cycle storage which is
applicable to Community Rail as to other stations. Sustrans is the co-ordinating body for
development of the National Cycle Network. Together with local authorities Sustrans has 
an exceptional track record for securing funding for and implementing this new infrastructure.
The National Cycle Network, which should ultimately result in 10,000 miles of designated
route integrated with the national rail network, is attracting new walking and cycling journeys.
The result is a growing extent of high-quality and sometimes off-road links to stations, for
example, to Taunton station via a new housing development, itself developed on former
railway land. Joint working with the local community, highway authority, Sustrans and rail
industry is key to facilitating good cycle and pedestrian links to stations.

Information. Information serves to promote awareness of options. Cycle parking is available,
for example, at all One Anglia stations. Appropriate signage helps to maintain awareness of
facilities and promote their use. The cycle parking stands and lockers were funded through a
partnership of local authorities, the train operator and the SRA; the signage was funded by
the Countryside Agency. Beyond signage, information resources available to Community Rail
Partnerships include leaflets, rolling stock vinyls, station information boards, on-train posters
and websites. Working with partners, a vast range of information networks can become
available – including libraries, tourist information offices, community outreach centres and
retail outlets, such as the pubs featured in ‘Rail Ale’ line guides, for example, produced by 
the Devon and Cornwall, the Heart of Wessex Line and the Penistone Line Partnerships.

Enhancing environmental quality at stations can also encourage rail use. Often linked with 
a greater sense of security, making stations more attractive places can encourage their use.
The Ramsgate station forecourt scheme, funded through a partnership of Kent County
Council, Thanet District Council, the Railway Heritage Trust, South Eastern Trains and the
SRA (through its Rail Passenger Partnership scheme) is a good example (Norwich station
forecourt is another) of achieving a more attractive welcome for passengers.
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2.12 Funding strategy

To help realise local enhancement schemes, an approach involving a range of partners will be
necessary. This will help secure the necessary package of funding sources. Sources of
funding which can be used for station enhancements at the present time are considered below.

European funding sources

Expenditure as part of the current tranche of European funding in place needs to be agreed
and programmed by December 2006. European Regional Development Funding (ERDF) is
the important opportunity. ERDF provides Structure Funds for areas in relative decline.
At Halesworth in Suffolk the Objective 5b Structure Fund programme was used to raise
platform heights and convert the redundant station building, now used as a local museum,
Mencap training centre for people with disabilities and community transport office.
Interestingly, the scheme was justified on tourism development grounds rather than by its
transport benefits.

ERDF also funds the Interreg programme, which aims to develop common approaches to
issues including transport across different regions of Europe. Unlike the Structure Funds,
Interreg is available across all UK regions. A number of local rail schemes are funded by
Interreg. At Dover Priory, where there is strong involvement of local schools and colleges,
better interchange, environmental enhancements and links between station and town are
being funded through Interreg. This in turn forms part of a wider project led by the South
East of England Development Agency (SEEDA), seeking to understand best practice in
integrating stations and the communities they serve across North West Europe.

The URBAN programme is similarly funded through ERDF and is intended to address
sustainable urban development issues, including transport, in a select number of locations.
The programme has been used to fund design costs of interchange improvements at
Gravesend station.

Overall, a systematic approach to securing European funding is necessary. The lead
organisation responsible for developing a bid must have a track record in delivering major
programmes. Trans-national networking is also highly advantageous. Community Rail
Partnerships are most likely to be successful in joining an established partnership or
programme rather than acting independently. Generally, no more than 50% of scheme
funding can be secured although some programmes will accept in-kind contributions.
As with most enhancement funding, partnerships and a match-funding package will have 
to be developed.

The Government Offices for the Regions provide initial points of contact for information
about these programmes.

National funding sources

The DfT provides significant funding for local transport authorities in England as part of its
Local Transport Plan settlement. Local authorities are responsible for determining their local
transport strategies, but the Department issues guidance and, through its regional office
network, monitors progress towards targets and the value-for-money of local authority LTP
expenditure. Welsh Assembly Government has a similar responsibility for administering
transport grants in Wales.

20



New guidance for Local Transport Plans will reflect the four shared priority outcomes of
congestion, road safety, accessibility and air quality, each of which is supported by the
Community Rail Development Strategy. New accessibility guidance includes rail as one 
of the modes to be considered.

The DfT has also initiated Challenge Funding schemes, including various cycling schemes,
Rural Bus Challenge and Urban Bus Challenge. These schemes are open periodically to
local authorities to put forward bids to develop experimental local integrated schemes.
An early Cycle Challenge scheme, in conjunction with East Anglian local authorities and
Anglia Railways, modified local rolling stock to increase cycle carriage capacity to four cycles
on each train. Subsequent new rolling stock introduced in the area has also achieved the
same level of capacity as a minimum.

Government regeneration funding can also be helpful for Community Rail and Partnership
station schemes, particularly in growth and/or deprived areas. Agencies include the Office of
the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM), the Regional Development Agencies and local councils.
SEEDA has been successful, for example, in leading projects with matched funding from
ODPM and Government regional offices, to improve access to, and facilities at, stations
across the South East. Local and community groups can be vital in making the case for the
role of their local station in tackling regeneration and social inclusion.

Major investment schemes such as the West Coast Route Modernisation, the Felixstowe to
Nuneaton Freight upgrade and European Rail Traffic Management System (ERTMS) can
deliver benefits to local rail lines. ERTMS, which is expected to reduce train delays by up to
20%, is to be trialled on the Cambrian Line in Mid Wales. The Felixstowe to Nuneaton
scheme has provided bus interchange improvements at Manningtree, Essex, funded by the
SRA and Essex County Council. The West Coast and other mainline schemes can help
increase branch line use because the branch lines act as feeder services (one-third of
GNER’s business is from feeder services, for example).
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While Network Rail has not funded enhancement schemes, maintenance and security
schemes – such as car park resurfacing – can benefit Community Rail and Partnership
stations and can also be used as match funding to attract third-party sources. At Ramsgate,
for example, Network Rail’s maintenance expenditure on forecourt and car park resurfacing
provided the partnership contribution to secure a wider package including Rail Passenger
Partnership, local authority and Railway Heritage Trust investment for better bus interchange,
information, lighting and other access improvements.

