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Glossary

Term / Acronym

Full Title

Definition

HRS

Historic Railway Station

Railway station with historic significance and/or statutory listed status that is
currently open on the active National Rail netwark of England

TOoC

Train Operating Company

Private companies or conglomerations operating rail services on franchise
contracts and station leases agreed with the UK Government's Department
for Transport. Currently, twenty-four train operating companies run
passenger services on the national ralway network, 19 of which manage
stations. Full list https// TOCsinthe UK.

DT

Department far Transport

UK Government department respansible for infrastructure palicy.
management and planning

Constructive conservation

Term advanced by Historic England in the National Heritage Protection Plan
(2012), prometing conservation attitudes and approaches that seek to keep
listed buildings and settings in active public use {Optimal Viable Use) and
achieve sustainable growth from the historic enviranment.

The Beeching closures

Reshaping Britain's Railways,
1963

2363 stations were condemned to closure as the result of Dr Richard
Beeching's ‘Reshaping of British Railways' report of 1963

MRR Management, Restoration and The official rail industry term for the maintenance and upkeep of stations
Repair
RHT The Railway Heritage Trust Set up in 1985, The Railway Heritage Trust's objective is to assist
aperational raibway companies in “the preservation and upkeep of listed
buildings and structures, and in the transfer of non-operational premises
and structures to outside bodies willing to undertake their preservation.”
BR British Rail The body responsible for overseeing Britain's nationalised raibways between

1948 and 1993




Abstract

England's historic railway stations are once again back in the public eye of rail operating companies, passengers
and consumers. There is increasing evidence that well-conserved historic stations are helping reinvent the
experience of rail travel itself and drawing community and commercial activities back to station settings. Yet
within Britain's current privatised rall franchise system there are few if any contractual obligations for Train
Operating Companies to undertake such conservation work beyond routine maintenance and statutory
planning duties to listed buildings. This dissertation presents the findings of a study into how England's
designation base of listed stations is managed, and the extent to which the TOCs managing these stations are
incentivised to incorporate heritage-led management approaches into their commercial rail offer. The study
found that despite a lack of clear heritage conservation planning guidance, inconsistencies in existing statutory
planning protection and inconsistent contractual franchise obligations and lengths, many TOCs are in practice
exceeding their statutory and franchise duties, a pattern being increasingly recognised by the industry's annual
National Railway Heritage Awards and Railway Heritage Trust grants. Being highly adaptable, multifaceted
vernacular buildings, it is also clear historic railway stations offer ‘conservation consdous’ rail operators lucrative
opportunities to develop their commercial branding, generate retail income and build closer relationships with
communities. [t was therefore encouraging to see how increasingly collaborative approaches to conservation
and planning between rail industry operators and the Railway Heritage Trust have kept heritage-led
conservation practice very much central to the management of stations, despite immense capacity and
modernisation pressures. VWhilst there is still evidence that some TOGCs are undertaking almost no conservation
work at all, the results suggest most TOCs are ready to be given stronger contractual responsibility and
obligations to conserve historic stations within their franchise agreements, benefiting not only their commercial

operation but railway station heritage at large.




1 Introduction

“The ascendant Victorian Sodety has long glorified churches, mansions and town halls. Now, at last, it has peered beneath the

soot and grime and found a Cinderella of the age. .." (Jenkins, 2017)

Historic Railway Stations (HRSs) have punctuated the social and physical landscape of Britain for over 150 years and
remain one of our “most distinctive and best-loved building types” (Parissien, 2014). Despite being in large part a Victorian
inheritance forgotten beneath ‘soot and grime’ throughout the 1970 and 80s, HRSs taday are living, multifunctional places
with destination value, serving as much as the gateway for rail passengers and industrial high streets for consumers (Froy
& Davis, 2017; Ross, 2000). One need look no further than the ‘poster-child’ restoration of Gilbert Scott's St Pancras
station, or Thameslink's 2018 restoration of the listed railway arches at London Bridge, to observe how well-conserved
historic stations can reinvigorate not only the experience of rail travel but also house valuable retail and community
amenities, from bars, restaurants to stationers and supermarkets (Edwards, 2013). Whilst heritage conservation and
statutory planning designation are not assumed to preclude such “adaptive reuse”, with many listed stations altered to
perform very different functions from those originally intended, there exists a large research gap in how obligations for
managing heritage stations are defined, both in planning policy, and the management agreements and practices of rail

operators (Lawrence, 2018).

This dissertation will address the following issues affecting current conservation practises and HRSs:

(1) The lack of clarity over the current stock of operational listed railway stations in England, who manages them, and
arbitrary inconsistencies in the statutory designation process itself (Kinchin Smith, 2014);

(2) The extent to which Train Operating Companies (TOCs) are adopting heritage management approaches to
conserving their station heritage (Rewse-Davies, 2000) and the contractual terms by which they are obliged to do
s0;

(3) The lack of cohesive conservation planning guidance specific to managing railway stations/HRS (Burman, 2014);

(4) A dearth of serious high-quality academic research assessing conservation practices and threats affecting HRS since
privatised rail franchises first began in 1994, in an age of rail modernisation on a scale not seen since the Victorian

age.

Before assessing the body of literature that exists on railway station and conservation, a brief overview of their history

and current franchise management is needed.




1.1 Rail Franchising and Historic Railway Stations

Britain's railway network was the first created in the world. Built largely by private enterprise companies, special efforts
were made to build interesting station architecture as part of their intensely competitive branding, as many of them
operated competitive stations on the same routes. For these Victorian pioneers, the architectural quality of stations, as
well as their branding and their amenities were vital to the magic of the railway experience. Equally striking was the way
station design evolved to solve issues of layout and public usage, making stations a readily identifiable vernacular building
type (Historic England, 2017). 150 years on there is still a considerable stock of these buildings (513), most of which are
listed for their spedal historical or architectural interest and ranging greatly in style, with examples from almost every

historical period (see Figure 1). Of this stock, 2717 stations are still operational on today's railway.
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Figure 1 Breakdown of extant railway stations by period

Having been nationalised after the war under British Rail, Britain's railways reverted to a semi-privatised ‘Franchise’ system
with the Railways Act of 1993. Under this regime, all stations are owned by ‘Infrastructure Manager” Network Rall, with
19 TOCs operating services and stations across pre-ordained geographical network areas in England (for maps see
Appendix 1). Management, Restoration and Repair (MRR) of stations and statutory planning duties with regard to heritage
assets are the responsibility of the Station Facility Operator (SFO). Network Rail is SFO for England 20 largest stations,
with the remainder (2527) managed by TOCs. Franchising is a purely contractual process, based on the DfT setting out
a ‘specification’ for what it would like a franchisee to do over a set period (level of service, station upgrades etc.). TOCs
then bid for the right to operate a franchise to that specification, and typically only undertake the maintenance and minor

works specified in the terms of their contract. The tenures for current franchisees are listed in Figure 1.
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Franchise lengths are limited by EU Law to 15 years, and the DfT has traditionally taken a cautious approach to letting longer
franchises (something that many operators have argued as being overly rigid) acting as a limitation rather than incentive to
undertake long-term changes at stations. This looks to be changing with the award of a 99-year station lease to TOC Greater
Anglia in 2018, the DfTs most recent pilot scheme hoped to encourage improved station planning initiatives by TOCs without
state or Network Rail funding. The key point to note is that, prima facie, under the current franchise model, there are few legal
obligations on TOCs to have a measurable interest in conservation within their planning regimes. Nevertheless, there are many

good examples which go to show that, in some cases, stations are conserved better than one might pessimistically expect.

2. Literature Review

Introduction

There is no lack of academic literature surveying the architectural history and features of HRS in England. Stratton (2014)
provides a comprehensive, if now outdated, bibliographical overview of this literature by period, and it is beyond the scope of
this study to recount or improve on this impressive and interesting history. However, as Steven Parissien rightly emphasises
(2017}, what is notable from these “endless shelves of literature on the railways” is that they “contained almost no books on the
railway station” pre-1985. This dearth of academic literature reflected just how low the profile of station heritage had gone
more generally since the Second World War. With the establishment of the Ralway Heritage Trust (RHT) in 1985 and the
Royal Society of Arts and Cubitt Trust's splendid report The Future of The Railway Heritage (1985), came change, with stations -
and crucially their conservation - returning to public consciousness. By the 1990s a large body of gazetteers and anthologies had
emerged, some responding to concerned voices in the conservation community, as the full scale of Beeching's station closures
in the 1960-70s was realised (Biddle, 1973; Lloyd & Insall, 1978; Binney & Pearce, 1979), with others painting a more positive
outlook (Biddle & Nock 1983; Biddle, 1986). Many of these volumes remain incomparable architectural guides to HRSs, and
did a great deal throughout the 1980-90s to put “this most important and characterful of building types” (Parissien, 2017) back

in the view of British Rail, often by exposing the sheer scale of HRS (mis)management (Sheppard, 1996).

A substantial strand of almost all railway station literature deals with the heritage management legacy of British Rail (BR), who
oversaw Britain's nationalised railways between 1948 and 1993. Simmons & Biddle (1997) recall how a policy of “official neglect”
was adopted towards historic stations as BR struggled to balance dreams of a “dean directness” in modern station design and a
preference for total redevelopment, with fast deteriorating heritage assets termed “the crumbling edge” by erstwhile Chairman
of BR Peter Parker (Parker, 1989: 8). Hanson noted in the 1970s how BR saw historic stations as anachronistic, and that
following the infamous demolition of the Euston Arch in 1967, it was clear that “those who run our railway have little or no
interest in the heritage of which they are the nation’s custodians” (1977). Whilst Jenkins argues there was no doubt that “many
historic stations and their associated buildings were far too large for current operational requirements” (1984), in trying to hit
financial targets, BR rationalised many HRSs to the point of semi-dereliction, creating impressions of either not caring or “being

in retreat” (Ross, 2000). The legacy of this cost-saving mentality has continued to undercut the management of many HRSs, with




a tokenistic lick of new paint in the original railway company livery, still the go-to conservation approach of many TOCs, to

obscure continued decay of historic station fabric.

Emerging from widespread literature criticising of BR's disdain for heritage stations have come more paositive reflections on what
can be learned from their poor conservation legacy. Yates and others have explored how a more custodial and enlightened
approach to conserving listed stations, has led to more robust designation guidelines, and a culture of ‘constructive conservation’,
promoted by Historic England as a more effective approach to balancing the impacts of development impacting designated
heritage assets (2014). Lawrence (2018) and Parissien (2017) look to other positive opportunities for TOCs and Network Rail,
in particular how conservation might be achieved through finding new uses for disused buildings which help promote the branding
of HRSs as community and commercial spaces, which in tum allow for the funding of architectural conservation of station fabric

and setting (Broto, 2012).

Despite the valuable contribution made by railway literature in the latter years of nationalised railways, relatively few comparable
anthologies have emerged documenting the state and management of HRSs since privatisation in 1993. Some magnificent
exceptions exist in the seminal texts compiled by Peter Burman (1997), Ross, (2000), Holder & Parissien (2004), Gordon Biddle
(2003), Steven Parissien (2017) and David Lawrence (2016 & 2018). Whilst these volumes record valuable detail on the evolving
material state and public perception of railway station heritage in the late 20" / early 21% centuries, few address the lack of
critical debate regarding how HRSs are managed by today's private rail operators (Ross, 2000). It is from this research gap that
a number of emerging perspectives on conserving, planning and managing HRSs arise, forming the basis for renewed exploration
and debate in this dissertation. These debates can be categorised under three key headings: (2.1} Contemporary uses of station

heritage; (2.2) Threats to historic railway stations; and (2.3) Contemporary conservation practices.

21 Contemporary uses of station heritage

A strong theme in contemporary station literature is the value of stations as places with social and branding potential as opposed
to purely utilitarian spaces “at which passengers join or leave trains” (Parissien, 2014; Pick, 1916). Excellent station
compendiums edited by Peter Burman (1997) and Julian Ross (2000}, explore how well-conserved HRSs are once again
becoming ‘stopping places’, attracting social and commercial uses for rail consumers, and opportunities to rail operators, much
as they were originally built to do by the Victorians (Biddle & Spence, 1977). Two sub-topics emerge from this literature on re-

using station heritage: (1) HRSs as a multifaceted building typology; (2) Branding and Visual Personality.
A Multifaceted Typology

Introducing his 2004 study of contemporary British transport architecture, Edwards provides an interesting account of how the
railway station has become an invaluable multifaceted building typology, distinct from other transport hub typologies for being
as much a destination to dwell for pleasure as to travel through. Whilst Edwards' overview is light on heritage specific detalil,

Parissien (2017) explores how the design quality and aspirations of our HRSs is attracting both commerdial and community uses
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back to the railway, citing in particular the renaissance of hospitality and commerce at HRS of all scales, from rural interchanges
to major urban termini. He argues that the return of hotels, pubs and retail to many disused heritage station buildings, on a scale
not seen since the early 20" century, is proof of how sustainable re-use of railway heritage offers unique public benefit. In his
amusing (but deadly serious) cuttings, Private Eye's long-time planning and architectural columnist, Gavin Stamp (or Piloti'), argues
that HRSs are, by design, magical places akin to ‘public resorts’. Quoting Frank Pick in 1992, Stamp reminds planners and
operators that ‘waiting' is a special and indispensable feature of HRSs: “It might almost be said to be the chief feature, and around
waiting, spring up many wants. A refreshment room...for instance...\VWho can wait patiently with the clinking of glass sounding

next door, or resist the aroma of coffee as it wafts through the opening and closing door?” (Pick, 1930).

