
 

 
 
 

Historical Railways Estate (HRE) Stakeholder Advisory Forum 
 
 

Date: 14 December 2021 Time: 11:00 – 12:30 

Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting  

Attendees: (DS) Duncan Smith – National Highways (Chair) 
(RM) Rich Marshall – National Highways 
(FS) Fiona Smith – National Highways  
(AB) Ant Beeby – National Highways  
(HR) Helene Rossiter – National Highways  
(ML) Mark Leonard – National Highways  
(MW) Matt Winfield – Sustrans 
(AS) Andy Savage – Railway Heritage Trust  
(DP) David Pemberton – Railway Paths Ltd  
(MM) Mark Mathews – Department for Transport  
(RF) Rupert Furness – Department for Transport  
(NC) Nick Conran – Department for Transport 
(HB) Hannah Bartram – ADEPT  
(GB) Graeme Bickerdike – The HRE Group  
(AG) Ann Gill – Secretary 

Apologies: (XB) Xavier Brice – Sustrans 

 

Minutes & Actions 
 

1. Welcome, Introductions & Apologies 
 
DS welcomed and thanked everyone for attending the meeting. 
 
Apologies had been received from Xavier Brice with Matt Winfield attending to 
represent Sustrans.   
 
Hannah Bartram has joined the Forum to represent Local Authority Planning 
functions as part of her role as CEO of ADEPT.   
 
RM noted that NH are keen to get the right range of skills on the Forum and are in 
discussions with Natural England and the Heritage Railway Association regarding 
their potential involvement at future meetings. 
  

2. Minutes and action of last meeting 
 
All the actions from the last meeting had been delivered. 
 
The revised ToR were updated and published on the HRE website. 
 



3. Proposed process for future decision making and engagement on structures 
requiring major works – Helene Rossiter 
 
HR shared the HRE Major Works Process Map, currently a confidential document 
whilst feedback is awaited from the Minister for Roads, Baroness Vere. 
 
The Process Map has been developed to offer a simple understanding of the 
processes and the decisions that need to be taken regarding HRE structures and 
how NH will engage at every level.   
 
In summary, the Process Map shows suggested decision routes for: 
 

• Structures that are not an assessment failure or showing signs of distress but are 
requiring major work e.g. to improve public access or due to significance from a 
historical point of view  

• Structures that have failed assessment or are showing signs of distress. This will 
result in a full review against a variety of lenses. Should the results of that review 
lead to a recommendation to demolish or infill (in a tiny minority of cases) 
planning permission will be sought. If the review against the lenses leads to a full 
options appraisal being required then that would be conducted with full 
involvement of stakeholders.   

 
The Process has been shared with the Minister and is currently awaiting feedback 
however the feedback of the SAF is sought to ensure any necessary changes can 
be made in the New Year, alongside thoughts from the Minister. 
 
The lens review will involve reviewing structures against the following: 
 

• whether the structure has any interaction with the government’s Restoring Your 
Railways programme, or other reopening programmes being considered by the 
Welsh or Scottish governments? 

• does the structure interact with any proposed heritage railway opportunities?  

• are there any heritage and/or ecological/environmental considerations that need 
to be taken into account when considering the solutions developed for the 
structure? 

 
GB shared a number of observations: 
 

• that the initial review of asset management options should be guided by the 
hierarchy of best-practice principles set out in National Highways standard 
CG304 (Conservation of Highways Structures)  

• in terms of the lenses, access needs of private landowners should be included in 
the review  

 
GB explained that he believed this was a step in the right direction and commended 
NH for it. GB was keen to receive assurance that, to ensure consistent outcomes, 
there would be a framework behind the process that provided guidance for those 
implementing it on the application of the procedure and thresholds on each lens. An 
example given was; should listed status or a structure being located within a 
conservation area or SSSI automatically preclude infilling or demolition options? 
 



HR explained the framework behind the process will ensure consistent decision 
making and that the SAF would be able to support this process through their 
consideration of recommendations that is built in to the process. 
 
DP agreed with these comments and pointed out that the very first step in the 
process was to consider if other bodies wanted assets to be transferred to them for 
their future use plans.  
 
It was noted that the existing protocol agreement that NH has with DfT would need 
some reconsideration in light of the new process. MM said that the protocol was 
written on 1 April 2015. It was suggested that Nick Conran should prepare a letter for 
the CEO of NH including a request for NH to comply with the finalised process, with 
a formal review of the protocol agreement to follow. 
 
HR said that we are keen to progress with the new process as quickly as possible.   
 