A wide range of voluntary bodies, operating nationally is of potential benefit to Community
Rail lines. These include schemes encouraged by government, such as the landfill tax and
lottery funds. Other independent charitable trusts such as the Railway Heritage Trust, the
Esmee Fairburn Foundation and the Glass-House Trust have supported enhancements of
value to Community Rail lines. These bodies have particular objectives, which are unlikely 
to be developing rail or integrated transport directly, but some of which may be relevant to
enhancing Community Railways. Issues such as heritage, streetscape, public art,
active/healthy travel, community involvement and community enterprise are likely to be of
common interest to trust fund holders and Community Rail Partnerships. For example,
the Heritage Lottery Fund is currently being used for local heritage and streetscape
improvements encompassing Dovercourt station, Essex, where the local Community Rail
Partnership is also working with a local business to open a café. The Glass-House Trust 
is supporting Sustrans’ Safe Routes to Stations scheme.

Local funding sources 

LTP funding is covered above, and it is important for Community Rail Partnerships to be
involved in consultation on LTPs to ensure that the opportunities for rail are set out and
reflected where appropriate in the applications. LTP funding is likely to be the single most
important source of funding for Community Rail Development schemes.

Other council funding can also be helpful. Regeneration funding is part of the funding package
for Dover Priory and Bury St Edmunds stations (both described above). There is interest in
many locations in improving security at stations as part of the public realm through local Crime
and Disorder Partnerships. The partnership approach and local interest in rail is key.

Developer funding is an under-utilised but important potential funding source. Planning
guidance clarifies that local rail enhancements can be sought as part of planning
agreements where these are appropriate to the scale of development, and where these
enhancements would contribute to the accessibility of the site. In a few cases this has
facilitated the provision of new railway stations, but there is also considerable potential for
developer funding to contribute to making best use of existing stations. At Newmarket, for
example, a town centre retail developer has agreed to fund signage linking the high street
and station, countering the perception of the station’s remoteness. At Sevenoaks station,
extensive cycle parking improvements have been secured through developer funds (s106
funds) from a site close to the station. This was achieved through working closely with the
planning team and the developer.
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Tourism partnerships can be helpful in
encouraging rail use in a number of
ways. Operators of visitor attractions,
other tourism bodies, the local community
and transport operators are likely to
have shared interests in encouraging
more visitors and sustainable access.
Partnership working can lead to access
schemes, ticketing schemes, and
marketing and promotion activities.
Successful examples include cycle hire
in the Lake District from Windermere
station, ‘real ale trails’ promoted by
existing Community Rail Partnerships 
as above and the dedicated bus link
from Bearsted station to Leeds Castle,
Kent. West Runton, on the Bittern Line
in Norfolk, epitomises the benefits 
of rural community partnership.
The station has an annual platform tea
party, attractive gardens managed by 
the Womens’ Institute, a community
notice board and prominent advertising
for the local Norfolk Shire Horse Centre.
Since 2001, when the operator arranged
for all trains to call at this small station,
passenger throughput at the station 
has more than doubled.

Many potential local sources of small-scale funding exist, which are best researched 
and developed locally, and for which Community Rail Partnerships are ideally positioned.
In some cases local trusts exist, usually for charitable purposes, but sometimes these 
can be used for the benefit of passengers or the wider community in relation to the local
station. Local businesses’ activities can also complement and progress Community Rail
Partnership aspirations. At Brandon in Norfolk, the community partnership has identified,
through its local contacts, a plant nursery which is keen to set up a garden and mini-nursery 
at the station to complement its main site. The local former station hotel is also working with
the Youth Hostel Association to set up a youth hostel in part of the former station building.
There will also be space for a waiting room, available for bus and rail passengers.

Community engagement is essential for securing some funding – such as local trust funding.
Local knowledge and expertise can also help ensure schemes are targeted most effectively
and will be sustainable in the longer term. This underpins ACoRP’s successful community
bus services linking the tourist attraction of Holmfirth with the railway. Finally, the value of
volunteers’ time is often considered an ‘in-kind contribution’, which can be used to match
other financial sources as part of a bigger package.

Part of the community: The Penistone Line.



3. The Strategy for Community Rail Development

3.1 The Strategy

This Strategy, made under s206 of the Transport Act, 2000, forms a framework to facilitate
the development of local and rural railways, stations and services. Within this portfolio,
there will be wide variation in requirements for individual lines, stations and services, and 
the Strategy is designed to allow (and encourage) bespoke solutions for local issues.
It is, however, also designed to give clarity to industry players to enable them to plan their
businesses with greater confidence.

3.2 Designation

Routes shown in Appendix A are proposed for designation as Community Rail routes.
In terms of EU directives, these route sections will be designated for regional and ‘stand-
alone’ use, ensuring that infrastructure and rolling stock used on these sections will not
normally need to meet interoperability requirements.

3.3 Change process

A process will be put in place for designation of lines, or removal of designated status from
Community Rail lines. Designation or removal of designated status will be determined by
the SRA/DfT following consultation with Network Rail, the ORR, the TOC, freight operating
companies, relevant local authorities, the PTE (where appropriate), the Rail Passengers’
Council and the Community Rail Partnership for the line. These key stakeholders would 
be able to apply to the SRA/DfT for this change of status but, unless there are special
circumstances, this would not normally be reviewed at intervals of less than three years.

3.4 Specification

Specification for each route will be set by the SRA/DfT, following local consultation on 
its designation. An example of specification is set out at Appendix B. Specific asset 
policies for each route can be defined by the infrastructure provider, based on these
specifications. The aim is to ensure that work on these lines is restricted to that required 
to deliver the specification.

3.5 Standards

Generally, changes in standards will be handled through a safety case for each route,
ensuring that each is properly risk assessed. In some cases, derogations from Group and
Company Standards or Technical Specifications for Interoperability (TSIs) can be sought
where required, related to the specification of services in relation to speed, frequency, and
axle weight, rolling stock types and passenger volumes (e.g. in relation to Selective Door
Opening at short platforms).