Given the unassailable rise of cafés, pubs and stationers at stations, and retail growth 4.33% higher than the average UK high
street (-0.86%) in 2018-19, perhaps Network Rail and many TOCs managing HRSs have heeded Stamp's advice (Network Rail,
2019)? Adding further weight to the value of finding active uses for HRSs, Ross makes the valid point that station hotels,
buffet-bars and waiting rooms are all “connected with the primary railway business”, as part of a legacy that makes as
commercial sense to contemporary station owners as it has always done for historic railway companies seeking to exploit

their real estate.

Branding and Visual Personality

In his 2018 anthology of British Rail stations, David Lawrence notes that many HRSs have distinct visual personalities, and often
reflect the historic identity of the place they “punctuate”. If well-preserved, stations can act as valuable branding environments
for the TOCs who manage them (Hebbert, 2012). Hutton (2009) agrees, arguing that vernacular raillway heritage is inherently
well-suited to the “cultural production of goods and services imbued with high design values and symbolic content”, citing how
the size and intricate design characteristics of historic raitbway architecture mirrors the high design value of contemporary retail
and production (Hillier, 1999). Expanding this notion, Martins makes a more explicit connection between heritage design to
commercial brand value, arguing that the historical and aesthetic characteristics of railway buildings mean that they 'bring their
own brand', providing both material and symbolic resources to businesses (2015). It is therefore no coincidence that consumers
respond positively when the two are combined, with an increasing number of TOCs making use of well-preserved heritage

station imagery (See Figure 3).

Relatively little attention has been paid in academic research to the role well-conserved HRSs often play in reflecting the public
image their operator wishes to project. Two authors do, however, tacKle this point in some detail. In his 2014 survey of England's
railway heritage estate, Kinchin Smith uses well-crafted case studies to show how TOCs who fail to proactively conserve their
historic stations often oversee a spiral of decline, with historic features seen as a cost burden (station canopies in particular)
rather than an opportunity to project positive branding and a corporate image of good stewardship. This is certainly the case

with West Midland Train's management of Worcester Shrub Hill station, explored later in this study. As Ross points out, the




extent to which station heritage is maintained by TOCs plays a critical role in displaying to consumers just how enlightened or
unenlightened the approach is: “The design and management of stations is a fundamental tool in projecting integrity. Stations

must display the corporate values and high-quality service” that “all enlightened railway companies embody”.

FIVE ENJOY A

Figure 3 One of GWWRs most recent marketing station posters. Borrowing the romantic imagery of Enid Blyton's Famous Five novels; an
archetypal Brunel-design station stands in the background

22 Threats to Historic Railway Stations

A key debate shaping how station heritage is managed and conserved by TOCs is the conflict between ‘romantic’ and “utilitarian’
notions of what HRSs should function as and mean to the public who use them. Attitudes inevitably differ amongst authors.
On the ‘utilitarian’ side of the debate, Rewse-Davies argues that attitudes towards station conservation in the era of privatised
railways has become functional and cost-aware out of necessity, responding to the fact the historic stations were almost abways
built for the needs of a different time, with large waiting rooms, buffets, ticket offices, post rooms and other operational spaces
no longer required by today's railway operators (2000). Furthermore, he reminds us that today’s HRSs are operational ‘modern
movernent buildings’, and in providing for the pressures of vastly increased passenger usage, heritage conservation practices must
adapt to the need for modern amenities, such as CCTV and electronic cabling, which original designs didn't account for. In
defence of more ‘romantic’ perceptions of HRS, Halder and Raoss both point out that HRSs still “influence public perception
about 'what a railway station should be like', retaining a fundamentally old-fashioned image of well-maintained traditional (i.e.

pre-modern) architecture...run for the pleasure of their users' (2004). As David Lawrence concedes, this historic conflict of




perception often leaves rail operators responsible for managing stations as ‘commercial entities’ at odds with the public, historians

and heritage groups, who see railways run as ‘quasi-nationalised” institutional pillars for the public good (2018).

Network Rail's 2019 white paper A Better Railway for a Better Britain, describes its planning aspiration “to turn a once great but
decaying part of our nation's heritage into a growth industry with huge potential for the future”. The scale of change proposed
has posed a number of planning threats affecting HRSs and how their protection under statutory planning duties and listing
designations is managed. Mega-infrastructure projects such as HS2 and the Network's Rail's £9 billion Rail Upgrade Plan launched
in 2019 are the largest capital investments in railways since Victorian times and their viability is not disputed in this study.
However, what is alarming is how they marketed as schemes of ‘national significance’ in planning terms, superseding all other
planning interests and considerations, including designated heritage assets (Lord & Tewdwr-jones, 2018). Burman argues that
TOC contracts are drawn up in an equally de-contested simplified way; station performance, accessibility and capacity are

prioritised over heritage listing and conservation, which are seen as operationally anachronistic and prohibitive (2014).

Whilst the conflict between modernising and conserving statutory listed railway buildings is nothing new within the rail industry,
Kinchin Smith that the scale and importance now given to rail modemisation schemes in planning terms often leaves very little
room for operators or heritage groups to justify opposition to planning applications affecting HRSs within the current planning
framework (2014). Enshrined in the UKs planning framework, the NPPF, is a ‘presumption in favour of sustainable development,
meaning the default response to development in the national interest is ‘yes', unless there are policies which might provide
‘strong reason for refusal’. Such policies include impact on heritage assets, which is most commonly assessed in terms of degree
of ‘public benefit’ vs substantial or less-than substantial harm caused to the significance of the heritage asset. Kinchin Smith argues
that all too often the ‘public benefit’ of modernisation projects is overly hyped, whilst the significance of designated railway
buildings is demeaned as a means of justifying change or loss of heritage. For example, to rail operators, the alteration of listed
platform canopies at stations along Brunel's Great Western Mainline, from London Paddington to Bristol, to accommodate
overhead wiring (Baxter, 2015), the harm to heritage fabric is “necessary progress” in the public interest of a faster, more reliable
and more carbon-efficient railway, but to conservation groups this counts as ‘substantial harm' and in extreme cases ‘state

sponsored vandalism’ (Biddle, 2003).

Whilst there Is no easy fix for such conflicts within heritage conservation planning, Cossons (2003) suggests that with increased
collaboration between Network Rail, TOCs and the RHT, things are changing. The influence of the Railway Heritage Trust has
undoubtedly changed the planning landscape for conserving HRSs, with its objective is to assist operational railway companies
bringing listed railway buildings back into sustainable use. In this vein Cossons notes there has been growing recognition amongst
TOCs that “many of the structures of the first railway age” are proving not only adaptable to the second but are of such historical
and engineering interest and architectural eminence that they offer an immense and unrepeatable opportunity to animate the
experience of rail travel with a quality impossible to achieve or afford through total renewal”. Just how many TOCs are taking

up this ‘opportunity’ is a key question for this study.




23 Contemporary Conservation Practices

Notions of stewardship are being given increasing attention in debates concerning how TOCs manage HRSs. Ross and others
are clear: good planning, design and management are stages within a continuous cyclical process of “asset stewardship", but poor
management makes later alterations more difficult, and ultimately creates low public expectations and diminished corporate
image. Breaking down the management of stations into two distinct parts, the maintenance of fixed (buildings, platforms etc.)
and provision of transient assets (rolling stock), Lloyd argues it is stations that overwhelmingly reflect the heritage stewardship
of their operators to the everyday passenger, not androgynous rolling stock (2000). Until the 1970s, however, there was little
or no recognition within the rail industry of the conservation work going on at stations across Britain's rail network. This was
soon to change, with the establishment of the National Railway Heritage Awards in 1979, soon followed by the Railway Heritage
Trustin 1985.

‘Heritage Gongs’ - rewarding good practice

Just as the branding can be considered a public display of a TOC's aspirations and desired corporate image, so too can
conservation over time. To recognise and promote this, the rail industry sought to incentivise and reward proactive stewardship
by establishing National Railway Heritage Awards (NRHA) in 1979, the only rail industry body dedicated to judging the
restoration and upkeep of Britain's railway heritage. Farissien notes that together with the establishment of the Railway Heritage
Trust in 1985, station conservation was at last “a subject that government and industry were now taking seriously" (2017).
Having modestly launched in 1979 with the aim of “encouraging and rewarding best practice in the restoration and continued
upkeep of our rich heritage of railway. . buildings and structures” (nrha.org.uk), Parissien notes that "lts accolades are now much
sought after by developers, as well as conservationists, and are widely publicised in national media." However, despite the growth
in public and rail operator recognition of heritage awards, Parissien, Kinchin Smith (2014) and Lawrence (2016) are the only
authors to recognise the important role of the NRHAs in formal raiway literature. As such a valuable means of assessing ‘the
pulse’ of contemporary HRS conservation, the work of the NRHAs and RHT will be central pillars in the research framework

outlined below.

3. Methodology

3.1 Research Objectives

. Profiling the listed Railway Station Architecture of England, establishing the current stock of operational listed railway
stations and their designation, the TOCs and Infrastructure Managers (Network Rail) who manage them, and
contractual planning obligations that shape investment in their conservation and upkeep.

Il Surveying the recognition TOCs and Network Rail have received since 2014 for heritage-led approaches by using the
annual NRHAs and RHT project reports to assess trends and rank conservation performance across the TOCs.

Mll. Examining case studies of approaches taken by TOGCs to conserving their listed station heritage, two exceeding their

contractual planning obligations and one not.




V. Assessing the positive role heritage can play in the brand marketing of TOCs and rail travel more generally

32 Research Methodology

The research methodology of this thesis drew both on quantitative methods and qualitative analysis. It is organised into three
distinct parts, differentiated by decreasing spatial scale: (1) establishing the operational listed station estate, currently managed by
TOCs in England, and the contractual obligations for conservation planning, set out between them and the DfT; (2) ranking the
conservation performance of TOCs according to recognition in annual NRHAs and RHT project reports data; (3) using three
case studies to show varying degrees of conservation-conscious management in practice. Parts (1) and (2) necessarily required
the collation and quantitative assessment of policy, listing and contractual management data, which was not easily accessible or
avallable without considerable investigative efforts, and determined information requests (from TOCs). As current policy,
conservation and management practices relating to HRSs are largely unresearched in academic literature, all three parts involved

qualitative judgements and analysis.

(1a) Beginning at the largest spatial scale, the total estate of HRSs in England and the contractual agreements governing how
they are managed and conserved by TOCs were established. Three tasks were required: (A) analysing the complete
designation list of English railway structures from Historic England (5,100 entries), and reducing it down to a working
data set showing the listed station buildings on the active national rail network; (B) cross-checking this data set of 271
entries against official statistics from the Office for Rail and Road (ORR, 2018-2019) to establish the TOCs managing
these listed stations and cross-examining this against Historic England’s 2014 overview of England's Railway Heritage
designation base to gain the total number of station assets, by Grade listing per TOC,; (C) with this information
established, | recorded and examined the key statutory obligations pertaining to HRS conservation planning and
management, as set out in the UK Government's contracts with each TOC, contained in the DfT's Rail Franchise Contract
Schedule (DfT, 2018). A simple key-word search method was used initially, searching for any mention of ‘railway station’,
‘heritage’ and ‘conservation’. These results were then assessed by the quantitative frequency of their being mentioned,

and qualitative judgements made on their likelihood of enforcing / encouraging conservation practice amongst TOCs.

(1b) At a more contextual level, semi-structured interviews were conducted with three railway heritage and conservation
experts to scrutinise the strength, relevance and transparency of current planning policy and conservation practice

amongst TOCs more generally:

Mr Rob Kinchin Smith, Senior Historic Environment Consultant and Railway Heritage expert at RPS Group who
authored Historic England 2014 overview of England's Railway Heritage designation base;

ii. Prof Peter Larkham, Professor of Planning at the University's School of Engineering and the Built Environment at
Birmingharm University,

ii. Mr Andy Savage, Executive Chairman of the Railway Heritage Trust




(2) Armed with this understanding of the operational station asset base and current policy context, the
conservation/management performance of each TOC was assessed using: (A) accolades awarded in the annual National Rail
Heritage Awards and (B) project recognised and/or sponsored by the Railway Heritage Trust between 2014 and 2018. Using

these two sources, TOCs were ranked into three performance categories:

Category A TOCs who are setting precedents for consistently conserving their station heritage far beyond their contractual
franchise obligations, with a percentage of projects to listed stations managed of >50%.

Category B TOCs who are proactively undertaking some recognised conservation work beyond their contractual franchise
obligations, with a percentage of total number of projects to total listed stations managed of 20 - 49%.

