
 

 

HRE major work review template 
 
Proforma for SAF consideration 
 
Purpose – to document the results of the lens review undertaken for the identified structure and, 
based on this, offer recommendations for the proposed engineering solution for the structure. 

 
The Structure 
 
This section outlines the background to the structure and the issues identified with it. 

 
Structure name Asset ID NH Priority Rank 

Barrowland Lane Bridge, Toller Porcorum,Dorset BRP/8 P1 

 
Structure Type Grid Reference Date of last assessment Date of construction Date of decommission 

Bridge SY547974 N/A c1857 1975 

 
Brief description of structure 

BRP/8 carries the former Bridport – Maiden Newton line over Barrowland Lane, near Toller Porcorum in Dorset 
(OS ref SY547974). 
 
The bridge is a relatively typical trough deck construction, the deck itself being in a not unreasonable condition. 
 
The bridge is part of the former Bridport Branch Railway from Bridport to Maiden Newton in Dorset. The branch 
line obtained the authorising Act of Parliament in 1855 and opened in 1857. It was the last broad gauge line to be 
constructed in Dorset. The branch was converted to standard gauge in 1874 and was extended to West Bay in 
1884. 
 
The line was obtained by the Great Western Railway (GWR) in 1901. It was closed in 1975 being one of the last 
closures related to the Beaching Report. 
 
This structure has been brought back to the SAF as the primary and secondary positions of the SAF have been 
explored and are not deliverable, namely: 
 

• Transfer – The LA has refused to take transfer of the structure 

• Repair & Stabilisation – The adjacent landowner has refused to permit anchoring of the abutment into 
their land (as would be required to stabilise the abutment from the rear). 

 
Revised option of full height reinforced concrete trough added to ‘Engineering Proposals’ section. 
 

 
Identified issues with structure  

 
The fundamental issue is the substructure, it contains numerous fractures which could be stitched and pointed up, 
however the abutments (in particular the L/E abutment) appear to be rotating, causing fracturing and global 
bulging below the bearing shelf – possibly due to the formation of a hinge in this location due to the tops of the 
abutments being braced by the deck.  The pilasters also appear rotated vertically compared to the deck.   
 
The road itself forms a sump beneath the bridge and has been regularly flooding for several decades (as can be 
seen by the presence of the flood height guide – installed by the LHA circa 2009). 
 
The structure has substandard headroom so has a TRO in place with a headroom limited to 3.5m (as compared to 
the required minimum maintained headroom of 5.03m for all existing bridges) 
 
NH were contacted by the Dorset Council and asked to bring forward any demolition works in order to work jointly 
to create an access point to the trackbed for their new multi-user path.  The path was always due to terminate at 
the bridge as the adjacent landowner had repeatedly refused any form of future public access over his land.  The 
works would be combined with a reprofiling of the carriageway, using as much of the removed embankment fill as 
possible, in order to remove future flooding at the location. 

 
 

  



 

 

Lens Review 
 
This section documents the results of the lens review undertaken for the identified structure 
 

 

 

 

 
 
New operational rail 

Are there any identified linkages with English, Welsh or Scottish government new rail 
restoration programmes? 
 
No active RYR scheme covering the former GW branch between Maiden Newton and 
Bridport.   
 
Local support groups have been campaigning since the closure to reinstate the but DFT 
did not receive a bid from them or Dorset County Council in the three RYR funding rounds 
in 2020/1.   
 
It was noted by the RYR team that the concept scheme put forward in the community rail 
plan looks to be hugely expensive against the size of the rail passenger market and 
unlikely to be viable.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Heritage Rail 

Are there any identified linkages with heritage rail restoration programmes?  
 
HRA asked for comment. Awaiting response. 
 
Local individual has an interest in establishing a railway over the structure.  However, the 
adjacent landowner has refused access. Any potential railway would require clearing of 
trees/vegetation along an extended length of the former track-bed and would pass through 
a local nature reserve.  DCC have previously advised that local interest is negligible and that 
the majority are actively opposed to a railway.  DCC have advised that installation of the 
railway would impact the available width remaining for muti-use such that equestrians would 
likely be precluded given remaining space and close proximity to the railway.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Active Travel 

Does the structure have potential to be repurposed for active travel use?  
 
Sustrans report recommendation – “ Likely to be useful for NCN”, “ Sustrans is content for 
demolition to proceed if the works are fully integrated with development of the railway 
corridor as an active travel route.” 
 
Active travel route established up to the bridge by DCC.  DCC have requested that we 
bring forward demolition in order to establish an improved access to the route. 
 

Structure has known possible future use within a 20 year time span – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Environment and 
Ecology 

Does the structure hold significant value in ecological terms?  
 

Part of Site of Special Scientific Interest – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Within a conservation area – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Within or near to a locally designated wildlife site – Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Within or near to a local network recovery site – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Any priority habitats in the vicinity – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Any European Protected Species present – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Ecological survey outcomes –   
 

• Powerstock common nature reserve, 40m south west of the structure, is 
part of the West Dorset 

• Alderwoods Special Area of Conservation. No works must take place in 
this area. 

• The presence of dormouse is/was assumed on site, vegetation clearance 
was completed under EcoW supervision and completed only during the 
months of September-October. 