3.6 Independent railways

Other independent and heritage operators may apply to have routes designated as
Community Rail routes even though they do not form part of the franchised passenger
network, to provide a consistent approach on standards.
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3.7 Service requirements

In specifying the requirements for services on Community Rail lines, the SRA, or other
franchising authority, may specify the level of passenger service to be provided under a
franchise agreement following consultation with the relevant local authorities, the Rail
Passengers’ Council and the Railway Development Company or Community Rail Partnership.
It will not then be necessary to set a PSR or Service Level Commitment for the line, but
TOCs will need to consult on detailed timetables prior to implementation.

3.8 Station development

On Community Rail lines and at Community Rail stations, minor changes to facilities may 
be carried out by the facility owner following consultation with Network Rail and the Railway
Development Company or Community Rail Partnership. In these circumstances, advice
should be sought from the SRA/DfT, but it may not be necessary to invoke the closure
process for the following minor changes:

• Relocation of facilities at Community
Rail stations, including ticket offices,
waiting rooms and toilets within the 
area of the existing station, provided
there is no reduction in the overall 
level of facilities for passengers; and

• Relocation of platforms, provided 
there is no negative impact on the 
overall accessibility of the station to 
disabled passengers.

3.9 Accessibility

• Access to or between platforms on lines designated as Community Railways by foot
crossing should not be precluded unless a risk assessment at the location reveals that it
is unsafe to permit it. Mitigation measures should be considered in the context of such
a risk assessment.

• On Community Railways, the station facility owner will produce a matrix of each station’s
accessibility. This is a licence condition for all station operators. For new or extended
franchises, station operators should, where necessary, produce a plan of minor works
that improve the accessibility in line with their franchise commitments and budget, with
timescales for delivery. Major works will be subject to nationally set priorities and the
availability of central funds. These measures will help to show that a reasonable
approach has been adopted in terms of meeting the requirements of the Disability
Discrimination Act, 1995. In this context, where the costs of improving accessibility 
are unreasonably high in relation to likely demand (for example in relation to stations with
low usage, which are commonly found on Community Railways), then alternative means
of access to the rail network should be identified, where reasonable and available,
recognising that operators of Community Rail services may be less able to provide
funding. ACoRP will be able to help in terms of disseminating best practice in this area.

• While every effort should be made to improve accessibility of existing rolling stock during
refurbishment, it is unlikely that such stock will be fully compliant with Rail Vehicle
Accessibility Regulations (RVAR) standards on such lightly used lines. Consultation will
take place (where appropriate) when refurbishment programmes are being discussed
and exemptions could be sought where reasonable, or required to ensure that
Community Rail services remain affordable.
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3.10 Performance 

Performance is important for Community Railways, particularly on lines where services may
be relatively infrequent, and a continued focus on performance will be important. However, it
is intended that full use should be made of flexibility in the performance regime in respect of
notified connections for Community Rail services to ensure operators are not penalised for
acting in the best interests of passengers. This applies only to connections to branch lines,
and does not extend to delaying main line services for late-running branch connections.
Franchise agreements will require the managers of Community Rail services to publish their
connections policy at each junction, for the benefit of passengers.

3.11 Open access 

In most cases, designated Community Rail routes will be used by a single operator, or one
passenger operator and a freight operator. Access rights will be a matter for the ORR, but in
general, access for other operators will be dependent on both capacity and the capabilities
of the line. This does not preclude applications to run other freight or passenger services 
on designated routes, but these would be determined by the ORR in the light of its s4 
duties and the policies it has published, including its policy on moderation of competition.
Funding would need to be found for any additional facilities required.

3.12 Fares, revenue collection

For fares to or from Community Rail stations, it is intended that the cap on regulated fares
increases on Community Rail services would be removed to allow flexing of fares on the
route, and to encourage the introduction of local fares, including those interavailable with
buses. On Community Rail services, between stations where there is a single franchised
operator, local promotional fares can be introduced by the operator, at short notice if
necessary, without the need to meet the normal timescale of the Ticketing and Settlement
Arrangement (TSA) process, which requires considerable notice in advance of the offer.
This dispensation would not apply between stations where alternative services are provided
by other operators. Local fares can be retailed using Wayfarer or similar machines, or other
simplified ticketing systems agreed through TSA.

3.13 Community Rail Partnerships

Each Community Rail service will need to be supported by a Community Rail Partnership or
Railway Development Company.

3.14 Franchise agreements

Franchise agreements, which include Community Rail services, will identify them and, inter
alia, will require the co-operation and support of the franchise operator, which would be a
member of the relevant Community Rail Partnership or Railway Development Company
covering the line. They will also provide a framework for future joint development of
initiatives for the line.

26



3.15 Land development

Development of railway land on or adjacent to a Community Rail line and in the ownership 
of the SRA can be used to further the purposes of this Strategy, and this will need to be
considered in setting a market value for the site. Similarly, with the approval of the ORR,
Network Rail will be able to give consideration to appropriate use of land for the development
of Community Rail routes in line with this Strategy, not just in relation to the market value of
the specific site and its effect on their ‘single till’ income.

3.16 Microfranchising

Microfranchising may be an appropriate solution to certain stand-alone lines on the network.
Such operations can be developed either as sub-contracts from existing franchises or as
stand-alone franchises based on the Island Line model, with a degree of vertical integration.
Lines would need to meet the following criteria to be considered for microfranchising:

• The passenger service would be operated over a portion of the network which is discrete
from that used by other passenger services (other than for empty stock workings);

• No more than three trains per day in each direction would run to/from the rest of
the network;

• The line should be a single branch line – not a network;

• The route should not be electrified (unless physically separate from the rest of the
network); and 

• Fewer than 500 freight trains per annum.

3.17 Pilot schemes

Six routes have been selected as pilot schemes following consultation:

• St Ives branch;

• Looe Valley and Tamar Valley lines;

• Watford Junction–St Albans;

• Skegness Line (Grantham–Skegness);

• Penistone Line; and

• Esk Valley Line.