Category C TOCs who are undertaking little or no conservation work on their station heritage with a percentage of total

number of projects to total listed stations managed of 0 - 19%.

Assessing Listed Building Consent casework objections from heritage amenity societies, and the existence of TOC Station
Management Plans and/or Heritage Statements had both been additional criterion at the outset of the research; but owing to
lack of contemporary cases relating to current TOCs and no Station Management Plans available for any TOC, apart from

Northern and the Settle to Carlisle Railway Trust, the data proved inconclusive.

(3) From this sample frame, three case studies of Grade Il listed stations, managed by TOCs in each Category, were undertaken
to help illustrate the varying degrees to which TOCs have adopted heritage-led conservation approaches in their modern
rail operations. Grade |l stations were selected primarily for the purposes of like-for-like comparison between case studies,
as they make up the bulk of station designation base. This final tier of research at micro-level illustrated the leeway that

exists within the national rules and adoption of heritage conservation approaches to HRS management across the TOCs.

The overall aim of this scaled approach was to gain a clear picture of the conservation planning reguirements TOCs are legally
obliged to work to with operational HRSs nationally, before examining how this is being interpreted and acted on in practice
using case-specific evidence. The hope was to reveal the extent to which TOCs are exceeding their statutory obligations and

setting positive precedents for conservation practice.

Research Ethics

This dissertation did not involve research of an ethically contentious nature. The names of content of the three interviews
Railway Experts for Part 1(b) of the research will be kept secure but are referenced by name with their permission in the final
submission. The views expressed were not those of the organisations they represent but exclusively their own personal view

and reflections. Declaration forms acknowledging the above data use were given to each interviewee and signed copies retained.




4 Data Presentation and Analysis

4.1 Designation Base, Management Context & Franchise Contract Obligations

Answering my initial research objective () proved more difficult than expected, but produced a really strong picture of the
current stock of operational listed stations, not previously available. As Historic England (HE) only maintains one database of 553
‘Raitbway Heritage' listing entries, the original dataset inevitably encompassed non-relevant entries incduding 11 non-station
buildings, 81 listed London Underground stations and 168 closed stations. Once removed, a complete list of 271 listed
operational stations was left, all ordered by listing grade in Appendix 2. Cross-checking this data received from HE with their
online listings, DfT Franchise contract schedules and ORR 2018 station usage statistics, the following master-dataset of HRSs and
their operators formed the basis for assessing the management responsibilities and performance of the 19 TOCs operating listed

stations in England (Figure 4).

Listsd Cumrent
Eranchis Eea bt
Train Operating Company | Contract Type Tﬁx' Staons | Grade! | Gradell* | Gradell [ | - Curentf i Loase
Menaged Period (yry)
1 c2c Fran chise 25 2 2 15 MNov 2014 - Nov 2029
2 Chiltern Railways Franchise 35 4 2 19 Mar 2002 - Dec 2021
3 LMER Fran chise 1 ] 1 4 7 Jun 2018 - Jun 2025
4 Wirgin Trains (West Coast) | Franchise 16 & 2 b 23 Mar 1997 - Mar 2020
5 TransPennine Express Franchise 19 ] 1 1 ] 7 Apr2016 - Mar 2023
& Transport for Wales Fran chise 247 7 1 b 14 Oct 2018 - Oct 2032
7 West Midlands Trains Franchise 148 10 10 9 Dec 2017 - Mar 2024
8 Greater Anglia Franchise 133 20 20 99 Oct 2016 - Oct 2025
9 East Midlands Trains Fran chise 90 23 1 23 iz Mov 2007 - Aug 2019
10 [Southeastarn Franchise 164 23 23 13 Apr2006 -MNov 2019
11 Great Western Railway Fran chise 196 26 4 23 14 Apr2006 - Mar 2020
12 |Govia Thameslink Railway |Franchise 236 27 1 26 7 Sep 2014 - Sep 2021
13 South Western Railway Franchise 184 29 1 28 7 Aug 2017 - Aug 2024
14  [Morhem Franchise 476 54 4 50 9 Apr2016 - Mar 2025
15 Metwork Rail Freeholder 20 10 4 ] 99 20065 -
16 [Tyne & Wear Metro Rolling Contract 60 2 1 1 39 1980 -
17 Mersayrail Rolling Contract 67 7 7 42 1977 -
18 [TfL Rail TFL Concession 24 1 1 4 May 2015 -
19 London Overground TFL Concession 81 2 2 12 Nov 2007 -
TOTAL 2232 271 5 17 246
Figure 4 Table showing current TOCs operating in England, the station stock they mar and their franchise lengths

The Designation Base

The data on England’s designated railway heritage provided for this study by Historic England was poorly catalogued and larger
than expected. A recurrent feature of historic station designations was the manner in which the descriptions were often
incomplete, lacking detail and often documented just one building or feature to the exclusion of other features of group
significance.  This was particularly the case with Grade |l listed stations which as Figure 5 shows, make up the vast majority of

the overall designation base. Similarly, accessing listed station entries using HE's online National Heritage List (NHLE) was equally




confusing, with entries more-often-than-not missing both the station name and word ‘station” in their titles. Two stations were
also missing from HE's data, Filey and Barking (amended for this study), which was particularly concerning given that Filey is

Grade [I* listed and a rare surviving example of a hipped timber and glass station canopy (Figure 6).

Grade |

Figure 5 Listing grade breakdown of Engand's station Figure 6 The splendid hipped timber and glass canopy of Grade
designation base II* Listed Filey station, North Yorkshire

Equally concerning was the contradictory listing guidance HE provides for owners of listed stations, planners and statutory/non-
statutory consultees considering planning or listed building consent applications. HE's 2008 Understanding Historic Buildings: Policy
and Guidance states that “considerably more may be protected by the listing than is obvious from the list entry alone and there
can often be considerable uncertainty as to what is covered”, but that “this apparent unhelpfulness in the rules is mitigated
somewhat by the fact that listed building consent is only reguired if works affect the special interest of the relevant structure”.
Yet in their 2017 Listing Selection Guide: Transport Infrastructure, HE states “extra care needs to be taken to ensure that less
obvious ancillary structures are fairly considered, alongside principal station buildings”. Applying this guidance, in the planning
context of listed stations, it is not always clear exactly what heritage fabric or setting planners must consider to be of statutory
importance. Given the increasing planning pressures associated with modernisation and accessibility requirements at stations
(and impulse by TOCs to keep rmaintenance costs as low as possible) the combined lack of comprehensive listing data and

ambiguous conservation planning guidance are not a strong basis for the effective planning and conservation of station heritage.

This view was echoed by Rail Heritage experts interviewed for this study. Heritage Consultant Rob Kinchin Smith agreed that
“a comprehensive understanding of the historic stock at listing stage is essential in order that Historic England and Planning
Authorities can respond in a timely and informed manner to development proposals and manage conservation practice

effectively”. Similarly, Executive Director of the Railway Heritage Trust Andy Savage was keen to emphasise the important role
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stronger listing designations must have as tools for managing change: "It must be specific and should address the key elements
of value and have clear grounds for listing.” However, as things stand, there remains the distinct possibility that planners (including
TOCs) may use listing guidance from HE to assume features not mentioned in the statutory listing are not important contributors

to significance.

Management Context

The data collected revealed how unevenly the designation base is managed between TOCs, with 51% of listed stations managed
by just four out of nineteen TOCs: Northern, South Western Railway, Govia Thameslink Railway and Great Western Railway
(See Figure 7). In particular, given recent public concern over the ability of Northern and Govia Thameslink Rallway to operate
such large station networks (476 and 236 stations respectively), it is concerning that both TOCs should also be responsible for

conserving 31% of total listed stations (83).

Tyne & Wear Metro Chiltern Railways

1%

London
Overground

LMNER Transport for Wales
2% 3%

Virgin Trains (West Coast)
3%

Merseyrail
3%
TransPennine Express

3%
Network Rail
4%
__West Midlands Trains
4%

Figure 7 Percentage of Listed Railway Stations Managed by each TOC - May 2019




What was also clear from the results, was the significant proportion of overall station stock accounted for by listed stations in
the estate of each TOC, with an average percentage of 14%. However, when correlated against data on franchise (and therefore
station lease) lengths for each TOC, there was little correlation between the two. Discussing franchise lengths with Andy Savage
of the RHT, it was felt that, logically, franchise lengths would determine levels of incentive to invest in station conservation, with
the general rule being the longer the franchise length, the more a TOC will invest in conserving and managing change. The lack
of correlation found in the data was therefore striking and indicative of a number of disconnects in the construction of franchise

agreement time frames and other obligations found throughout the study.

Franchise Contract Obligations

Contractual obligations pertaining to maintaining stations were scarce and very unevenly spread across the TOCs. One TOC
had no obligations for managing stations at all (LNER) and there was no mention of ‘heritage’ or ‘conservation’ in any of the
contract schedules available for public inspection, which was a striking omission. As Figure 8 shows, most obligations regarding
stations listed only unspecified improvement’ work with only five TOCs contracts making reference to work concerning specific
listed stations (highlighted in blue). As can be seen in the full data set in Appendix 3, references to improvement were inevitably
focused on design and access changes, with the one exception of Chiltern Railways who were tasked with reopening two

previously abandoned platforms at Birmingham Moor Street (now completed).

Great
Number of contractual Chiltem East Midland Groater
LNER cic Westem Northem
obligations pertaining to Raibvays Trains Angla
Stations
[Unspecifisd 2 0 3 2z 1 a 1
‘improvement]
Stations
o o 0 o
[Listed heritage assets]
Q"'.""'"""""" 0 o o i 0 o o o o i i 0 o
Heritage®

Figure 8 Mumber of Reference ation and Listed Station obligations in TOC Franchise Agreements - May 2018

Continuing in the same vein, it appears little conscious thought seems to have gone into the relationship between franchise
length and contractual obligations in the construction of franchise contract agreements, as Figure 9 below shows. One might
expect that planning / conservation obligations might be commensurate to the franchise length awarded to TOCs or visa versa,

but this was clearly not the case with the current franchise model.
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Figure 9 Graph showing the correlation between franchise length and contractual planning obligations to conserve stations

Overall, the franchise contracts assessed lacked detail outlining how TOCs should go about managing, planning or conserving
their stations, with no recognition at all of the fact that stations make up on average 66% of every TOCs managed estate, and
listed stations 14%. Without substantial planning obligations or guidance, current franchise agreements remain on paper a poor
tool for incentivising or obligating TOCs to conserve their listed station stock beyond bare minimum statutory requirements (i.e.

preventing collapse) or within realistic commercially viable time periods.

42  Heritage Awards and Project Work

Data on heritage awards and projects revealed great variation in the degree and consistency of conservation approaches
employed by different TOCs. The full awards/project data surveyed is presented in Appendixes 4 & 5. Across the five-year
sample period, awards received by TOCs at the annual National Railway Heritage Awards (NRHAs) and recognition of heritage

works undertaken in the Railway Heritage Trust Annual Project review (RHTP) were tabulated in Figure 10 alongside designation
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base data previously collated on franchise lengths, contractual obligations and listed station stock. TOCs were ranked into class

categories of conservation performance by calculating the percentage of combined heritage awards/projects to total number of

listed station assets.

+ " | "
v Listed | 9| Average no of
Total Combined Length / | Contractual NRHA./RHT
Total RHT Stations combined NRHAs
TOC NRHA 2014-2018| NRHA / Managed Station Obligations projects to /RHT projacts per
2014-2018 RHT [in England] Lease Pertaining to | listed station year (2014-2018)
Projects Period Stations  |assets managed
Chilttern Railways a 4 4 4 19 2 100% a8
LMER f East Coast 1 4 5 & 7 o B3% 1.0
Greater Anglia 1 12 13 20 9 1 £5% 245
London Overground a 1 1 2 12 o 50% 0.2
Gowia Tham eslink Raitway Q 13 13 27 7 2 48% 2.6
Virgin Trains (West Coast) 2 1 3 8 23 4 38% 0.6
Network Rail 5 70 75 251 9 o 0% 15.0
Me rseyrail 1 1 2 ¥ 42 o 29% 0.4
South eastam a i ) 23 12 2 22% 1.0
TransPennine Exprass a 1 1 8 7 a 13% 0.2
Great Western Railway a il 3 26 14 4 12% 0.5
MNorthem a & 5] 54 ? 1 1% 1.2
East Midlands Trains 1 1 2 23 12 3 9% 0.4
South Westem Railway a 1 1 29 7 3 3% 0.z
THL Rail a a [1] 1 4 a 0% 0.0
‘Wast Midlands Trains a o 1] 10 9 o 0% 0.0
Transport for Wales a a [1] ¥ 14 3 0% a.0
c2c a o a 2 15 2 0% a0
Tyne & Wear Metro a a a 2 39 a 0% a.0
Figure 10 Table showing data used to rank the conservation performance
Ranking “% of combined NRHA |
Category RHT projects to listed Overall Assessment
station assets managed
- > 50% TOC undertaking a considerable amount of conservation work at its listed
stations, going above and beyond its contractual planning obligations
catB 20 - 49% TOC undertaking a discernible amount of conservation work at its listed
stations, going beyond its basic contractual planning obligations
TOC undertaking very little or no conservation work at its listed stations,
il 0-19% meeting its contractual planning obligations but little more
Key Trends

Ranking Category

oo O0O0N00NNT @ EoED

Across the S-year sample period a polarised picture emerged of TOC conservation performance between those TOCs

committing increasing resources and funding to heritage-led projects and those undertaking none at all. As Figures 10 and 11

show, on the positive side, nine TOCs (Chiltern, LNER, Greater Anglia and London Overground) undertook conservation work

at over 50% of their listed stations between 2014-2018, whilst a further five (Govia Thameslink Railway, Virgin Trains, Network

Rail, Merseyrail and South Eastern) invested in conserving at least 25% of their listed stations despite few or no contractual

obligations to do so.
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In contrast, during the same period the remaining eleven TOCs undertook conservation projects at less than 13% of their listed
stations, with five registering no projects or awards at all (TfL, West Midland Trains, Transport for Wales, c2c and Tyne and
Wear Metro). There are a number of extenuating circumstances that may partly explain this, such as having a very small listed
station base in the case of Tyne and VWear Metro, c2c and TfL Rail's, and the fact Transport for Wales only began operating its
franchise in October 2018, The results for VWest Midland Trains continue to show wvery little interest or investment in

conservation work.

