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	[bookmark: bmkTable00]Order Decision

	Inquiry opened on 19 January 2021

	by Heidi Cruickshank BSc (Hons), MSc, MIPROW

	an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs

	Decision date: 2 November 2021



	Order Ref: ROW/3207992

	The draft Order is made under Section 118A and 120(3) of the Highways Act 1980 and is known as the (Footpath 18, Parish of Staines) Borough of Spelthorne, Surrey Rail Crossing Extinguishment Order 2021[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Subject to modification as set out in the Formal Decision] 


	The draft Order proposes to extinguish Footpath 18 running from Moor Lane, Surrey, generally north-easterly across the South West mainline and continuing to the junction with Footpaths 17 and 19. Full details are set out in the draft Order Map and Schedule. 

	There were 32 objections outstanding at the commencement of the Inquiry.

	Summary of Decision: The Order is made subject to modification
[bookmark: bmkPoint] as set out in the Formal Decision. 

	[bookmark: bmkReturn]


Procedural Matters 
The Application and Making of the Draft Order 
[bookmark: _Hlk76545597]In July 2014 the applicant for the Order, Network Rail (NR), applied to Surrey County Council (SCC) under section 118A of the Highways Act 1980 (the 1980 Act) for an Order to extinguish Footpath 18, Spelthorne (FP18). At the meeting of 23 April 2015 members of the SCC’s Spelthorne Local Committee (SLC) voted to decline to make the Order. SLC is made up of members of both SCC and Spelthorne Borough Council (SBC). SLC is now referred to as Spelthorne Joint Committee and they made an objection to the proposed Order. 
Subsequent to the determination not to make an Order, NR applied to the Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (the Secretary of State) for an Order to be made under section 120(3) of the 1980 Act. Where it appears to the Secretary of State that it is expedient as mentioned in section 118A(1) of the 1980 Act that “…the path or way should be stopped up…then if no council having the power to do so have made and submitted…a rail crossing extinguishment order…and the Secretary of State is satisfied that if such an order were made and submitted…he would have the power to confirm the order in accordance with the provisions…he may himself make the order…”.
As required, notice was given that the Secretary of State proposed to make the Order, with the opportunity for representations and objections to be made not later than 7 February 2020. It is often the case that proposed Orders such as this are subject of a report to the Secretary of State, with a recommendation. In this instance the matter has been delegated and my role is to determine, on behalf of the Secretary of State, whether the draft Order should now be made. This determination is separate from the decision taken to propose that the draft Order be made, and I need to take account of the relevant matters in relation to confirmation as set out in section 118A(4) of the 1980 Act.
I note that the draft Order was dated 2019. As the Order is not made until such time as the decision is taken, the Order will be modified to be dated 2021.  
Consultation 
The statutory consultation requirements for draft Orders of this type are set out in Schedule 6 to the 1980 Act and the Rail Crossing Extinguishment and Diversion Orders Regulations 1993. There was a question regarding an affected landowner, but it was clear that there was notification of the draft Order, with an objection made, although a choice not to take part in the Inquiry itself. 
There were concerns that the public may not have known of the Inquiry, due to the placement of notices at the ends of the affected route, which it was believed would not be seen as people were not using the route. Notice of the Inquiry was given as required by the Rights of Way (Hearings and Inquiries Procedure) (England) Rules 2007. As the relevant footpath sign at point A is on the edge of the highway on Moor Lane it seems likely that the majority of local people should have had opportunity to see that notice, even taking account of lockdown restrictions. Those who made a statutory objection or representation would have been notified of the Inquiry directly.
I cannot comment on any non-statutory consultation(s) undertaken by NR in the lead up to their application. There is no legal requirement for non-statutory consultation; it is for any applicant to decide how they wish to proceed prior to an application being made.
I am satisfied that the statutory requirements in relation to this draft Order were met. 
Documents 
There was some indication that people may have found it more difficult to access hardcopy documents, as restrictions prevented them from accessing the usual places where they would be held. The representative of Spelthorne Natural History Society (SNHS)[footnoteRef:3] indicated that there were difficulties following the Inquiry proceedings with reference to the “bundles” with documents referenced and paginated differently to those supplied to other participants. The bundles were an attempt to place all the documents already submitted to the Inquiry into one place, there being no Inquiry website available to assist. Therefore, there should have been no ‘new’ evidence which was not already available to any party requesting it in the usual way.   [3:  Although NR questioned whether the person assisting the Inquiry was representing SNHS I am satisfied that there was nothing to show that this was not the case. I thank SNHS for their assistance to the Inquiry. ] 