Plans for Island Line following expiry of the existing franchise in 2007 will continue to be
developed, but its unique characteristics mean that there will be little added value in
developing it as a pilot scheme.
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Appendix A: List of proposed Community Rail lines by region

* Services already supported by a Community Rail Partnership

Junctions that are not passenger stations are shown in italics 

South West 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

St Erth to St Ives* St Erth to St Ives Pilot project

Truro to Falmouth* Penwithers Junction to Falmouth TERFN route†

Par to Newquay* Par to Newquay Served by through Virgin and
First Great Western trains

Liskeard to Looe* Liskeard to Looe Pilot project

Plymouth to Gunnislake* St Budeaux Junction to Pilot project
Gunnislake

Exmouth/Paignton/Exeter Cowley Bridge Junction to Linked to Dartmoor Railway 
to Barnstaple* Barnstaple at Crediton

Bristol Temple Meads to Severn Narroways Hill Junction to Diversionary route
Beach* Severn Beach

Bristol to Weymouth* Castle Cary to Yeovil Junction/ Diversionary route Castle
Dorchester Junction Cary to Yeovil Junction

South East

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Ryde Pier Head to Shanklin Ryde Pier Head to Shanklin

Brockenhurst to Lymington Brockenhurst to Lymington

Twyford to Henley-on-Thames Twyford to Henley-on-Thames

Maidenhead to Marlow Maidenhead to Marlow

Slough to Windsor Slough to Windsor

Oxford to Bicester Town Oxford North Junction to Possible link with Bedford to 
Bicester Town Bletchley line in single CRP

Sittingbourne to Sheerness* Eastern Junction to Sheerness TERFN route†; Significant
freight flows

Paddock Wood to Strood* Paddock Wood to Strood

London Bridge to Uckfield* Hurst Green Junction to Uckfield

Wales 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Cardiff to Maesteg Llynvi Junction to Maesteg

Machynlleth to Barmouth/Pwllheli* Dovey Junction to Pwllheli

Shrewsbury to Swansea* Craven Arms to Morlais Junction Occasional diversionary route
(Heart of Wales Line)

Wrexham Central to Bidston* Wrexham Central to Bidston Significant freight flows

Birmingham to Chester* Shrewsbury to Saltney Junction Significant freight flows

Llandudno to Blaenau Ffestiniog* Llandudno Junction to Blaenau 
Ffestiniog

† Trans European Rail Freight Network route
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West Midlands 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Stourbridge Junction to Stourbridge Junction to
Stourbridge Town Stourbridge Town

Coventry to Nuneaton Coventry to Nuneaton Diversionary and TERFN 
route†; significant freight flows

Crewe to Nottingham/Skegness* Stoke on Trent to North 
Stafford Junction

Eastern England

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Marks Tey to Sudbury* Marks Tey to Sudbury 

Wickford to Southminster* Wickford to Southminster 

Norwich to Sheringham* Whitlingham Junction to 
Sheringham 

Norwich to Lowestoft* Brundall to Lowestoft

Norwich to Yarmouth via Reedham to Breydon Junction
Reedham*

Ipswich/Liverpool Street to Westerfield to Oulton Broad 
Lowestoft* North Junction

Bedford to Bletchley Bedford to Bletchley Possible link with Oxford to 
Bicester line in single CRP

Watford Junction to St Albans Watford Junction to St Albans Pilot project
Abbey

East Midlands 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Derby to Matlock* Ambergate Junction to Matlock 

Crewe/Nottingham to Skegness Allington Junction to Skegness Pilot project

Yorkshire and Humberside 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Middlesbrough to Whitby* Guisborough Junction to Whitby Pilot project

Sheffield to Huddersfield* Barnsley to Huddersfield Pilot project

Cleethorpes to Barton on Humber Ulceby to Barton on Humber

Hull to Scarborough* Springbank North Junction
to Seamer

Leeds to Goole Hensall Junction to Potters 
Grange Junction

Leeds to Morecambe* Settle Junction to Carnforth 

† Trans European Rail Freight Network route
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North East 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Saltburn to Bishop Auckland* Darlington to Bishop Auckland

Middlesbrough to Whitby* Guisborough Junction to Whitby Pilot project; also appears in 
Yorkshire and Humberside
region

North West 

Passenger service Route designated Notes

Chester to Manchester Piccadilly* Mickle Trafford Junction to
Edgeley Junction

Chester to Manchester via Chester to Acton Grange Significant freight flows
Warrington Junction

Helsby to Ellesmere Port Helsby to Ellesmere Port

Manchester Piccadilly to Buxton* Hazel Grove to Buxton     

Bolton to Blackburn Bolton to Blackburn

Preston to Ormskirk* Farrington Curve Junction
to Ormskirk

Manchester Airport and Wigan Wallgate to Southport
Rochdale to Southport*

Rochdale to Kirkby Wigan Wallgate to Kirkby

Blackpool South to Colne Blackpool South to Kirkham and
Gannow Junction to Colne

Leeds/Lancaster to Heysham Hest Bank South Junction
to Heysham 

Manchester Vic to Clitheroe Daisyfield Junction to Hellifield Diversionary route
and Hellifield (seasonal)*

Barrow to Carlisle Barrow to Carlisle Significant freight flows

Manchester Airport/Oxenholme Oxenholme to Windermere
to Windermere 
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Appendix B: Community Rail route designation – example of
specification

Route sections  Castle Cary to Dorchester Junction and Yeovil Pen Mill to
Yeovil Junction

Franchised passenger service Bristol Temple Meads to Weymouth

Lines Single. Castle Cary to Dorchester West and Yeovil Pen Mill
to Yeovil Junction

Double. Dorchester West to Dorchester Junction

Crossing points Castle Cary, Yeovil Pen Mill, Yeovil Junction, Maiden Newton

Ruling line speed required (excluding local restrictions):

Castle Cary to Dorchester West, 75 mph 

Yeovil Pen Mill to Yeovil Junction, 30 mph

Dorchester West to Dorchester Junction, 30 mph

Route availability RA6 

Structure gauge W6a

Capacity Castle Cary to Yeovil Pen Mill. One passenger train per
hour (tph) each way. All traffic types for diverted services.
Freight diversions could be subject to lower speed (45 mph).
Running times can be varied for diverted trains to reflect
pathing constraints elsewhere. Normal service (with
retiming where required) to be retained during periods of
diversion.

Yeovil Pen Mill to Yeovil Junction. One tph each way.
Running times can be varied for diverted trains to reflect
pathing constraints elsewhere.