Figure 11 Graph showing the percentage of combined NRHA / RHT projects to listed station assets managed

A continued lack of relationship between longer franchise lengths and ensuing heritage-led conservation projects also emerged,
as shown in Figure 12 below. In light of the DfT's pilot trial of 99-year station leases with TOC Greater Anglia beginning in
2018, it Is as yet unclear whether this increased length of management commitment is encouraging TOCs to invest in similarly

inear conservation practices, or just stick to traditional statutory obligations to preserve heritage assets.
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Figure 12 Graph showing the correlation between combined heritage awards and franchise lengths

Evidence of increasingly collaborative conservation planning practices emerged from analysis of the detailed NRHA and RHTP
data (Appendix 4) and reflections made by all three Rail experts interviewed for this study. It was clear that over the course of
2014 - 2018 an increasing number of NRHA awards and RHT projects resulted from collaboration between TOC, Network
Rail, RHT and pro-bono community rail partnerships, trusts and charities. WWhilst closer collaboration between the former three
players is an eminently positive trend, the conspicuous role of pro-bono groups in over 50% of projects did raise questions. On
the one hand, with pro-bono groups raising much of the funding and leading on the statutory planning requirements on a
number of projects, there was the suspicion that some TOGCs were “getting away with doing less”. On the other hand, this
emerging collaborative model is dearly encouraging TOCs to invest private money more readily in conservation planning. As
Andy Savage of the RHT was keen to point out, the RHT's standard model of funding up to 40% of proposed projects is there
“because it works", helping deliver a sustainable model for commercially viable conservation. Evidence that this model is
encouraging TOCs to conserve their station heritage as a valuable part of their operational environment is further examined in

Section 6.3.
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Conversely, it was noticeable that individual TOCs are taking a more proactive approach to conservation planning, independent
of Network Rail. As Figure 13 below shows, the number of TOCs funding conservation projects independent of Network Rail
between 2014 and 2018 appears to be steadily increasing, which suggests changing attitudes within the industry. Many have also
increasingly focused on conservation as a means of retaining and re-using their heritage buildings for both active railway and
amenity benefit. As highlighted in the literature review, the use of heritage station buildings for railway and non-railway activities
has always been an important part of a TOCs 'rail offer’ and branding. Sadly, the conservation work required to maintain such
heritage uses / branding has often been seen as an unviable and/or non-obligated contractual activity and has therefore fallen
reluctantly to Network Rail.  The evidence from this study suggests that little has changed in the obligations of franchise
agreements, but much has changed in practice, with positive signs that increased collaboration is encouraging TOCs to view

conservation as a commercially viable means of making heritage stations valuable and lucrative community assets once again.

3/ winming MAHAS independantly of Netwark Aa

ng cmservation project:

undertak

Humber of TOCs

Figure 13 MNumber of TOCs unde

) conservation projects or winning NRHAs independently of Network Rail
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43  Case Studies

431 Cambridge

Station Facility Operator / TOC Abellio Greater Anglia

Conservation Grading for this study A

Designation Grade Il

Date Listed November 1962

Lease Length 99 wrs [2016 — 2115]

Previous Maintenance Conservation Works 1963, 1986, 2002
Description

Cambridge is a Grade |l listed terminus and interchange station on the West Anglia Mainline from London Liverpool Street
serving the University City of Cambridge. Opened in 1845, the station building is dominated by an unusual classical facade of
eleven [talianate porte-cochére round-headed arches (infilled). Listed in 1962, the station building by architect Sancton Wood
is of white gault brick outer with a stone bracketed cornice, and notably features 32 ornate Stone roundels in the spandrels of
the arches, with coats of arms of the university colleges of the time. Notwithstanding the arches, the listed station building is
300m long and has a number of obsolete spaces towards its southern end (HE, 1962). The platforms and other structures are
not of particular historic merit, barring platform 1, directly behind the station frontage which is lined by a smaller mirror set of
round-headed arches, now sadly lost behind the canopy. Hosting 11.5 million passengers annually (ORR, 2018), the station has
been leased and managed by franchised TOC Abellio Greater Anglia since 2016 on the first (and still only) DfTs 99-year station

lease, where the TOC has full statutory maintenance and Listed Building conservation obligations in place of Network Rail.

Conservation & Upkeep

Under previous TOC operators on short-term franchise leases, the station's listed buildings suffered from neglect. Since being
awarded the first (and still only) DfT sponsored 99-year station lease in 2012, TOC Abellio Greater Anglia (GA) have undertaken

an ambitious £4.15 million programme of conservation and modernisation work in coalition with the RHT.

Conservation work has included rationalising the cable management system, external brick repairs and the restoration of the 32
College crest roundels adorning the station front, a year-long project which saw GA awarded the MTR Crossral Award for
Urban Heritage at the National Railway Heritage Awards. Modernisation to improve the station's much-maligned passenger flow
has been done in a conservation-conscious manner, enhancing Wood's splendid booking hall, by opening a previously blocked-
off section behind the Porte-Cochere. GA also acted on long standing council and RHT cries for the sustainable re-use of the

long-abandoned former ticket office at the southern end of the station and the removal of a “most unhappy extension” added
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to accommodate a left luggage facility in the 1970s (RHT, 2018). The opening of a new Pub in the original Ticket Office, bearing
the same name, and the removal of the extension to recreate the original lines of the building, have both significantly enhanced
its fabric and setting. As there was little to no commercial benefit to GA from this work, the RHT bore the majority of the cost

of the work, with GA finding the remainder.

Figure 14 The nesw station pub situated within previously abandoned part of the station

Analysis

GA's restoration of Cambridge station exemplifies a TOC which is clearly incentivised to go way beyond the commercial and
planning obligations to preserve and enhance its station heritage. Having made the cholice to invest in conserving the station
over a number of years, GA clearly recognises the importance of the heritage environment in which it operates, balancing lengthy
conservation work with much needed modernisation and ongoing day-to-day operational pressures in the planning process (HE,
2018). Steven Brindle of English Heritage noted that in this sense “it is to be hoped that future franchisees will demonstrate a

similar commitment” (GA, 2018)

The restoration project also goes to show how careful planning and collaboration between TOC and heritage bodies can bring
long-abandoned heritage railway buildings back into uses “fit for the needs of passengers in the 21st century” (GA, 2018). Given
that GA is the only TOC currently operating a 99-year lease managing its stations, and that its performance in the heritage
rankings assessed in this study has been consistently high, it is clear that the longer lease is positively influencing a conservation-
conscious ethos in the management of operational station heritage. It is also worth noting the pragmatic collaboration of TOC
and RHT here, with the RHT applying grants selectively to the least commercially viable elements of conservation projects, thus

increasing the likelihood of private operator investment.
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trussed canopies as well as original Victerian wrought iron benches. Details such as previous station operator liveried
signage, distinctive 1980s tulip lighting and original amenities, including the Railway Arms buffet bar (now thriving café), all
add characterful layers and significance to the station. Together with the grade Il listed Great Eastern Railway (GER) signal
box of 1881, the listed station buildings all have individual and collective identity and form an attractive ensemble of pleasing
historic structures, serving 523,000 passengers annually (ORR, 2018). The station has been leased and managed by
franchised TOC Govia Thameslink Railway since 2016.

Figure 16 The primary fagade of Downham Market station adorned in its renewed NSE livery colours. The booking hall resides under the right

gable and café under the left with platforms beyond

Conservation and Upkeep

As with many similar listed stations, ‘conservation’ work traditionally constituted little more than essential repairs (re-roofing
1990) and upgrade work (toilets 2014). However, in 2017 the station underwent an unusual and ambitious heritage-led
restoration to enhance its fabric and setting as a whole, including facades, both platform canopies and waiting rooms, as well as
restoring the booking hall flooring and reinstating heritage Great Eastern Railway benches. The non-descript black and white
colour scheme of the 2000s was replaced in painstaking detail by the distinctive red, blue and white livery of the former British
Rail's Network SouthEast Division (NSE), first launched in 1986. Similarly, new uses were integrated into obsolete spaces in the
heritage buildings during the project, including the re-opening of the Railway Arms pub as a new café in the long-dosed stores
building. The work was overseen by local Community Rail partnership The Fen Line Users' Association (TFLUA), supported by
the Railway Heritage Trust (RHT) and financed by TOC Govia Thameslink Railway (GTR).

29




Analysis

Downham Market's restoration has been included in this study for three reasons. Firstly, the choice by a TOC to fund the lion's
share of conservation and enhancement work at a comparatively small station is still unusual in industry terms. Costing £64,000,
the project was not only inessential in planning terms (conservation is not incduded in GTRs franchise contract or statutory
obligations) but was also commerdially unviable. Instead, GTR prioritised ‘constructive conservation’ over viabllity, through
collaboration with the pro bono community rail group and RHT (HE, 2017). These conservation planning choices show a TOC
alive to the voice of a local community which valued its railway heritage. Just as using NSE's bright red colours and tri-block logo
had paved the way for electrifying this line in 1986, largely ensuring the survival of the station against proposed dosure that year,
returning to the same livery in 2017 constitutes a thoughtful homage to this important layer of station history. Indeed, the RHT
have since concluded that “happily, the NSE branding sits well with the buildings, and, as a result, has recreated a distinctive piece

of modern railway heritage on a historic station.”

Figure 17 Out with the non-descript black and white colour scheme of the 2000s and in with the bright red and white of the pastiche NSE
1980s livery

Secondly Downham Market exemplifies how a TOC can successfully enhance a listed station through sustainable re-use of its
structures and positive planning. The refreshments room situated in the station building had remained closed since the collapse
of the Railway Arms pub in 2076 but was included in the LBC and Planning Application submitted for the project in 2016 with
proposed re-use as a café. The Platform One café is now a local institution for commuters and day-trippers alike and has added
to the character and living value of the historic station. Interviewed for this study, Executive Director of the RHT Andy Savage
was keen to commend this project as an example of how “imaginative planning combined with a bit of fun” can bring rail user,

operator and community together.
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Finally, GTR's good planning preserved the station's setting and collective value. Between 2009 and 2015 Network Ral had
mounted three unsuccessful planning applications for a footbridge to replace the station's infamous level crossing. On each
occasion King's Lynn and West Norfolk Council cited the poor design quality and unsympathetic impact of the proposal to the
group value of the station's listed buildings. Unlike their predecessor TOC First Capital Connect, GTR haven't supported
subsequent planning attempts to build the controversial footbridge but have instead focused on investing in the heritage led
restoration and enhancement of a number of their stations along the Fen line including Cambridge and King's Lynn, both of
which have also received recognition and financial grant awards from the RHT. Such an approach recognises that many listed
stations across England have collective linear value, built as a family to establish the identity of a given railway line and its operating

company.

Figure 19
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Figure 20 The Country Line Buffet Bar at
Grade I lsted King's Lynn
Station. Under GTR, it too has
recelved a similar heritage
restoration in 2016 focused on
finding sustainable reuse for
non-operational parts of the
listed structure.