HB said that caution was needed on the right statutory bodies to involve as the LPA 
and LA are not always one and the same. She also said that, as a “lay person”, she 
could understand the flowchart, it was clear and succinct at all stages. She had 
issued it to the ADEPT Bridges Group but was yet to receive comments. If she does, 
she will forward on to HR.   
 
RM said that for any structures deemed to require full infill, they will go through the 
full planning process, unless the Local Authority specifically requests otherwise. This 
will enable complete visibility and transparency. 
 
MM said that if something became an emergency we would need to deal with that 
structure on an emergency basis. HR confirmed that inbuilt into the process is the 
primary review of public safety and that she would amend the process to make this 
clear.  
 
GB noted that for heritage rail advice the Heritage Railway Association (HRA) would 
be the best body to involve. HR said that she would be happy to speak to them 
about joining this forum. AS confirmed that it is Steve Oates, CEO who would be the 
best contact. [HR has subsequently spoken with Steve Oates, who has agreed to be 
involved]. 
 
Action: HR to update the HRE Process Map. Any further thoughts should be 
sent to Helene ASAP. 
 
Action: HR to speak with HRA regarding their participation in the SAF. 
 

4. Active Travel review of the HRE Estate – presentation of report – Matt Winfield 
 
Sustrans have undertaken a desk based analysis of the structures on the current 
published (but paused) NH HRE Major Works programme and how they may have 
active travel potential.  
  
The conclusions were that approximately a third of the 75 structures will likely be 
useful for, or interact with, national cycle networks or similar, a third may have 
potential to do so and a third are unlikely to be useful. 



 
GB commended Sustrans on their work. He said an argument could be made that all 
structures, one day, may be useful, and this assessment should be seen in that light. 
Railway re-openings are being more actively considered and the value of these 
assets need to be maximized.  If the survey was carried out in the previous 12 
months or in 12 months’ time it could come to different conclusions. 
 
MM felt that the whole HRE needed to be put through a “body scanner” so that we 
can identify those structures of interest, whether it be for heritage, active travel or 
other purposes.  We can then identify those structures that have no future use 
potential and work on those that may have a use.  HR agreed but said this needed 
to be married up with appropriate funding. 
 
GB said that a point made by one of his members is that any Heritage/Ecology 
reviews would be best conducted by independent expert organisations. 
 
RF stated this was a very valuable report.  
 

5. AOB & next meeting – Richard Marshall 
 
DS thanked everyone for attending and said that it had been a constructive  
debate. He had observed today some good co-ordination and collaboration within 
the group and reinforced that the pause remains in place and that NH will not be 
demolishing or infilling anything until the pause is formally lifted. Even then, any work 
of this nature will be conducted as part of the new process already outlined and with 
consultation with the SAF. 
 
DS raised the issue of potentially misleading media articles and asked for it to be 
minuted that NH will not be lifting pause until the Minister has agreed to such. 
 
GB followed up by remarking that The HRE Group respond to concerns from both 
national and local stakeholders and would not turn their backs on people who feel 
that NH acts recklessly.     
 
DS asked GB to have conversations publicly and minuted either at this Forum or as 
a breakout group of this Forum. He noted that all parties won’t necessarily always 
agree but that by having the conversation together we could hope to reassure 
member of the public. 
 
GB felt that things were now moving in a better direction but stated that The HRE 
Group will continue with their campaign work against unwarranted infilling and 
demolition. 
 
GB also asked why NH had deemed it appropriate to contact Eden Valley and 
Stainmore Railways seeking their current plans/timescales for expansion to feed into 
the pre-application planning material NH are preparing in relation to Great Musgrave 
bridge. FS said that the infill can be removed at such time as the heritage railway is 
ready to be opened, and that NH was simply trying to ascertain what the timescale 
would be. GB asked if he thought that was an error of judgement to which DS 
suggested that it was actually a good example of stakeholder engagement. GB 
stated that, in his view, the time for engagement with the two railways was before 



Great Musgrave bridge had been infilled, not after, and that the letters were crass 
and inflammatory in the circumstances. 
 
It was agreed that the next meeting would be held in February, date to be confirmed, 
following the receipt of any feedback from the Minister on the drafted process. 
 
Action: HR to arrange next SAF for February 2022. 
 

 
 
 

Actions 

 
Action 1: HR to update the HRE Process Map. Any further thoughts should be sent to 
Helene ASAP. 
 
Action 2: HR to speak with HRA regarding their participation in the SAF. 
 
Action 3: HR to arrange next SAF for February 2022. 

 