Yeovil Pen Mill to Dorchester Junction. Up to one
passenger tph each way (normal scheduled service up to 
eight trains per day). Class 15x units normally used for
this service, but seasonal use made of daily loco-hauled
train. Other units or locomotive hauled trains to be able to
operate occasional charter services subject to a lower
speed restriction if required. No freight requirement.
Engineering trains to operate when required but subject to
lower speed restriction.
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Engineering works Castle Cary to Dorchester. These should generally be
undertaken outside the peak summer period including the
Easter and May bank holidays and the period from the
second week in July to the first week in September.
Midweek possessions would be possible, particularly in the
period January to March, but should avoid times when the
line is required as a diversionary route. Where possible,
possessions should be timed to coincide with those on
adjacent route sections, particularly between Dorchester
and Weymouth and between Castle Cary and Westbury.

Yeovil Pen Mill to Yeovil Junction. To be undertaken
whenever the line is not required as a diversionary route.
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Appendix C: Community Rail Development consultation

Summary of responses

Introduction

In February 2004 the Strategic Rail Authority published a consultation paper on a Strategy
for Community Railways. The consultation invited views on the development of local and
rural railways. It proposed separate designation of Community Rail routes, which would
allow them to be appropriately specified, operated and maintained, managed, marketed 
and supported.

The three objectives outlined in the consultation paper were to:

• Increase passenger volume and revenue;

• Manage down costs; and

• Involve the local community more closely in the development of its railway.

The consultation paper included 27 questions but also invited general comments and
welcomed all innovative ideas and sharing of current best practice. The paper was
distributed widely among diverse stakeholders including local and regional government,
the rail industry and rail user groups, and competition, business and tourist authorities.

Although the consultation closed on 28 May 2004 late responses were accepted. A total of
313 organisations have responded, some of them have responded more than once.

Individuals 36

Government and Members of Parliament 14

Local and regional authorities 101

PTEs, regional assemblies and RDAs 16

Rail industry 42

Rail user groups and established Community Rail Partnerships 78

Tourism bodies 4

Other 22

Total 313

Three respondents asked for their responses to remain confidential. Excluding these three,
a full list of respondents appears as an annex. The full text of any of the responses listed in
the annex will be made available on request.

This note gives a broad summary of the responses. Given their high number, it will not
attempt to reflect all the individual views expressed. Instead, the principal themes and main
issues of consent or disagreement will be reported, illustrated in some cases by quotes from
the responses.

A number of common misunderstandings of the proposals became apparent during the
consultation. Some of these were addressed through posting a list of frequently asked
questions on the Community Rail part of the SRA website. Others have been clarified in
individual replies to respondents, which have been sent or will be sent from the Community
Rail Development team. These misunderstandings will not be analysed in detail here, but
they will be taken into account in the way that the Strategy is written.
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General approach

The approach advocated was supported by all but a handful of respondents. It was 
generally welcomed as a positive development for parts of the network that had been
neglected for too long.

The Association of Community Rail Partnerships (ACoRP) said, “It contains the sort of
positive, innovative but deliverable ideas which we have been developing for some years.”

Many respondents agreed with the principles but did not see that the approach was
applicable in their area. Some respondents – mainly local authorities – wanted to reserve
judgment on the concept as a whole until more detail was available on what was proposed,
or wanted to see more information about the costs and income of individual lines to inform
decisions on their future development. Several rail industry respondents pointed out that
many of the initiatives proposed were already possible under various derogations, but some
also recognised that Community Rail designation might encourage greater use of them.

Several respondents expressed concern that the approach might be seen as an attempt to
downgrade or fragment parts of the network.

Some local authorities were opposed to any transfer of funding responsibilities from central
to local government, but most were prepared to play their part in providing support for
Community Rail Partnerships or for local improvements. There was widespread agreement
about greater local involvement in the specification, marketing and promotion of services.

Most respondents chose to answer question two with suggestions about ways of meeting
the three objectives proposed. Many respondents identified as a possible objective the need
for closer integration between the rail industry and agencies responsible for regeneration,
planning and tourism. There were frequent mentions of the strengths of integration with
local authorities’ Local Transport Plans.

A number of respondents wanted to use the policy as a basis for reopening closed lines –
which was outside the scope of the proposals in the consultation document.

There was almost universal agreement that there was no single template for Community Rail
lines, and that appropriate local solutions should be encouraged within a broadly drawn
strategic framework. Support for microfranchising was mixed, with some respondents
enthusiastically supportive and others strongly opposed. The majority who did support
microfranchising, however, saw potential benefit only for those few self-contained routes.

Some respondents wanted to see Community Rail designation extended from the existing
passenger franchised network to include Heritage Railways.
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Definitions

There was wide agreement with the definitions proposed. In the opinion of the overwhelming
majority it was important that the final definitions remained flexible – and that neither the
definitions nor the interpretation of them was over-prescriptive.

Transport 2000: “It is descriptive rather than prescriptive and that is important.”

There was concern that strict interpretation could constrain improvement, for example in
increases in service frequency or future development of through routes to London.

Several local authorities questioned the exclusion of routes with a frequent service to London
from the definition and there were suggestions both to include and exclude commuting routes
into other principal cities.

Several respondents noted that routes which were part of the Trans European Network
(TEN) had been excluded from Community Rail designation even where otherwise they had
the characteristics of Community Rail routes, and some questioned whether it would be
better to remove these local lines from the TEN.

Many respondents expressed concerns that Community Rail designation could create a
‘second-class’ network and at any prospect of loss of network benefits such as through
ticketing or national information systems, although neither forms part of the policy.
Some asked what would happen to routes that were not designated as Community Rail
lines. Some respondents, including Network Rail, suggested that designation should be
limited to branch lines rather than rural through routes. Others believed that lines should 
be defined more broadly than through their ‘technical’ specification, for example with
reference to social circumstances or local development.

There was broad support for many of the lines included for designation. We received many
comments on individual routes with some suggestions for deletions from or additions to the
list. This local input will be helpful in refining the list, although on some routes conflicting
views are being expressed.

Some respondents suggested that lines should only be designated Community Railways where
there were some specific benefits to be achieved. Others pointed to the need for designation to
be agreed as a result of consultation with local stakeholders. The importance of having a
process to designate or de-designate a route was widely recognised. Respondents strongly
expressed views that such a process must be simple and must not be irreversible.



Increasing passenger use and revenue

There was widespread opposition to any increase in local rail fares, even where they 
are below bus fares. There was a strong view by some respondents, including train
operators, that fare setting should be done locally within an overall framework, but with
limited regulation.