6.33 Worcester Shrub Hill

Station Facility Operator / TOC West Midland Trains (VWWMT)
TOC Conservation Grading for this study C
Designation Grade Il [was |I*]
Date Listed April 1971 [amended to Grade Il in 2001]
Lease Length 9 yrs [2017 — 2026]
Previous Maintenance Conservation Works 1994, 2002, 2015
Description

Worcester Shrub Hill is a Grade Il listed station originally constructed by the Oxford, Worcester & Wolverhampton Railway
(OWEWR) and opened in 1850 as the largest of two stations serving the Cathedral City of Worcester. Pevsner notes the
present station building, designed by Edward VWilson in 1865 is “remarkably good”, and is of Staffordshire Blue Engineering Brick
laid in English bond with Bath-stone dressings in a Georgian ‘domestic style’ (Pevsner, 2007). The station front and elevated
forecourt frame a central booking hall flanked by waiting, refreshment rooms, offices across 2-floors (HE, 2001). The station is
atrue palimpsest of designated railway heritage structures including Edwardian platform canopies (1936), unique VWestern Region
semaphore signals and most notably the remarkable Grade [1* Victorian waiting rooms of sectional cast-iron from nearby Vulcan
Iron Works, elaborately faced with vividly coloured patterned ceramic ‘majolica’ tiles of local Maw & Co, described on Network
Rail and RHT's adjacent Heritage plague as “nationally significant and totally unigue”. The station remains a busy interchange for

routes to and from Birmingham, London and Wales and has been managed by TOC West Midland Trains (WMT) since 2007.
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Figure 21 AWVestern Region round aspect banjo signal still
‘m 1 at Shrub Hill.
solete historic railway
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Conservation and Upkeep

The station's overall condition has steadily deteriorated over the past 10 years and continues to suffer from the aesthetic and
structural dilapidation of long abandoned heritage structures across the site. Poor planning and conservation practices by current
TOC WMT and its subsumed predecessor London Midland have only exacerbated this decline. Conservation practice under
their stewardship has been polarised, stretching from little more than piece-meal re-painting to the complete £461,000
restoration of the Victorian Waiting Rooms, which are shining examples of sustainable re-use of heritage for public benefit, and
collaborative planning between council, RHT, Network Rail and TOC, Network Rail's management of this restoration project
was awarded the Great Western Railway Craft Skills Award at the 2016 NRHAs. Unlike the preceding case studies, Shrub Hill's
listing entry is comprehensive and detailed and forms a good starting point for planning practice conserving the significant and

valuable railway heritage of the station.

Figure 22 The

rian Waiting Rooms at Shrub Hill, out of public  Figure 23 Given a lease of new life and reopened for public use
ation by the RHT in 2016

use, boarded-up and in an incri
2006.

singly parlous state in following full resto
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Analysis

The Shrub Hill case exemplifies how a poor planning conservation and management ethos can lead to inaremental dilapidation
and missed opportunity for reusing heritage station buildings. The dilapidation of a station with large numbers of historic railway
structures now redundant in modern railway operating terms, is to some degree inevitable and may well have already occurred
before the implementation of TOC franchise ownership. However, in Shrub Hill's case, dilapidation continues with only
superficial efforts to abate it, despite the station’s active operating value as an important regional interchange, its unique heritage
features and its detailed listing designation entry. The result was that by the early 2000s, without any viable conservation strategy
by either TOC or Network Rail nor any attempt to halt steady dedline, Shrub Hill's overall heritage status was relegated from

Grade II* to Il, with the [I* Victorian Waiting Rooms placed immediately on Historic England's Heritage at Risk Register.

Ranked Grade C in this study, WMT's record on conservation practice shows little sign of managing the station heritage any
differently. Following the restoration of the Victorian Waiting Rooms, the sole conservation project in the last five years, WMT's
Head of Route, Brenda Lawrence, said: “As the local train operator we see ourselves as the custodians of much cherished local
assets. VWMT is delighted to have been part of this restoration project which will benefit thousands of people who use Worcester
Shrub Hill station.” In practice, the part WMT played was verbal, whilst the heawy lifting of funding, engaging heritage contractors
and project managing the restoration was all managed by the RHT and Network Rail. To boot, WMT's recent repainting of the
station in their garish purple, orange and grey livery appears to be more about concealing the station's deteriorating historic
fabric than restoring it or finding new uses. This ethos is more akin to ‘out-of-sight, out-of-mind” than genuine preservation and
enhancement (HE, 2015). Contractually, WMT is breaking none of its franchise obligations. But compared to the previous case
studies where TOCs GTR and GA are recognising the positive value well-conserved station heritage can play in their operating
model, WMT has consistently ignored positive opportunities for collaborative conservation, with no NRHAs or RHT projects

to its name in the past 5 years, as shown in the results of this study.

Figure 24 Shrub Hill's bay
the southerr

forms remain a dec

ying eyesore at  Figure 25 WWIMT contractors completing the recent repainting of
the station building, which itself it the g

n's western station wing, very little of which

largely boarded up. is open for any active public use.
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Overall, these case studies have shown how MNetwork Rail and the RHT can work together to support, plan and encourage
highly successful conservation work by TOCs, funding either entire projects or making them commercially viable enough to
investin. Despite such precedents of positive conservation practice, Shrub Hill exemnplifies the ethos of a TOC which is focused
only on meeting their franchise contractual obligations, often at the expense of genuine statutory obligations to conserve HRSs,

and the potential wider benefits of bringing heritage station buildings back into sustainable use.

5. Conclusions

The value of well-conserved HRSs to rail consumers and TOCs today is clear. Where TOCs have taken a proactive approach
to conserving their architectural station heritage, new commercial and community uses of often long disused heritage buildings
have followed. Finding optimal viable uses for these vernacular buildings has therefore not only created a more sustainable
future for railway heritage architecture, but also helped promote conservation practices as imaginative and rewarding investments

of time and money by Network Rail and the TOGs.

This dissertation has highlighted a number of key findings about these conservation practices, that the rail industry is either

already addressing or should consider for future heritage planning:

1. HRS are a multifaceted heritage typology, with unique spatial and architectural residual values. When managed and
conserved well, they can be flexible and attractive places for passengers, consumers and businesses to prosper;

2. The importance of collaboration in conservation work between Network Rail, the RHT, TOCs and Cormmunity Rail
Partnerships is proving critical to the survival of station heritage in practical and commercial terms, especially considering
how unevenly the designation base of 271 stations is spread between operators in England;

3. Itis clear that the role of the RHT has been critical in promoting sustainable conservation work as a necessary and
beneficial investrnent for TOCs, with year-on-year numbers of projects led exclusively by TOCs, rising between 2014
and 2018;

4. It was encouraging to see how the majority of TOCs were going above and beyond the obligations of their franchise
contracts, to conserve their listed stations; equally, those doing little or no conservation are not being held to account
when franchises are re-let or extended;

5. There is however little to be said for the current profile either conservation or heritage have in the legal setup of
franchise contracts. The lack of joined up planning involving aligning franchise lengths with heritage obligations, provides

little incentive for TOCs to promote comprehensive conservation work.

Finally, an analysis of both current planning guidance and the statutory listing protection affecting HRSs, points to the need for
more comprehensive detail and consistency. In the current rail environment, large-scale modernisation projects of ‘national
significance’ are fast becoming the norm and pose significant threats to station heritage in planning terms. In order for heritage
to survive and play a positive role in these long-term projects, statutory listings must therefore be brought up to date and

completed, so that value and significance of station buildings and setting, can be fully understood and assessed in planning and
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listed building consent applications. Ross is in no doubt that if these steps are taken, conservation can allow HRSs to function as
“living, developing, respected places”, telling their story, fulfiling the needs of today's passengers and offering TOCs valuable

branding identity and commercial profits (2000).
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Appendix 1:  Train Operating Company Station Network Maps

[Source: All maps taken from each respective TOC website]
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2. Chiltern Railways
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3. East Midland Trains
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5. Greater Anglia
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6. Great Western Railway




7. London and North Eastern Railway
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11. South Eastern
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12. South Western Railway
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13. TL Rail
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14. Transport for Wales
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15. TransPennine Express
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16. Tyne and Wear Metro
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17. Virgin Trains
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18. West Midland Trains
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Appendix 2:  Designation Base of Listed Stations currently operational on the active National Rail Network of
England
[Base data courtesy of Historic England, April 2019]
Train Operating Company Abbreviation
cc c2c Key
Chiltern Railways CR Entry Omitted from 'Railway Station’ listing master
East Midand Trare EMT data list gained from Historic England for this study
Case Study selected for this Thesis
Greater Anglia GA
Govia Thameslink Raibwvay GTR
Great Western Raibway GWER
London North Eastern Railway LMER
Lendon Overground LO
Mersey Rail MR
Morthern M
MNetwork Rail MNetwork Rail
South Eastern SE
South Western Raibway SWR
TiL Rail THL Rail
Trarsport for Wales TFW
TrarsPennine Express TPE
Tyne & Wear Metro TWHM
Wirgin Trairs VT
West Midland Trairs WWMT
First Deslgnated Last Amendment
URL Heritage Category Grade TOC Heritage Asset Name Dat Dat
Metwaork 1" 1961 150 b
1 stlis-eniny( 10 Listing I Ra"“r Paddington Station January ECE;”G;
hitips:ihistoricen
2 stlist-entryl Listing | NERh;Frk King's Cross Station 10 June 1554 10 ure 1934
3 itps s Eery) Listing I TPE Huddersfield Station 3 March 1552 03 March 1952
stlistenti12
SR b e e Metwork TN ber 1966 01N b
4 sthist-entyl Listing | RaiTr Bristol Temple Meads Station cuember cwel;ng;;
Netwaork 7N ber 1967 11 1999
5 sthist-entyl13 Listing | Ra'lor St Pancras Interraticnal Station cuember January
Il
6 Listing | LNER Newcastle Central Station 14 June 1954 26 January 2016
7 Listing 1* GWR Culham Station 20 May 1975 16 March 1987
8 Listing I1* N Edge Hill Station 14 October 1974 14 October 1974
9 Listing I1* SYWR. Southampton Central Station 18 March 1966 18 March 1966
10 stlsrenyy 1117145 Listing I GWR Mortimer Station fospierber 19 04 SEPtET‘;J:SF
11 Listing I VWM Tynemouth Station 2 November 1578 oz NC’”E:“;;BF
16 December 16 December
*
12 Listing I GWR Brdgewater Station 1974 1974
13 Movember 13 MNovember
- . . . )
13 Listing Il VT Carlisle Citadel Station 1977 1977
14 Listing 11* VT Stoke-on-Trent Station 19 April 1972 15 March 1993
15 Listing I TPE Hull Paragon.\nterchange 13 October 1952 13 October 1952
Station
16 Listing 1* LNER ‘York Ralway Station 1 July 1968 01 July 1968
17 S — Listing Ii* EMT Nottingham Raitway Station 12 July 1972 12 Juty 1972
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First Deslignated Last Amendment
URL Heritage Category Grade TOC Heritage Asset Name
Date Date
18 Listing I LNER Darlington Station 6 September 1577 oe SEPtE:";;;
19 Listing II* N North Road Station 28 April 1952 06 September
1977
20 Listing I1* N \ylam Station 17 February 1972 17 February 1972
21 Listing i1 TRW Chester Station 31 July 1970 23 July 1998
22 P —EE Listing I GTR Brighton Station 30 April 1973 26 August 1999
2| e Listing I+ N Filey Station 23 August 1985
74 https/ihsioricengandarg ukfisting/the- Listing I GWR Bath Spa Station 11 Aupust 1972 | 15 October 2010
25 Listing I GTR Bognor Regis Raitway Station 8 August 1989 08 August 1989
26 Listing I GA Thurston Station 9 May 1988 09 May 1988
27 Listing I SWR Brading Station 14 April 1586 14 April 1986
28 Listing I WMT Atherstone Station 12 March 1980 12 March 1980
29 Listing I GWR Bradfcrd-cn-f.ﬁmn Raibway 8 October 1992 08 October 1992
Station
30 LS TS 5 cogutiirg e Listing I WMT Codsall Station 28 March 1985 28 March 1985
31 Listing I SR Chertsey Station 3 June 1986 03 Jure 1986
B Listing I LNER Bemck-upcn-Tv»eed Railway 26 May 1971 26 May 1971
Station

33 Listing [ N Marpeth Station 22 August 1986 22 August 1986
o . 14 Movember 14 Movermber
34 Listing Il GTR Seaford Station 1986 1986
35 Listing [ SE Battle Station 13 May 1987 13 May 1987
36 Listing I N Corbridge Station 17 February 1972 | 17 Febriary 1972
37 Listing I N Worksop Station 10 April 1975 01 April 1985
kL Listing I GA Norwich Station 8 April 1986 08 April 1986
39 Listing [ GWR Charlbury Station 7 January 1975 07 January 1975

21 April 1981 02 Septemb:
40 Listing I TRW Gobowen Station Apri . E:"g;
41 B g T T Listing I TR Knighton Station 28 May 1987 28 May 1987

hitpsfihistoricengand.org uk/istingthe- 9 [0 b 1983 09 D b
42 s this-entrl 1063 Listing I EMT Swinderby Station seember ECE:"‘;;
hitps/his toricengandorg uk/istng/the- 10 December 10 December

fist-aniry/1062 isti i

43 stlisentry 1062114 Listing Il EMT Sleaford Station 1986 1986
44 ST —— Listing [ EMT Spalding Station 16 March 1990 16 March 1990
45 e T Listing I EMT Saxilby Station 11 June 1385 1 Jure 1985
46 Listing I Lo Crystal Palace Station 29 June 1973 29 Jure 1973
47 SSro——re Listing I SE Snodiand Station 15 March 1989 15 March 1989
48 Listing Il N Appley Bridge Station 19 August 1588 19 August 1988