SCC indicated at the Test Event that they would be able to email any documents held by them and confirmed that they had provided information in this way to SNHS. During the Inquiry I took adjournments as needed and ensured that the Planning Inspectorate sent out documents to the relevant parties when I was aware that they were not already in possession. I thank all the parties who worked together to assist in this way and I am satisfied that no prejudice arose in relation to this matter.
Prior to issuing this decision, I became aware that the consultation document, referred to during the course of the Inquiry, “Principles for managing level crossing safety”[footnoteRef:4], was published by the Office of Road and Rail (ORR) on 15 June 2021. As a result, I asked NR to confirm that RSP7[footnoteRef:5] remained extant.  [4:  Inquiry Document number 33]  [5:  Inquiry Document number 34, Level Crossings: A guide for managers, designers and operators, RSP7, ORR, December 2011 ] 

NR confirmed that the new publication, consultation on which was referred to during the Inquiry, specifically follows a risk-based approach which supersedes elements of RSP7. However, ORR confirms that RSP7 will continue to remain extant on risk management until such time the ORR is comfortable that the more risk-based approach of the newer publication is embedded. As a result,  comments made by NR witnesses remain generally correct but would have had additional reference to the new publication and some minor changes to certain definitions. I am satisfied that the presentation of principles around the interface of users, railway and highway and ways of understanding the types of use and mitigating appropriately, gives rise to no contradiction in the evidence heard and tested. 
In those circumstances, I am satisfied that there was no need to invite further comment on this matter. This may have been the case had we not already had reference to both documents at the Inquiry, albeit with the new publication then in consultation form, and so I thank the British Horse Society (BHS)[footnoteRef:6] for bringing this to the attention of the Inquiry.  [6:  Representative stated to be Regional Access, Bridleway and Common Land Officer, SE Region ] 

The Inquiry 
[bookmark: _Hlk53571137][bookmark: _Ref283973675]In light of the Government health restrictions in place to deal with the Covid-19 pandemic the Inquiry was held as a virtual event, that is online. A test event/ pre-Inquiry meeting was held on 7 January 2021, with further opportunities for generic test event participation and guides on the use of Microsoft Teams provided for all interested parties. One of the matters discussed at the pre-Inquiry meeting was whether the Inquiry should be live-streamed. Taking account of the number of statutory parties and the wider public interest, evidenced by the initial stance of the County and Borough Councils, I decided that this Inquiry should be livestreamed. 
I am aware of the concerns that a virtual Inquiry was not the same as an Inquiry held in person. It meant that instead of travelling in person to the event, participants were able to take part from their own home, office or other location that best suited them. This avoided concerns relating to any local, or national, restriction that could be put in place with little notice, as well as taking account of the potential vulnerability of witnesses. Such an event makes use of Microsoft Teams allowing participants to take part, or watch/ listen in, using computer, laptop, tablet, smart phone, or landline. 
The purpose of the Inquiry remained the same – for me as the Inspector to see and hear the relevant evidence. The written submissions form part of the Inquiry evidence which I have also considered in writing my decision. In taking the Inquiry forward I balanced the need for fair opportunity for public involvement in the Inquiry, which the Covid situation made more testing for us all, and the need to deliver decisions in a fair, open, and impartial manner.
I opened the Inquiry on 19 January 2021 and closed it on 3 February 2021, having sat for eight days in that period. 
The stance of Spelthorne Borough Council 
[bookmark: _Ref76977689]SBC made a statutory objection to the draft Order. At the opening of the Inquiry, they continued with that objection, cross-examining NR witnesses on their evidence over the first four days of the Inquiry. Their own witness evidence was presented and subject to cross-examination on the fifth sitting day, Tuesday 26 January. 
On resumption of the Inquiry at 12.30pm on Friday 29 January - not having sat on Wednesday, Thursday, or Friday morning - SBC indicated that their stance had altered. Having used the Inquiry process to thoroughly test NR’s evidence SBC accepted that it would not be reasonably practicable to implement mitigations in order to render the crossing safe and were content with the progress with regard to proposed improvement works on the alternative route. Taking all matters into account SBC withdrew the objection to the draft Order. 
The timing of the withdrawal was questioned as at 11.26[footnoteRef:7] on that Friday morning SBC had sent out an e-news to subscribers, with general Council information, including comment on objection to the draft Order at the Inquiry. Questions were raised regarding the making of the decision to alter stance at the Inquiry and SBC clarified the process and those involved.  [7:  The timing may have varied slightly for individuals] 