Respondents were keen on all forms of integration, including integrated bus/rail fares, but
were conscious that there could be constraints caused by competition policy. There was
considerable support for using bus connections to co-ordinate with (rather than duplicate)
the railway and extend its reach beyond its own immediate catchment area. Several
respondents acknowledged the importance of bus links, but stressed the need also to meet
the needs of car users and pedestrians.

Respondents overwhelmingly rejected the idea of permanent bus substitution for scheduled
services. Some reflected that substitute bus services for lines closed under the Beeching
Report were soon withdrawn, but the main reasons are encapsulated in the response from
the Rail Passengers’ Council – “In many respects buses are a poor substitute for trains,
offering lower standards of comfort and space and do not cater well for luggage, buggies
and bicycles and are often inaccessible to disabled users.”

Most respondents wanted to see closer integration with Community Transport, although
several pointed to its limitations which would restrict the ability to provide reliable scheduled
train connections. Several respondents suggested that Community Transport groups would
be ideal tenants for currently unused railway properties.

Respondents showed widespread agreement to adapting the use of railway buildings with
some respondents suggesting a reversion clause to allow it to be returned to railway use if
necessary. Respondents would prioritise ‘activity beneficial to the railway’ or that ‘enhances
the rail experience’ or ‘adds value to the community’ over less suitable use at a higher rent.
Human presence at a station was seen to add value and deter crime.

“The quality and environment of local stations is crucial to the achievement of the aims 
of the Community Rail Strategy – to bring the railway back to the community and the
community back to the railway.” Carmarthenshire County Council 

Some respondents mentioned difficulties in negotiating with property owners. Others
wanted a restriction on disposal of any railway land in case it was required again –
particularly for freight.
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There was general (but not universal) support for extending the range of outlets for ticket
sales, and for the idea of carnets or other stored value tickets and local railcards.
Respondents provided good examples of existing local rail products and support for their
extension. The potential advantages of emerging ticketing technology were also widely
mentioned. Agreement was universal on the need to protect network benefits, for example
in terms of through ticketing.

The model most frequently suggested to meet seasonal timetabling needs was a basic core
service, which could be enhanced during the peak. The support for a flexible approach to
timetabling was based on protection of the core service requirement, a degree of stability
in the timetable and clarity of information for passengers. Some questioned whether or not
PSRs would still exist.

Responses to the two questions about local management – under the headings ‘Increasing
passenger use and revenue’ (Q14) and ‘Managing costs’ (Q17) – were often very similar.
Several models for local management structures were proposed. ACoRP suggested
limiting microfranchise operators to a new idea of ‘Community Rail Operating Companies’
rather than larger regional and national operators. Being better able to respond to local
needs was seen as one of the advantages of local management, but loss of economies 
of scale was frequently cited as one of the disadvantages.

There was a widespread belief that local management could bring improved staff
motivation and involvement and therefore better service for passengers. Several
respondents pointed out that this depends on good recruitment and training, and good
terms and conditions for the employees. Several, including RMT, were concerned at
protecting the rights (particularly pension rights) of any staff transferring to local
management units or microfranchises.
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Managing costs

There was almost universal support for using separate and appropriate standards based on
risk assessment for Community Railways, providing safety was paramount. There was,
however, a concern that a change in standards should not result in increased journey times.
Some respondents identified the trade-off between line speed and rolling stock utilisation, as
well as passenger revenue. Among the supporters of the proposed approach, the Health &
Safety Executive said that there will be an implication for safety cases and that further work
will have to be carried out in this area.

Network Rail said: “This initiative will be particularly valuable… as specific asset policies can
be developed for the route, based upon a more detailed understanding of the longer-term
strategy for the route.”

Many, but not all, wanted to see the continuation of a performance regime to incentivise
punctual operation, although many respondents wanted to see local decision making on
maintaining branch line connections without penalty, with connection policies being published.

There was obvious concern where respondents thought that main line trains might be
delayed, with ensuing effects across the national network, but the general balance fell in
favour of maintaining connections, recognising the importance of good communication 
to ensure passengers knew what was happening.

Few opportunities remain for the use of heritage rolling stock, and responses were split
about the desirability of using it on Community Railways. There was concern about the
reliability, the cost of refurbishment and maintenance, accessibility, and the image that would
be projected. Many respondents expressed a preference for deployment of these older
vehicles compared with Pacers. Support was high for use on tourist routes because of the
good views offered and the space available for cycles. Many respondents used their
answers to question 18 to highlight perceived high costs of rolling stock leasing and several
thought that lower lease costs should be negotiated with the ROSCOs for stock deployed on
Community Rail lines, even though this is an unregulated market. A few even suggested
that the SRA should own and lease trains to Community Railways.

A few respondents were keen to see greater use made of locomotive-hauled coaches that
are coming off lease. Most recognised that the cost of new trains meant that in the medium
term existing or cascaded mainline stock would be used. Others wanted to see a new train
developed for Community Railways, like those developed recently in Germany.

There was interest in considering European light rail vehicles for use on Community
Railways, and a few suggestions of using more novel light rail and ultra-light rail
technologies. Respondents also suggested that light rail standards be applied to heavy rail
operations, for example line of sight driving. Scope for conversion to light rail was seen to
exist, but to be very limited and dependent upon local circumstances.

Use of the ‘freight DMU’ concept was suggested on Community Rail routes, though the
majority of responses, including those from the rail freight industry, focused on protecting
operators’ existing track access rights. Although the general view was that freight should be
encouraged, there was little in the way of new ideas for development of freight business.
Though some recognised the cost of doing so, most respondents wanted freight capability to
be retained and many local authorities and user groups called for the retention of any land
which could provide freight facilities.
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Community involvement

There was widespread recognition of the effective work of Community Rail Partnerships
and of the benefits that extension of this concept across the country would have. However,
it was strongly emphasised by many respondents, including by local authorities and existing
partnerships, that Community Rail Partnerships must not be imposed, as their success
stems from having genuine local support.