25 March 1975 19 Septemb
49 Listing I EMT Market Harberough Station =re . E';";;
50 Listing Il clc Fenchurch Street Station 14 April 1572 14 April 1972
o . 12 September 22 September
51 Listing Il WWHMT Great Malvern Station 1969 2015
52 Listing I SE Bat and Ball Station 24 July 1990 31 August 1990
53 p— Listing I SE Ramsgate Station 4 February 1988 1 July 2000
‘\\'.vs:.'ﬁs\orc::"fw.o g lstngthe: 29 Movember 29 Movember
54 stlist-entry/ 1096021 Listing Il SWWR Chiswick Station 2002 2002
55 e Listing I N Bridlington Station 9 April 2003 09 April 2003
56 e Listing I GWR Dawlish Raitway Station 17 July 1951 16 March 2018
57 s Listing I N Cottingham Station 16 May 1988 16 May 1988
58 Listing I MR Little Sutton Station 17 May 1985 17 May 1985
59 Listing I N Widnes North Station 31 October 1983 | 31 October 1983
60 Listing [ GWR Eggesford Station 19 February 1986 | 19 February 1986
&1 Listing I GA Roydon Station 30 April 1971 30 April 1971
62 Listing I GWR Skough Station 3 August 1984 03 August 1984
63 ET—ETE Listing I WMT Ridgmont Station 7 July 1977 07 July 1977
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First Deslignated Last Amendment
URL Heritage Category Grade TOC Heritage Asset Name D D
64 Listing [ VT Stafford Station 10 January 1972 10 January 1972
25 Novemb 25 Nowvernh
65 Listing I GA Harlow Town Station me:’g:; meTg;;
66 Listin I SR ‘Windsor & Eton Riverside 2 October 1975 02 October 1975
2 Station
67 Listing Il SYWR WWareham Station 8 April 1976 08 April 1976
68 Listing I GTR Huntingdon Station 27 May 1977 27 May 1977
69 pT— Listing I N Hellfield Station 7 April 1977 07 April 1977
9 March 1984 13 Septemb
70 stliseniy(1 130349 Listing I N Settle Station =re sl
— 1988
71 P — Listing I TPE Middlesbrough Station 17 July 1968 17 July 1968
72 P e— Listing I GWR St Erth Station 14 January 1988 14 January 1938
73 : Listing Il N Grosment Station 7 July 1989 07 July 1989
74 T Listing I TPE Matton Station 19 March 1986 19 March 1986
75 B Listing I EMT Collingham Station 17 October 1984 | 17 October 1984
- X 26 September 26 September
76 Listing Il WMT Fenny Stratford Station 1975 1975
77 Listing [ N Redcar Central Station 14 January 1988 14 January 1988
78 S — Listing I LNER Durham Station 10 March 1988 10 March 1988
79 S Listing I N Nafferton Station 25 January 1985 25 January 1985
a0 S een o Listing I N Beverley Station 7 October 1986 | 07 October 1986
ittps:his tevic england org uk/istingthe- 16 N b 16 N b
81 listhist-entry(1171244 Listing Il GA Downham Market Station MT‘;;; MT‘;;
7 September 1979 07 Septermb:
g2 sthiseniny( 117449 Listing I GTR Letchworth Station premier . E:"g;;
83 T Listing I TRW Bucknell Station 28 May 1587 28 May 1987
B4 Listing [ SWR. Wookton Station & October 1981 08 October 1981
o . 21 Movember 21 Mowember
85 Listing Il EMT Thurgarton Station 1974 1974
86 Listing [ SYWR. Rowdands Castle Station 12 March 1986 12 March 1986
87 Listing I SWR Swaythling Station 8 October 1981 | 08 October 1981
88 Listing I SWR Surbiton Station 6 October 1983 | 06 October 1983
89 Listing I SE Penge Cast Station 17 March 1989 17 March 1989
90 Listing Il SE Bromley North Station 31 August 1990 31 August 190
91 Listing I SE Aylesford Station 25 February 1987 | 75 February 1987
2 November 1992 02 Novemb
92 Listing I GTR Hove Station cuember cuermber
1992
93 Listing [ GTR Leatherhead Station 2 July 1581 02 Juty 1981
94 Listing I EMT Welinghorough Station 3 May 1981 2 Nme;“gﬂ
95 Listing I GTR Frant Station A DKET;;; & DE‘E:“;;
96 Listing I WT Lancaster Station 5 April 1990 13 March 1995
97 Listing I LNER Mewark Northgate Station 20 May 1988 20 May 1988
98 Listing I N Burscough Bridge Station 1 March 1593 01 March 1993
99 pT— Listing I GWR Crediton Station 24 August 1989 24 August 1989
hitpsfihistoricengdand.org uk/istingthe- 4 [ b 1986 04 D b
100 Listing I N Keighley Station seember seember
1986
- X 30 December 30 December
101 Listing I GWR Clifton Dowen Station 1994 1994
107 Listi I SR ‘Windsor and Fton Central 2 October 1975 02 October 1975
ISTIN;
2 Station
103 P — TR Listing I SR Metley Station 14 February 1983 | 14 February 1983
104 e Listing I GWR Torquay Station 26 March 1986 26 March 1986
105 ::fﬂsff:? Listing Il M Morecambe Station 6 April 1979 06 Aprl 1979
106 T —— Listing I VT Preston Station 15 March 1990 15 March 1990
107 ::fﬂsff:i Listing Il MR Cressington Station 14 March 1975 19 Jure 1985
Fiips store g 14 July 1972 14 Septemb
108 s this-ening Listing I GA Wymnendham Station Juby pemher

1992
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109 T — Listing I GTR Portslade Station 7 November 1592 & NC’”ET‘;’:;
10 Listing I MR Ormskirk Station 11 August 1972 01 March 1993
111 Listing I WMT Waoburn Sands Station 1 September 1575 o SEPtE:“;:;
(AP erswmepreryrer Listing I SR Ewell West Station 22 March 1974 22 March 1974
113 | CEelisecededop ki te Listing I MR Hunts Cross Station 14 March 1975 14 March 1975
114 Listing I GWR Torre Station 10 January 1975 10 January 1975
115 Listing I MR Birkenheads};::z:ton Square 28 March 1974 28 March 1974
16 Listing I GWR Dorcester West Station 8 May 1975 08 May 1975
17 Listing I GA Thetford Station 10 March 1971 18 October 2013
118 Listing I WMT Albrighton Railway Station = SEPtET:; 2 SEptE:":;
119 B ——cEEE Listing I GWR Stroud Railway Station 30 June 1589 30 Jure 1989
170 hitpr s o ic england org k) Listing I GWR Topsham Station 15 February 1588 15 February 1988
121 Listing Il EMT Newark Castle Station 19 May 1971 19 May 1971
122 Listing I N Hebden Bridge Station 17 April 1578 17 April 1978
123 Listing I N Sankey for Penketh Station 19 July 1984 19 July 1984
124 Listing [ SE Etchingham Station 13 May 1987 13 May 1987
125 Listing Il NERh;Trk Charing Cross Station B April 1587 08 April 1587
126 Listing [ GA Audley End Station 1 September 1971 22 February 1980
127 | e Listing I GTR Plumpton Station o Se"te;”;:; o SEPtET;;
128 | pRmeteitonianine Listing I SR Barnes Station 5 February 1991 | 05 February 1991
129 e Listing I N Ruswarp Station 19 April 1990 19 April 1990
130 | useyiiaos — Listing I SE Faversham Station 18 DECET;;; 18 DECE:";;
131 s‘:.fs\:fv‘??‘?;;;a E— Listing Il SE Canterbury WWest Station 7 September 1973 o7 SEPtET;:;
132 e Listing I MR Hoylake Station 20 January 1988 20 January 1988
133 et 241849 Listing I VT Coventry Station u NWET;:; H NWE:";:;
134 Listing I TPE Scarborough Station 8 June 1573 08 Jure 1973
135 Listing I GTR Appledore Station 2 Juty 2001 02 July 2001
136 sthst enin 1146028 Listing I SE Ladywell Station = DE‘ET;:BF = DE‘E:“;:BF
137 P — Listing I SE ‘Wadhurst Station & December 2000 os DECE;";;
138 | Do Listing 1 W Shrewsbury Station 30 May 1969 1 evenne
139 pee—— Listing I EMT Matlock Bath Station 15 June 1971 13 June 1971
140 | pEmed Listing I EMT Cromford Station 15 June 1971 15 June 1971
141 Listing I EMT Beeston Station 11 March 1987 05 DECE;“;T;
142 Listing Il N Skipton Station 4 April 1991 04 Aprl 1991
143 Listing I SE Sandwich Station 19 October 1995 19 Qetober 1995
144 Listing Il GTR Rye Station 11 April 1580 11 April 1980
145 Listing I GTR Bishopstone Station 25 August 1987 25 August 1987
146 Listing I EMT Oakbam Station 14 February 1990 | 14 February 1990
147 stlis-entry1253135 Listing I TFW Frodsham Station 6 December 1585 o8 DKET;BE;
148 | ey Listing I TRW Helsby Station & Decerber 1585 os DECET;BE;
149 B — Listing I GA Needham Market Station 19 May 1986 19 May 1986
150 e—TreeTs Listing I N Marchester Victoria Station 2} June 1588 06 Jure 1954
hitpe s toric and Lorg uklisting/the-
151 - Listing I N Manchﬁt:;g:fnord Road 24 NQ\«'E:‘\;:; 26 February 2013
152 | isthsrensyi1255570 Listing I NEZ‘R‘;"“”“ Leeds Station ” SEPtET;:; 1 SEPtE:“;:;
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First Designated Last Amendment
URL Heritage Category Grade TOC Heritage Asset Name Date Date
153 Listing I N Wakefield Kirkgate Station 1 February 1579 | 01 February 1979
19 Novemb 19 Novernb
154 stlenin 1755136 Listing I N Halifax Station CWETQBEGF D”E';"Q;F
hittps/his toric england.org uk/i:
155 stlist entryl1 159556 Listing L GIR Lewes Station i DECET;:; ! DECET;:;
136 ::fﬂ:ff:;;;o A Listing Il SE Margate Station 25 August 1987 5 Avgust 1987
157 | EEeimeesetopin e Listing I SR Kew Bricge Station 23 July 1992 23 July 1992
7 = 28 Septemb 28 Septemb
158 stlisenty/1261 Listing I N Blackburn Station Pte:;:sr " E';";;
hitpss/histeric englandorg ukiisting/the- 40 ber 1972 04 D b
159 stlsreniy 1261353 Listing I N Whitby Station eemheEr eeemner
ey LRI 1972
160 Listing It GTR Easthourne Station 3 Juty 1981 03 July 1961
161 Listing I EMT Cromford Station 15 June 1971 13 Jure 1971
g Network 5 February 1970 23 Juiy 2001
1o — Lisdng ! Raulcr London Victoria Station ebruary Juy
hitps:/historic englandiorg uklisting/ the- 18 Movember 18 Mowember
fist-entry 1 26750 isti '
163 stlis-entryl1 267906 Listing Il CR Marylehone Station 1996 199
hitpss/hstoricengandorg ukiisting/the- 2 1978 16 Septemb
164 Listing I GWR Chippenham Station June T e
2 September 1996 02 Septemb
165 Listing I GTR Horsham Station premer el
199
166 Listing I SE West Malling Station ¥ MNovember 2000 07 Nevember
2000
167 Listing I GA Hertford East Station 4 April 1974 04 April 1974
168 Listing I Grange over Sands Statiors 2 May 1975 12 July 199
169 P ——— Listing I Uhverston Station 24 June 1974 19 April 199
hraiihsicriceng 5 September 1575 04 Decermb
170 sthis-eniyi 12 Listing I EMT Sheffickd Station pHember ECE;"GE
171 el Listing I GA Bury St Edmunds Station 12 Juty 1972 12 July 1972
hitps/historicengandorg ukiisting/the- M her 1973 02 N b
172 sty 1176357 Listing I N Chathill Station cuember WE:"Q;;
173 ::fﬂ:ff;r e Listing Il N Knaresberough Station 12 March 1986 12 March 1986
L § 30 December 30 December
174 Listing I GTR Bauchill & West Humble Station 1980 1980
20 February 1976 09 Decemb
175 Listing I GA Ingatestone Station sorary e
1994
176 e T—rrT Listing I SR Eastleigh Station 14 February 1983 | 14 February 1983
hitps//histericengandorg uklisting/the- n X 23 December 23 December
177 Listing Il GA Felestone Station 1980 1980
Network 5 August 1975 05 August 1975
178 Listing Il Ra'::r London Liverpool Street Station B MR
1l
179 Listing i EMT Marsfield Station 17 March 1978 21 March 1994
180 Listing I VT Stoke-on-Trent Station 19 April 1972 19 April 1972
181 S Listing I SE Greenwich Station 8 June 1973 08 Jure 1973
182 e — Listing I SWR Brading Station 14 April 15386 14 April 1986
183 | Hesibsaceg Listing I GA Stowmarket Station 19 April 1572 19 April 1972
184 Listing [ SWR Farncombe Station 8 August 1990 08 August 1990
185 Listing I WMT Stone Railway Station 27 July 1972 27 July 1972
18 November 18 November
186 Listi I TPE Dewsbury Stat
IStINg ewsbury on 1977 1977
187 Listing I N lIKley Station 20 May 1576 20 May 1976
16 Novemb 16 Novemb
188 Listing I SR Micheldever Station R R
189 Listing I GWR Kemble Station 27 February 1986 | 27 February 1984
190 Listing I GA Great Chesterford Station 1 September 1571 | 23 February 1980
191 YT T Listing I N Appleby Station 14 May 1990 14 May 1990
htpss/histeric englandarg ukdisting/tha- N ) 26 November 26 Movermnber
192 Listing Il ™ Mexborough Station 1987 1987
9 December 1983 09 Decernb
193 Listing I EMT Swinderby Station e o
194 Listing Il EMT Loughborough Station 5 May 1981 05 May 1981
195 S T Listing I WMT Millbrook Station 7 Juty 1977 07 Juy 1977
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First Deslignated Last Amendment
URL Heritage Category Grade TOC Heritage Asset Name D D
196 Listing I NeRt\;::rk Reading Station 21 January 1976 21 January 1976
197 Listing I GWR Slough Station 3 August 1984 03 August 1984
198 Listing [ SWR Bournemouth Station 1 August 1974 01 August 1974
199 Listing [ VT Penrith Station 9 February 1983 | 09 February 1983
200 Listing [ N Stockton Station 11 January 1989 11 January 1989
201 Listing I MR Ellesmere Port Station 16 May 1984 17 May 1985
202 Listing I Hough Green Station 31 October 1983 31 October 1983
203 Listing I Chapel-en-le-Frith Station 12 April 1984 12 April 1984
L . 22 September 22 September
204 Listing Il & ‘Wetheral Station 1983 1983
205 Listing I GA Braintree Station 25 July 1989 25 July 1989
206 Listing I Lo Clapham High Street Station 27 March 1981 27 March 1981
207 Listing Il SWR. Andover Station 24 June 1983 24 Jure 1983
208 EE—T Listing [ SE Gravesend Station 3 Juby 1975 03 July 1975
209 ek Listing [ N Newton Le Willows Station 23 August 1985 23 August 1985
210 P —E e Listing I N Earlestown Station 3 February 1966 23 August 1985
historic englandorg uklisting the- e . N
5| e Listing I GA Cambridge Station 10 May 1562 10 May 1962
212 buspe iesper o rp bl the: Listing I GWR Taunton Station 4 Juty 1975 04 Juiy 1975
213 Listing I GWR Frome Station 18 April 1573 18 April 1973
214 Listing I SWR Crewkerne Station 1 March 1573 01 March 1973
. . 17 September 17 September
215 Listing Il TRE Cleethorpes Station 1980 1980
7 December 1988 07 Decemb,