 

 

 

  

• There is potential for bats to be roosting within features on the structure. 
The endoscope inspection and exclusion of these features was 
conducted by a licenced ecologist by the end of October before the bat 
hibernation season. 

• Amphibian and reptile hibernacula was identified as being present on site. 
The dismantling of any amphibian/reptile hibernacula must be conducted 
under EcoW supervision. All hibernacula must be removed by the end of 
October before the amphibian/reptile overwintering period. 

• The dense vegetation surrounding the structure was identified as suitable 
to support breeding birds. All vegetation identified for clearance that is 
suitable to support breeding birds was under EcoW supervision. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Heritage 
 
 
 
 
 

Does the structure hold significant value in heritage terms?  
 

Structure has significant Engineering / Architectural / historic merit -  Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Listed – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Locally listed – Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Has the Historic Environment Record been consulted – Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Rapid Heritage Assessment conducted – Yes ☒ No ☐  

Rapid Heritage Assessment outcomes –  
 

• Low/Negligible value.  

• The bridge is not recorded by the Dorset HER as a non-designated heritage asset. 
While the bridge retains some limited historical and evidential interest as part of the 
former Bridport Branch Railway, it lacks any significant architectural or engineering 
merit to warrant any formal heritage designation and one of its wingwalls was removed 
in 2020. 

• A sufficient photographic record of the bridge exists from the historic inspection reports 
to negate the need for any heritage mitigation. 

  



 

 

Other factors and considerations 
 
This section documents any additional factors or considerations that have been taken into account as 
part of the review for the identified structure 
 

Are there any other factors that affect the structure or the proposals for it? 

 
No 
 

 
Have transfer opportunities been considered? If yes, with who and why discounted 

 

Has the structure been offered to the local authority? Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Is there another suitable owner for the structure? Yes ☐ No ☒ 

 
Is the structure protected under any Local Planning policies? 

 
No 
 

 
Any significant Stakeholder comments  
Local Planning 
Authority 

DCC actually approached us to bring forward the future demolition scheme 
 

Local Highways 
Authority 

In favour of the scheme as it will remove both the existing low headroom issue at the bridge 
and also remove the ongoing historic flooding problem 
 

Sub-national 
Transport Body 
 

Not contacted 

Community Both landowners involved and happy with proposed works.  DCC advise that local PC are 
happy with the works 
 

Other interested 
parties e.g. MP, 
Bat Group, local 
active travel 
groups, heritage 
groups etc 

None 

 
  



 

 

Engineering Proposals 
 
Based on the review work conducted, this section documents proposals for engineering solutions for 
the structure and highlights the recommended solution by HRE Engineers  
 

Sustainable management considerations 

Structure forms a current transport link  Yes ☐ No ☒ 

Structural deterioration issues Yes ☒ No ☐ 

Health, safety and/or environmental concerns Yes ☒ No ☐ 

 
Engineering 
options 

Pro’s Con’s Estimated 
cost* of 
remedy 

Do Nothing No cost Substructure not immediate risk, but 
ongoing rotation will eventually reach a 
point that requires notable works. 
 
Ongoing headroom risk to vehicles. 
 
Ongoing flooding requiring road closure 
and diversions regularly 
 
Less favourable access to the active 
travel route 
 
Redundant deck will require future 
maintenance 

£0 

Substructure 
repairs and 
stabilisation (by 
way of anchoring 
back) 

Removes substructure stability 
concerns for short/medium term 

Ongoing headroom risk to vehicles. 
 
Ongoing flooding requiring road closure 
and diversions regularly 
 
Less favourable access to the active 
travel route 
 
Redundant deck will require future 
maintenance 
 
Not deliverable due to landowner 
refusal 

£100k 

Substructure 
repairs and 
stabilisation (by 
way of external 
concrete trough) 
 
See examples at 
end of document. 

Removes substructure stability 
concerns for short/medium term 

Ongoing headroom risk to vehicles. 
 
Ongoing flooding requiring road closure 
and diversions regularly. The width 
constraint wwould likely lead to further 
exacerbation of this issue. 
 
Less favourable access to the active 
travel route. 
 
Currently redundant deck would require 
future maintenance. 
 
Would further narrow the road which 
would be subject to approval from the 
LHA. 
 
Dependent on requirements of LHA, 
adjacent access routes to trackbed may 
have to be blocked off to ensure 
compliance with Vehicle Restraint 
requirements associated with 
management of the additional new 
vertical wall projections into the 
carriageway.   

£175k 



 

 

 
 

Demolish 
structure, slope 
back, re-profile 
carriageway 

Removes substructure stability 
risk. 
 
Removes ongoing structure 
maintenance liability 
 
Removes ongoing headroom risk 
to vehicles. 
 
Removes ongoing flooding risk 
and road closures/diversions 
 
Creates favourable multi-user 
route access 

Removes future access over road £200k 

*Prices are intended as rough estimates only 
 
 

 
Responsible NH Engineer Matthew Irwin, CEng MICE 
Date of proforma completion 10/01/2023 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Map and photos of site:  
 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 



 

 

 
 
Example of similar reinforced concrete trough stabilisation works: 

  