The funding of Community Rail Partnerships was thought by many local authority and
individual respondents to be a matter for central government or the SRA. Other respondents
said that the emphasis must be on local sources. There was universal agreement that the
funding should ideally be long term, to give certainty and enable forward planning. Some,
including ACoRP, thought that this could be facilitated by the SRA, specifically by the inclusion
of Community Rail Partnership obligations in the SRA’s franchise agreements. Several local
authorities highlighted the need to revert to inclusion of rail schemes in their Local Transport
Plans, rather than having to rely on the (suspended) Rail Passenger Partnership (RPP) fund.
Suggestions for funding sources included the Regional Development Agencies, the National
Lottery and advertising.

Funding suggestions for improvements to stations, facilities and services varied just as
widely, and again emphasised the need to look near and far, to European funding as well 
as to specific local sources. Many local authorities and user groups called for the return of
RPP, and respondents pointed to its value in levering in local contributions to a range of
worthwhile but inexpensive schemes. Some local authorities sought clarity on future
additional funding for Community Railways but many understood that the policy was about
making better use of existing subsidy streams.

Most respondents who commented wanted to ensure that the financial benefits of the
strategy were captured for reinvestment in the line. Several preferred the issue of
Community Rail funding to be concealed through cross-subsidy with other services while
others wanted full profit and loss accounts for each Community Rail line.

Station adoption was widely supported. User groups and train operators emphasised that
station adoption should add to, and definitely did not replace, the train operator’s and
infrastructure provider’s obligations for stations. Both the Countryside Agency’s ‘Gateway’
station concept and the value of public art were frequently referred to in responses to
question 23. An overwhelming number of respondents wanted station adoption to be
expanded to stations served by local services on main lines.

Active involvement of community groups, in ways other than station adoption, was thought to be
important. Examples given included educational and environmental programmes, involvement
of local heritage railways, public art, and closer links with local businesses and visitor attractions.

Pilot schemes

Most respondents chose not to comment on pilot schemes where they did not have local
knowledge of the area. There is strong local support for the five pilot schemes proposed.
Several suggestions for additional pilot schemes were received, motivated either by
geographical spread or intended to test different aspects of the policy.
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Annex: List of respondents

ABFLY User Group

ACoRP

Advantage West Midlands

Alun Michael MP, Minister for Rural Affairs

Andrew Long

Anne McIntosh MP

Arcady

Arriva Trains

ATCO

Beaudesert & Henley Parish Council

Bedford & Bletchley Rail Users Association

Bedford Borough Council

Bedfordshire County Council

Bere Ferrers Parish Council

Bert Curtis

Birmingham City Council

Blackpool & Fylde Rail Users’ Association

Blackpool Council

Bodmin & Wenford Railway

Brading Town Council

Brian Bigwood

Bridgend County Borough Council

Bristol City Council

British Resorts Association

British Transport Police

Broadland District Council

Buckinghamshire County Council

C Oley 

Cambridgeshire County Council

Campaign for the Protection of Rural Wales
– Newport & Valleys

Campaign to Open Blackford Station

Campaign to Protect Rural England – Kent

Campaign to Protect Rural England – North
Yorkshire

Cannock Chase Council

Caradon District Council

Carillion Rail Projects

Carmarthenshire County Council

Cast Iron

Cedric Martindale

Centro (West Midlands PTE)

Chartered Institute of Logistics & 
Transport (UK)

Chester – Shrewsbury Rail Partnership

Chiltern Railways

Christopher Padley

Christopher Parnell

City and County of Swansea

City of York Council

Clive James

Cllr George Caldwell

Cllr John Harrison

Cllr Susan Green

Confederation of Passenger Transport

Conwy Valley Line Partnership

Co-operatives UK

Copeland Rail Users’ Group

Cornish Constitutional Convention

Cornwall Commercial Tourism Federation

Cornwall County Council

Cotswold Line Promotion Group

Countryside Agency

Cumbria County Council

D Bolam

Dartmoor Railway & ECT 

Daventry District Council

David Prescott

DEFRA
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Derby City Council

Derwent Valley Rural Transport Partnership

Devon & Cornwall Rail Partnership

Devon County Council

Distribution and Transport Analysis

Dorset County Council

Dover District Council

Dr Ashok Kumar MP

Dr P N Jarvis

Durham County Council

East Anglian Railway Museum

East Lancashire Partnership

East Lindsey District Council

East Midlands Regional Assembly

East of England Development Agency

East of England Regional Assembly

East Riding of Yorkshire Council

East Suffolk Travellers’ Association

East Sussex Community Rail Partnership

East Sussex County Council

East West Rail Consortium

Eastleigh Borough Council 

England’s Regional Development Agencies

English Heritage

English Regional Planning Bodies

Environmental Well Being Trust

Esk Valley Railway Development Company

Essex County Council

EWS

Exeter City Council

First Class Partnerships Ltd

First Group

First Projects

Fishguard & Goodwick Town Council

Fragonset Railways

Freight on Rail

Freight Transport Association

Freightliner

Friends of Penmere Station

Friends of Suburban Bristol Railways

Friends of the Far North Line

Furness Line Action Group

GB Railways

Gerald Box

GMPTE

Go-Ahead Group

Government Office for Yorkshire and the
Humber

Great Yarmouth Borough Council

Greg Knight MP

Gwynedd Council

Halcrow Group

Hampshire County Council

Heart of Wales Line Forum

Heart of Wales Line Travellers’ Association

Heart of Wessex Rail Partnership

Henley-on-Thames Town Council

Herefordshire Council

Heritage Railway Association

Hertfordshire County Council

High Peak Borough Council

Highland Council

Highland Rail Partnership

Hon. Gwyneth Dunwoody MP

Hope Valley & High Peak Transport
Partnership & Friends of Handforth Station

HSE
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Huddersfield, Penistone & Sheffield Line
Users

Hull & East Riding Users’ Association

Ian K Watson

Institute of Chartered Accountants*

Institute of Civil Engineers

Institute of Occupational Safety & Health

Interfleet

Ipswich Borough Council

Isle of Wight Council

Jane Boardman

Jim Trotman

John Davies

John Hobby

John R Hyde

Joint Strategic Planning & Transportation
Unit (Bristol)

K A Payne

Kent County Council

Kernect Ltd

Kingston upon Hull City Council

Lancashire County Council

Larry Bridges

LASRUG

Lewes District Council

Lincolnshire County Council

Little Marlow Parish Council

Llangollen Railway Trust

LLRUG

Local Government Association

London Transport Users Committee

Maidstone Borough Council

Maldon District Council

Mark C Wilcock

Mark Francois MP

Mark Todd MP

Marlow Town Council

Marshlink Action Group

Martin Bemment

Martin Whybrow

Mawgan-in-Pydar Parish Council

Medway Council

Merseytravel

Metro (West Yorkshire PTE)