26 Listing I SR Godalming Station ceember “om
217 Listing I TWM Whitley Bay Station 19 February 1986 | 19 February 1986
218 Listing I N Hale Station 2 May 1977 12 July 1985
219 Listing Il SE Tunbridge Wells Station 7 June 1574 Q7 June 1974
220 Listing I GTR Battersea Park Station 7 April 1583 Q7 April 1983
221 Listing I SE Blackheath Station 12 March 1973 12 March 1973
15 Septemb 19 1981

222 Listing I THL Rail Harwell Station pte:;:; January
223 Listing Il EMT Market Rasen 16 May 1984 16 May 1984
224 Listing Il SE Wateringbury Station 19 April 1985 19 April 1985
225 Listing Il SWR Shanklin Station 14 February 1992 | 14 Fehriary 1992
14 November 14 MNovember

226 Listi I TPE Selhy Stati
e ¥ Stanon 1980 1980
227 Listing I EMT Stamford Station 26 April 1974 26 April 1974
228 Listing I EMT Lowdham Station 13 May 1986 13 May 1986
229 Listing I N Hexham Station 22 February 1988 | 22 February 1988
230 Listing I N Acklington Station 29 March 1973 15 September
1988
5 May 1981 26 Novemnb;

231 Listing I EMT Kettering Station ud D”E';G :‘;
232 Listing Il N Headingley Station 22 August 1989 22 August 1989
233 Listing Il CR Birmingham Moor Street Station 30 Juty 1998 30 July 1998
234 Listing Il SE Herne Hill Station 20 August 1598 20 August 1998
235 Listing Il N Deansgate Station 20 August 1598 11 January 1999
236 Listing I SWR Bockham Railway Station 24 August 1990 24 August 1990
- § . 19 Movember 19 Movember
237 Listing I GTR Bexhill Station 1999 1999
238 Listing I GTR QOckley Station 5 May 2000 05 May 2000
239 Listing I N Glossop Station 4 December 1958 22 May 2000
240 Listing I N Wigan Wallgate Station 8 December 1999 08 DE“E:“;;
241 Listing I GWR Barrstaple Station 31 August 1988 2 SEPtET;;
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First Deslignated Last Amendment
URL Heritage Category Grade TOC Heritage Asset Name D D
242 Listing I GTR Webwyn Morth Station 4 October 2000 | 04 October 2000
o Metwork . . 19 December 19 December
243 Listing Il Aail London Bridge Station 1988 1988
244 Listing Il GTR North Dulwich Station 29 Juty 1987 29 July 1987
17 Septemb 17 Septemb
245 sthis-eniyi13 Listing I GTR Denmark Hill Station Pte:"g:gr . ETQ:BF
246 SperShor ke Listing I GWR Maiden Mewton Station 26 April 1999 26 April 1999
247 Listing I SR Portsmotth & Southsea Station 18 March 1999 18 March 1999
248 Listing [ N Salthurn Station 11 June 1973 26 May 1999
hitps/lstoricen et } 10 August 1999 10 August 1999
249 wr— Listing I GTR Kenley Station EUS LgL
250 e —r - Listing It EMT Lineoln Central Station 15 August 1973 15 August 1973
11 Decemb 11 Decemb
251 stha-envy Listing I CR High Wycombe Station ECEF;O;(; ECE;"G;;
. L ) 24 August 2001 24 August 2001
252 sthistentryl Listing Il GTR King's Lynn Station ELS gy
3 September 2001 03 Septemb,
253 Listing I SR Queenstown Road Station prember a E;"G;r
A || e Listing I WMT | Worcester Shrub Hil Station 5 April 1971 12 Jure 2001
255 e Listing I CR Leamington Spa Station 4 July 2003 04 Juiy 2003
256 Listing I GWR Romsey Station 15 Dece';;’;; 15 DECE;“(;’;;
257 Listing [ N Rainhill Station 23 February 2007 | 23 February 2007
258 Listing [ GTR Peckham Rye Station 31 January 2008 31 January 2008
o . . 16 September 16 September
259 Listing Il SWR Salisbury Station 2008 2008
2640 Lisk I GA Mi 4 22 December 22 December
isting istley Station 2005 2005
261 Listing Il GA Broxbourne Station 2 March 2009 02 March 2009
4 December 2009 04 Decemb,
262 Listing I N Glazehrook Station seember seember
2009
263 Listing Il SE East Farleigh Station 19 April 2007 19 April 2007
264 Listing Il SE Bearsted Station 5 January 2011 U5 nuary 2011
265 Listing Il GA Attleborough Station 15 August 2011 15 August 2011
266 Listing Il GWR Swindon Station 17 Juty 2012 17 July 2012
- . 13 November 13 MNovember
267 Listing Il SWWR Teddington Station 2012 2012
268 Listing I TR Berwick Station 10 October 2013 | 10 October 2013
269 Listing Il N Bromley Cross Station 7 April 2015 07 April 2015
20 Novemb 20 Novemb,
270 s thist-entryl 14 Listing I GWR Weston-super-Mare Station WE;‘G_IE; WE;‘OT;
ittps:his teric england org uk/Tstingthe- 24 N b
271 listhist-entry( 1242678 Listing I c2c Barking Raiway Station WETQ;;
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Appendix 3:

updated TOC Franchise Agreement Summaries

Policy Detail pertaining to ‘Stations’ and Conservation obligations as set out in the DfT's 2018

facilities for disabled passengers, and better accesinility to

statiors

Leicester, Dierby anel Shefiedel

Contractual commitments to Chiltern Railways East Midland Trains cZc

1. Plathorm extersions at 13 stationsto cater for longertrars |1 Inproved statiors, inchiding mare ear parking, and trairs |1, Fee wiiat stations.

2 Astation mprovement programmeinchuding eustomer
Unspecified 'Improvement’ to

afarmation systems, erhanced pasenger secunty, improv 2. Iformation screms to be mutalled at key stations .

fo ced a T A lecd at ey o e ¢ allstat
2 complete step-free access st all stations
stations Lemelen St Pane

3. more than 200 new car parking spacesand £457,000

3 vimpreving secesbility st satiors  [iwested i improving eydling ineiktissand
ac cesibiity at statiors
[Dsted Stations / designated Nertage |:. Reopeng of two new platiors a Birmingham Moor Strest X Crver B30millicn invested inimpr aving Sations,

Unspecified 'Improvement’ to
stations

1. sell-service ticket ma, beinstalled st more dations

s

with ticket gates at Swanley and Staplehurst

1. fee wifi at all gations

assets station nvchuct oy Femchurch Street ol Barking
Contractual commitments to Greater Anglia Great Westem Railway Northem
1. fee wifat gations 1. ackding 1,700 car parking spaces at stations - statrars salled daly with catering servicesand free
Wi-F at eachane
Uw 'Improvement’ to 2. nstalling sutamatic ticket gates at key stations
stations 3.2 E0millioninvestment 1o improve stationsand car parks
4.5 £3. million station development mateh fund
Listed Stations / designated heritage & enescherescs v Realing vl Bristed Temple Meads =t o=
Contractual commitments to South Eastem South Westem Railway Govia Th link Raibweay
1. Govia will mvest sgnificantly m mproving stations,

100 etat i

retail and catering facilities and mprovements to

rehsdng fraswi-h at more

etter

st omer formationsystems

|2 apening howrs at Camen Street staton will beextended so

he station isopen far 21 howrs a day

2. vestment = station smpravenentsinchding:

- refurbished waiting roams

- additionalsating
- mproverments for sten-fee access

- 40 electric vehicle charging points

hnew benchmarks for. station cleaninessand

st omer servize mformation havealsa bem agresd.

3. over 40% reduction in energy use at stations

Listed Stations / designated heritage
assats

4. swvestment ta e Southampton Cantral statlon -

[destination fit for the cammunity it serves, w

- 3 rew loak entrance
[ improved reta
- better facilitiestor pasmgers

1 the maor nfrastructureworksentailed in the

Thameslink Pragra

redevenpment of London Bridge station

e, particudarly the

Contractual commitments to

Transport for Wales

Virgin Trains

Unspecified 'Improvement’ to
stations

1. full i sl signage and recarded station amauncements

at stations

2 Intr aduction of anew, csteamer-foeused ‘Qation Adopte

e

3. £400000;
((Wand Strest), Chester, Hereford, Newpart and Shranwshury

npraving staban car parksat CardiffCentral

1.improving information nte. ot o

majar statior

A smncding at laast £ milkon

mpravements to nchde mproved lighting, waning ficilitiesand acces

2 feewi-flat gations

3 mare than £20 millics

wested to mademise and erhance stations, ncheding mproving waiting roams, ssatsand

shelters

4 impraved stationchean

= and accessibility

Listed Stations / designated heritage
assets
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Appendix 41 Combined National Railway Heritage Awards Results and Railway Heritage Trust

sponsored/shared projects by TOC in England: 2014-2018

Key

National Railway Heritage Awards |

Railway Heritage Trust Annual Review Projects |

Toc NRHA

Transport for Wales / Arriva Trains Wales

RHT

NRHA

RHT NRHA RHT

2017

2017 2018 2016

:
2

NRHA

2014

2014

c2e

Chiltem Raihways

East Midlands Trains

Govia Thameslink Railway

Great Westem Railway

Greater Anglia

London Overground

LMNER / East Coast

Merseyrail

MNothem

South Westem Railway

Southeastem

TIL Rail

TransPennine Express

Wirgin Trains {West Coast)

