
 

 

 

Minutes of the HRE Stakeholder Advisory Forum 
6 April 2022 9:00-10:30 

 

Richard Marshall – NH (RM)                    

Keith Harwood - ADEPT (KH)     

Hannah Rigden – Natural England (HR) 

Helene Rossiter - NH (HR)                      

Tim Hedley-Jones – RHT (TH-J)     

Mark Mathews - DfT (MM) 

Fiona Smith - NH (FS) Minutes               

David Pemberton – RPL Ltd (DP*)     

Graeme Bickerdike – The HRE Group (GB)                                                                 

Anthony Beeby – NH (AB)           

Rupert Furness - DfT (RF)             

Steve Oates - HRA (SO)                       

Simon Hickman – Historic England (SH)        

                                                             

Apologies Duncan Smith - NH (DS), Dara Parsons – Historic Scotland (DP), Matt Winfield – 

Sustrans (MW)  

 

Not present  Nick Conran - DfT (NC), Hollie Wandby - NH (HW)                                       

 

 

1 Welcome and Introductions 

 

HR opened the meeting and RM welcomed the group. 

 

TH-J introduced himself and provided a quick summary of his background & qualifications. He has 
taken over from Andy Savage as the Executive Director of Railway Heritage Trust.   

 

RM advised the intent of the session is to go through the new HRE Major Works proforma using 
END/709 as a live example. 

 

Action Points  

 

The actions from the last meeting have all been completed.  

 

RM asked if anyone had any other business they wanted to add to the end of the meeting. There 
were no responses. 

 

2 Review of the year 2021-2022 

 

HR presented a short review of 2021/22 including examples of the types of work completed in year 
and a summary of the budget. HR explained that some of the statistics were incomplete due to 
year end having not quite finished but these will be updated and a version of the Review will be 
added to the website. 

 

DP* asked if Monumental Trust assets have reverted to HRE, noting that the company had been 
liquidated and reinstated in the past. FS replied that they have been added into the HRE 



 
examination programme and we have plans to remove heavy vegetation to these neglected 
structures.  

 

KH commented that the examination costs are much higher than he would have expected (10x 
higher that his inspection costs). FS explained that every structure is examined every year and that 
the examinations contract included vegetation and fly tipping removal in advance of works.  

 

MM used the example of Monumental Trust’s failure to maintain the structures to highlight the 
issues of transferring ownership to organisations that do not have the finances to maintain them. 
MM commented that local highway authorities (LHAs) would be able to examine HRE structures at 
a fraction of the cost as they are local and already have hundreds of their own bridges to examine. 
He also mentioned BE4 & BD21 (the different loading standards that organisations are responsible 
for). 

 

GB asked what MM meant by deep pockets and asked if Railway Paths Ltd have deeper pockets 
than, for example, the North Yorkshire Moors Railway which has an ongoing £10M programme of 
investments.  

 

MM responded that with limited liability companies there is a risk that they will default and 
structures come back to the Secretary of State, leading to an ongoing maintenance liability for the 
SoS.  

 

GB asked how many structures come back and MM responded that it happens often.  

 

DP* explained that Railway Paths Ltd have a reserve of at least £1m and a legal agreement that 
any emergency or unplanned works are underwritten by the Department for Transport. DP gave 
the example of a heritage railway company in Cumbria that only has an £8k cash reserve. 

 

3 Recap of review & decision-making process  

 

HR shared the positive news from Minister for Road’s office that the new engagement and 
decision-making framework, that has previously been discussed by the SAF, has been signed off 
and that we are now able to test this through SAF. Public communication is in the process of being 
agreed with the Department for Transport and therefore this news should be considered 
confidential at this time.  

 

4 END/709 

 

The proforma for END/709, Southfleet, Kent, was presented to the meeting. 

 

HR commented that the cost of infill (£161k) had been omitted and that this will be added to the 
proforma.  

 

FS talked through the proforma describing the particular issues with the bridge, the discussions 
with the LHA’s and why infilling was the recommended option.  

 

MM asked that why, if the bridge passes BE4, which is NH’s statutory obligation, we would be 
considering doing works at all. MM suggested that consideration should be given to the idea that 
NH should simply write to the LHA and say that the structure passes BE4 and therefore all liability 
and works to maintain to BD21 sit with the LHA. There was then a discussion between KH & MM 
about how Network Rail and Canals & Rivers Trust would act in a similar situation. MM asked why 
NH should not just write to the LHA. FS responded that communications have been ongoing since 
2008 regarding this structure. HR commented that it is not uncommon for LHAs to fail to meet their 
statutory obligations with respect to assessment and weight restrictions. KH made the point that a 
LHA may argue that lack of maintenance may reduce the load bearing capacity.  

 



 
Action – KH to share a copy of a Bridgeguard 3 agreement with the group. 

 

RM commented that if there was a use / viable active travel link, this would change the 
recommended option.  

 

SO commented that it made sense to him. Lots of structures passed to Heritage Railway 
companies. He agreed with MM.  

 

MM called for a policy decision from ministers on the point of whether NH should doing works that 
bring a structure over their BE4 obligations. 

 

Action – MM to ask ministers for a policy decision regarding strengthening to BE4 or BD21 / 
CS454.   

 

FS brought the discussion back to the proforma by explaining that in this case maintenance is 
required to the edge girders, which due to the restricted site would be expensive and that the 
whole life cost of infilling is cheaper than repairing the edge girders. FS asked if anyone had any 
comments on the proforma. 

 

GB had a number of comments: 

  

1. There is no estimate/indicative cost for the option NH is proposing to implement. [Noted that 
this was mistakenly omitted and was £161K]. 

2. As a responsible public body, an appraisal of environmental impacts/carbon footprints should 
be produced for each of the identified asset management options. 

3. As a matter of course, The HRE Group would like to see the Ecology Report and Heritage 
Assessment for each of the structures presented to the SAF, not just the summary in the 
proforma. 

4. GB asked if adjacent/local landowners been consulted about infilling impacts, and in particular 
if there were any historic uses of the structure by landowners for access etc purposes. 

5. GB asked if there were any water risks associated with run-off, heavy rain, pooling or 
consequential destabilisation of any adjacent earthworks and, if so, how would that be 
managed. 

6. GB queried the time horizon used for known possible future active travel use. The proforma 
states “within a “20-year time span” whilst the Sustrans report only had a ten-year time horizon. 

7. GB noted that from his understanding of correspondence with the local planning authority 
(LPA), they had twice asserted that a planning application should be made in relation to 
END/709. NH asserted permitted development (PD) rights which the LPA said it would note on 
the file. The LPA did NOT express agreement/contentment with PD. GB noted that The HRE 
Group believes NH should re-engage with the LPA and seek its agreement that a planning 
application should be submitted in line with NH’s default policy in relation to future infill 
schemes. 
 

THJ had 3 comments. 

 

1. He would like to see photos showing the view from parapets into properties. 

2. At the end, could a decision-making box be added, considered at SAF (date) and decision 
made (date). 

3. In terms of agreeing proposals, he recommended including a table at the end that clearly 
highlighted the recommended solution. 

 

MM commented that in terms of environmental impact over the lifetime of assets any intervention 
has an environmental impact in the short term. At this stage any assessment would be high level.  

 

Action - HR to amend proforma 

 



 
RM concluded the meeting by thanking everyone for their time and comments and asked that 
everyone keeps sending comments through off line.  