Mid Cheshire Rail Users Association

Milton Keynes Council

Modulok Building Systems

National Express Group

Network Rail

Norfolk County Council

Norman Baker MP

North Devon Rail Users

North East Lincolnshire Council

North Kent User Group

North Pembrokeshire Transport Forum

North Staffordshire Rail Promotion Group

North West Development Agency

North West Leicestershire District Council

North West Regional Assembly

North Yorkshire County Council

Norwich City Council

Nottingham City Council

Nottingham Trent University

Nottinghamshire County Council
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OBRAC

Office of the Rail Regulator

Oxford–Bicester Rail Action Group

Oxfordshire County Council

Passenger Transport Networks

Paul Gibbons

Peak District National Park Authority

Peak Rail plc

Penistone Line Partnership

Penwith District Council

Peter Rowland

Plymouth City Council

Pre Metro Operations

PTEG

R J Spencer

Rachel Hargreave Mawson

Rail for Herefordshire

Rail Freight Group

Railfuture

Railfuture – Devon & Cornwall

Railfuture – Midlands

Railfuture – North East

Railfuture – South Wales

Railfuture – Thames Valley

Railway Heritage Trust

Railworld

Ray Bentley

Rhoderick Powrie

RMT

Rodney Wolfe Coe

Roger & Mark Skilton 

Rother District Council

Rail Passengers Committee for Eastern
England

Rail Passengers Committee for Southern
England

Rail Passengers Committee for Wales

Rail Passengers’ Council

Rail Safety and Standards Board

RRUK, Universities Rail Research Centre

Saltburn Line Users’ Group

Sandwich Town Council

SARPA

Scottish Association for Public Transport

Scottish Borders Council

SEEDA (South East of England
Development Agency)

SERCO

Shakespeare Line Promotion Group

Shakespeare Line Steering Group

Shropshire County Council

Solihull & Leamington Rail Users
Association

Somerset County Council

Sopwell Residents Association

South Ayrshire Council

South Derbyshire District Council

South East England Regional Assembly 

South East Wales Transport Alliance

South Holland District Council

South Pennines Integrated Transport
Strategy (SPITS)

South West Regional Assembly

St Albans City & District Council

St Stephen Parish Council

Staffordshire County Council

STEER

Sterling Service

Steve Broadbent

Stourbridge Line Users Group
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Stratford-on-Avon District Council

Suffolk County Council

Sussex Downs Conservation Board

SWWITCH

Symonds

Tees Valley Joint Strategy Unit

The Public Transport Consortium

The Railway Consultancy

The Railway Forum

The Waverley Route Trust

Theresa May MP

Tim Stevens

Torbay Council

Torridge District Council

Tourism South East

Transport 2000 East Sussex

Transport 2000 North Yorkshire

Transport 2000 Nottinghamshire

Transport 2000 and Platform Network

Transport 2000 South West

Transport for London

Transport Regeneration Limited

Tunbridge Wells Borough Council

Tyne Valley Rail Users Group

Tynedale Rural Transport Partnership

Vale Royal Borough Council

Warwickshire County Council

Watford Borough Council

Watford Rail Users Group

Waveney TUC & Lowestoft Transport Forum

WCVA (Welsh Council for Voluntary Action)

Weardale Railways Ltd

Welsh Assembly Government

Welsh Development Agency

Wensleydale Railway plc

West Devon Borough Council

West Lancashire Rural Transport
Partnership

West Lothian Council

West Midlands Network of Rural 
Community Councils

West Midlands Regional Assembly 

West Midlands Rural Affairs Forum

West Sussex County Council

Weymouth & Portland Borough Council

Whaley Bridge Town Council

Wherry Lines

Wigan Council

William Devitt

Wiltshire Rail Users

Wirral Rail Users

Woodnesborough Parish Council

Yorkshire & Humber Assembly and
Yorkshire Forward

Yorkshire Coast Rail Partnership
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Bittern Line Partnership 

Borderlands Line Rail Partnership

Bristol–Weymouth Rail Partnership

Cambrian Rail Partnership 

Campaign for Borders Rail†

Community Transport Association*

Conwy Valley Rail Initiative 

Cotswold Line Promotion Group

Dartmoor Railway**

Derwent Valley Rural Transport Partnership  

Development Trusts Association*

Devon and Cornwall Rail Partnership

Durham County Council*

East Sussex Community Rail Partnership

Esk Valley Railway Development Company

Essex & South Suffolk Rail Partnership

Friends of Blackrod Station†

Friends of Handforth Station

Friends of Saunderton Station 

Heart of Wales Line Forum

Heritage Railway Association*

Highland Rail Partnership 

Hope Valley & High Peak Transport
Partnership

Kent Community Rail Partnership

Lancaster–Morecambe–Leeds Railway
Partnership 

Llangollen Railway**

Mid-Cheshire Rail Partnership

Moorthorpe Station Community
Development Trust

North Cheshire Rail Users Group

North Staffs Community Rail Partnership 

Penistone Line Partnership

Purbeck Heritage Committee**/Purbeck Rail
Partnership 

Ribble Valley Rail

Settle–Carlisle Railway Development
Company 

Shakespeare Line Steering Group 

Shrewsbury–Chester Rail Partnership 

Sustrans*

Tyne Valley Community Rail Partnership 

Weardale Railway** 

Wensleydale Railway Association**

West of Lancashire Rail Partnership

Wherry Line Partnership

Yorkshire Coast Line Rail Partnership

* Affiliated organisations that support the 
work of ACoRP

** Independent or Heritage Railway
Organisations

† Groups campaigning for re-opening of
local stations or railways

Appendix D: Existing Community Rail Partnerships

(Members of the Association of Community Rail Partnerships at the time of publication)
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There are a number of Community Rail Partnerships that are not listed here (as they are recently set up or in the process of being
set up) including those for East Suffolk; the Heritage Line (Darlington to Bishop Auckland); Isle of Wight; Severnside; Watford to 
St Albans and West Wales.
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