West Midlands Trains

Tyne & Wear Metro

clo|lo|e|le(m|lalmla|nm|a|sal=]s|le|la|la|e
Qo= |o|oN|o|o|o|s|o|=|lololo|o

olo|lo|=z|le|=|a|le|o|z|a|x|=z]|=2|o|n|a|e

olo|o|o|o|o|o|=|=|o|=2|olo|n|o|o|o|ae

wlo|lo|=|lojo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o

Netwark Rail

wlolol=|lofo(n]=2]=|o|=2|ojw|a|N]|=2INn|O|C

olo|lo|o|o|jo|o|a|le|lo|a|la|=|a|la|le|ala|a

olo|lo|=|o|o|o|a|e|=|o|a|o|o|a|lo|ala|a

I
e

=lolo|lo|lo(o|o|o|o|o|r|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|O

~

= lo|lo|(o|o|je|e|a|le|e|e|a|le|a|al=|ala|e

@
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Appendix 5:  National Railway Heritage Awards Results and Railway Heritage Trust sponsored/shared projects

by Year: 2014-2018

National Railway Heritage Awards I<|=,
Railway Heritage Trust Annual Review Projects |
Award [Conservation Practice] | Projects Financed [ Financial input |
Transport for Wales
[
) ) Restaration of GWR natee boards £ 650 Leamingtan Spa
Chilern Railways
Heritage railings £ 1,781 Leamington Spa
East Midlands Trains Herilage remavaton £ B3,280 Lincaln
South Pavilon Rennavaton Cambridge
Statian renovation and refurbehment Bagnar Regis
Station Farecourt renenwval Peckham Rye
Govia Thameslink Raivay Heritage fencing £ 4,921 Dawnham Market
Replca heritage gates £ 2,000 Eastbaume
Platlorm building s furbishment £ 52,555 Parslade
Conversian of station house into a hotelreception £ 62,700 Wizhiyn Narth
Great Westem Raibway Rennavated branch interchange bulding StErh
Renstatement of clock tower cladding £ 120,000 Cleetharpes
Greater Angla Station buibling resotration £ 120,000 Attleborough
New GER style benches Wickham Market
Londan Overground
LMER New doarvays and entrance hall wark £ 12,848 Dancaster
Merseyrail
Narthemn Waiting Sheter £ 22,000 Appleby
South Westem Raibvay Station builling restaration £ 18,580 Sandown
Retaining wall & rallings £ 6,508 Battla
Ecihes Heritage elements of refurbishment Heme Hil
TiL Rail
TransPennine Expres
Hendy & Pendle Trust Commercial Restoration Award [Pareel Duham
Virgin Trains (West Coast) Office Restoration]
Parcel office corverson o micropub £ 20,828 Dusham
West Midlands Trains
Tyne & Wear Metro
Great Western Craft Skills Award [Station chek tower] Cleethampes
Bombardier Cssrail Award for Urban Hertage [Station raof] Cadisle
Netwadk Ral Raikay Heritage TmﬂCFlmmﬁnn Aoweared [Station and Woksop
Signal Bax]
Heritage repairs and refurbishment Wigan Waligate
Histaric Axches Londan Bridge
Histore Roofing Owverhaul Middlesbrough
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National Railway Heritage Awards

Railway Heritage Trust Annual Review Projects

Award [Conservation Practice] Projects Financed Fil:_::d
Transport for Wales / Arriva Trains Wale s
2c
Chiltem Railways.

East Midlands Trains

Londan Overgraund

South Westem Railway

THL Rail

TransPennine Express

Virgin Trains {West Coast)

‘West Midlands Trains

Tyne & Wear Metro
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National Railway Heritage Awards
TOC pwvard [C Practice] I Station
a‘..nbl\’ﬁb:u‘ Asiva Tans Walks
2c
Chiter Ratnays
East Midlands Trans

oty [

TansFennine Expres.

West Midlan ds Tains.
Tyne & Wear Meto

&7




National Railway Heritage Awards

Railway Heritage Trust Annual Review Pro,

TOC

Award [Conservation Practice]

Projects Financed

Transport forWales / Arriva
Trains Wales

2c

East Midlands Trains

London Cverground

South Western Railway

Virgin Trains (West Coast)

West Midlands Trains

Tyne & Wear Metro
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Victorian waiting raom

TOC r y Heri Awards Railway Heri Trust Annual Review Projects Station
Award [Conservation Practice] | Projects Financed | Financial Input
Transport for Wales / Amiva
Trains Wales
c2c
Chitemn Raitways
East Midiands Trains i@ IATd E5 e R Nattingham
[Mottingham]
; — Cycle Yard within Historic Structure [3 2,758 Battesea Park
e ) Rico's Garden Line presenvation £ 11,000 | Wehwyn Garden City
Great Westem Raihway
Greater Angla
London Overground Herttage Restoration 3 87,854 Crystal Palace
LMER / East Coast
Merseyrail Refurbishment £ 45,609 Ellesmere Port
Northem Heritage Window Restoration £ 168 Glossop
South Westem Raikway
Southeastern
THL Rail
TransPennine Express
Virgin Trans (Wast Coast
West Midlands Trains
Tyne & Wear Metro
The Crossrail Am“.i for Urban Heritage Notingham
[Maottingham]
b Cycle Yard within Historic Structure I3 10,000 Batte rsea Park
Heritage Ry tion and re-appointment £ 91,300 Brighton
Hertage Restoration £ 40,000 Crystal Palace
Refurbishment £ 40,000 Ellesmere Port
Rennovation £ 20,000 Frodsham
Heritage Window Restoration £ 2,500 Glassop
Victorian lamp standards £ 8,298 Great Malvem Station
. Restoration of main building £ 21,000 Helsty
MNetwork Rail Cast-iron columns i 29,753 Hereford
GWHR gate post pattems £ 1,700
Minor heritage items £ 3,030 Leamington Spa
Heritage lighting to canopies £ 19,000
Heritage Works £ 145,000 Man cheste r Victoria
He‘n'age overhaul £ 265,000 Nttingham
Transportation of redundant copers £ 2750
Restoration and convesion of former parcels office £ 130,000 Scarbarough
Rico's Garden Line preservation £ 7,400 Wehwyn Garden City
£ 50,000 ‘Worcester Shrub Hill
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RISK ASSESSMENT FORM
FIELD / LOCATION WORK

The Approved Code of Practice - Management of Fieldwork should be referred to when completing this form

htth:#www.ucl.ac.uk/estates/safetynet/cuidance/fieldwork/acop. pdf

DEPARTMENT/SECTION: BARTLETT SCHOOL OF PLANNING
LOCATION(S): LONDON
PERSONS COVERED BY THE RISK ASSESSMENT: Myself

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF FELDWORK:

Surveys and questionnaires sent to Train Operating Companies currently under franchise in the British Rail system requesting

information on their heritage conservation strategies.

Consider, in turn, each hazard (white on black). If NO hazard exists select NO and move to next hazard section.
If a hazard does exist select YES and assess the risks that could arise from that hazard in the risk assessment box

Where risks are identified that are not adequately controlled they must be brought to the attention of your Departmental
Management who should put temporary control measures In place or stop the work. Detall such risks In the final section.

ENVIRONMENT The environment always represents a safety hazard. Use space below to identify and assess any
risk




contact numbers for emergency services are known to all participants
participants have means of contacting emergency services

| participants have been trained and given all necessary information
a plan for rescue has been formulated, all parties understand the procedure
the plan for rescue femergency has a reciprocal element

OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

N

FIELDWORK 1 May 2010
EQUIPMENT Is equipment No  [fNo’ move to next hazard
used? If “Yes' use space below to Identify and assess any
risks
e.g. clothing, outboard mators. Examples of risk inappropriate, failure, insufficient training to use or repair, injury. Is the risk high /

medium /low ?

| CONTROL MEASURES Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

the departmental written Arrangement for equipment is followed

participants have been provided with any necessary equipment appropriate for the work

all equipment has been inspected, before issue, by a competent person

all users have been advised of correct use

special equipment is only issued to persons trained in its use by a competent person

OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

(I

LONE WORKING Is lone working ' No | fF'No'move to next hazard
a possibility? | If “Yes' use space below to identify and assess any




| CONTROL MEASURES Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

the departmental written Arrangement for lonefout of hours working for field work is followed

lone or isolated working is not allowed

location, route and expected time of return of lone workers is logged daily before work commences

all workers have the means of raising an alarm in the event of an emergency, e.g phone, flare, whistle

all workers are fully familiar with emergency procedures

OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

N

FIELDWORK 2 May 2010
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ILL HEALTH The possibility of ill health always represents a safety hazard. Use space below to identify and assess
any risks assodiated with this Hazard.

eg acddent ilness, Examples of risk: injury, asthma, allergies. Is the risk high / medium / low?
personal attack, special
personal considerations or MNo adverse health circumstances expected or likely

vulnerabilities.

| CONTROL MEASURES | Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

| ohHh

an appropriate number of trained first-aiders and first aid kits are present on the field trip
all participants have had the necessary inoculations/ carry appropriate prophylactics
participants have been advised of the physical demands of the trip and are deemed to be physically suited

participants have been adequate advice on harmful plants, animals and substances they may encounter

participants who require medication have advised the leader of this and carry sufficient medication for their needs

| OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

TRANSPORT Will transport be NO | NO | Move to next hazard
required YES | Use space below to identify and assess any risks

e.g. hired vehicles Examples of risk: accidents arising from lack of maintenance, suitability or training

Is the risk high / medium / low?

: CONTROL MEASURES Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

O
O
|
(]
|
|
0
O

only public transport wil be used

the vehicle will be hired from a reputable supplier
transport must be properly maintained in compliance with relevant national regulations

| drivers comply with UCL Policy on Drivers httpi/iwaw.uclaculk/hr/docs/college_drivers.php
drivers have been trained and hold the appropriate licence

there will be more than one driver to prevent driver/operator fatigue, and there will be adequate rest periods

sufficient spare parts carried to meet foreseeable emergencies

: OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

DEALING WITH THE Wil people be . NO | ffNo’ move to next hazard
PUBLIC dealing with public | | If "Yes' use space below to Identify and assess any
risks
e.g interviews, observing Examples of risk: personal attack, causing offence, being misinterpreted. Is the risk high / medium /

low?

| CONTROL MEASURES Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

|
O

all participants are trained in interviewing techniques

interviews are contracted out to a third party




advice and support from local groups has been sought
participants do not wear clothes that might cause offence or attract unwanted attention
interviews are conducted at neutral locations or where neither party could be at risk

| OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

I I

May 2010

FIELDWORK 3

WORKING ON OR Wil people workon | o | If 'No’ move to next hazard

NEAR WATER or near water? | | If “Yes’ use space below to identify and assess any
risks

e.g. rivers, marshland, sea. Examples of risk: drowning, malaria, hepatitis A, parasites. |s the risk high / medium / low?

| CONTROL MEASURES | Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

| lone working on or near water will not be allowed
coastguard information is understood; all work takes place outside those times when tides could prove a threat
all participants are competent swimmers
| participants always wear adequate protective equipment, e.g buoyancy aids, welingtons
boat is operated by a competent person
. all boats are equipped with an alternative means of propulsion eg. cars
participants have received any appropriate inoculations
OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please spedify any other control measures you have implemented:

I

VUGN Do MH activities | No | ffNo’ move to next hazard

(MH) take place? _ | If "Yes' use space below to identify and assess any
risks

eg lifting carrying, moving Examples of risk: strain, cuts, broken bones. |s the risk high / medium / low?

large or heavy equipment,
physical unsuitability for the
task.




| CONTROL MEASURES Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

the departmental written Arrangement for MH is followed

the supervisor has attended a MH risk assessment course

all tasks are within reasonable limits, persons physically unsuited to the MH task are prohibited from such activities

all persons performing MH tasks are adequately trained

equipment components will be assembled on site

any MH task outside the competence of staff will be done by contractors
OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please spedify any other control measures you have implemented:

Oood ooo

FIELDWORK 4 May 2010
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SUBSTANCES Will participants | NO If ‘'No” move to next hazard
work with | If “Yes' use space below to identify and assess any
substances risks

eg. plants, chemical, Examples of risk: ill health - poisoning, infection, illness, burns, cuts. Is the risk high / medium / low?
biohazard, waste

CONTROL MEASURES  Indicate which procedures are in place to control the identified risk

the departmental written Arrangements for dealing with hazardous substances and waste are followed
all participants are given information, training and protective equipment for hazardous substances they may encounter

participants who have allergies have advised the leader of this and carry sufficient medication for their needs
waste is disposed of in a responsible manner

suitable containers are provided for hazardous waste

I o |

OTHER CONTROL MEASURES: please specify any other control measures you have implemented:

OTHER HAZARDS Have you identified NO If ‘No’ move to next section
any other hazards? | | I Yes' use space below to identify and assess any
risks

i.e. any other hazards must be  Hazard:

noted and assessed here
Risk: is the risk

CONTROL MEASURES | Give details of control measures in place to control the identified risks

Have you identified any risks that are not NO | NO | Move to Declaration

adequately controlled? YES | [ | | Use space below to identify the risk and what
action was taken

Is this project subject to the UCL requirements on the ethics of Non-NHS Human Research? NO

If yes, please state your Project ID Number
For more information, please refer to: httpi//ethics.grad.uclacuk/

DEC TION The.\.'\.forlf Wi.” be reassessed whenever there is a significant change and at least annually. Those
participating in the work have read the assessment.

Select the appropriate statement:

YES | the undersigned have assessed the activity and associated risks and dedlare that there is no significant residual
risk

YES | Ithe undersigned have assessed the activity and associated risks and declare that the risk will be controlled by

the method(s) listed above




NAME OF SUPERVISOR. Michael Hebbert

** SUPERVISOR APPROVAL TO BE CONFIRMED VIA E-MAIL **

AELDWORK 5 May 2010