Whilst some people were unhappy with the altered stance, it is not unknown for matters to alter in the course of an Inquiry. The remaining objections were not withdrawn and have been considered in this decision.
Site visit 
I made a site visit on 25 November 2020 taking in the crossing itself, including at the time of a train passing, the suggested alternative available routes, as well as various locations which had been mentioned by parties in their submissions. 
A request was made at the close of the Inquiry for an accompanied site visit. Due to the Covid-19 restrictions an arrangement was made for this to take place on 14 April. I was accompanied on that visit by representatives from NR, SCC, SBC and other objectors and I thank them all for their time.
Costs 
A partial costs application was made, initially in writing and expanded upon orally at the close of the Inquiry on 3 February 2021. That application is dealt with in a separate decision. 
Main Issues
[bookmark: _Ref283993570]The draft Order was made under section 118A of the 1980 Act as it appeared to the Secretary of State that FP18 and the Moor Lane level crossing (“the crossing”), should be extinguished in the interests of the safety of members of the public. 
To make the draft Order, I would need to be satisfied that it is expedient to do so having regard to all the circumstances, and in particular to:

(a) whether it is reasonably practicable to make the crossing safe for use by the public, and

(b) what arrangements have been made for ensuring that, if the order is confirmed, any appropriate barriers and signs are erected and maintained.
NR argued that the crossing was unsafe and should be closed. They said that there were no practicable means to make the crossing safe for use by the public and that the other available routes provided appropriate alternatives. 
Objectors argued that the crossing was safe to use and, if not, further works were possible to improve safety, such as those carried out on another nearby crossing. There was concern regarding the proposed alternatives which were argued not to be as safe or convenient as the crossing itself, particularly in relation to access to Staines Moor (the Moor). 
Reasons
The crossing and the surrounding area
The crossing is located to the north-west of Staines-upon-Thames (Staines) and the railway station there. It provides pedestrian access over the South West Mainline, which provides a route for passenger traffic, operated by South Western Railway, between London and Windsor & Eton Riverside. The up line is the line the north-east at this crossing whilst the down line is the south-western line, on the Moor Lane side. 
The railway line runs north-west from Staines with London Heathrow Airport situated to the north of the town, north-east of the crossing and north of the Moor. South-west of the railway line, running generally parallel, is Moor Lane, which runs from the B376, Wraysbury Road, passing under a bridge for the A30, Staines Bypass. At the north-western end, Moor Lane alters direction several times, crossing over the railway line by way of a bridge and then underneath the M25, alongside which it runs before terminating as a cul-de-sac route south of the Wraysbury Reservoir. The Wraysbury River runs for a length between Moor Lane and the railway before passing underneath the railway line to the east of the crossing and then generally north to the M25, alongside which it runs for a distance.  
A mix of business and residential uses are located on Moor Lane to the north-west of the M25, with residential properties to the south-west of the road on the section between the A30 and M25 bridges. Further residential areas lie alongside the road, mainly to the south-west of the road initially before entering into a mix of residential and businesses on both sides of the road as it runs towards the junction with Wraysbury Road. 
To the north-east of the railway line, between the M25 and the King George VI Reservoir, is the Moor, through which the River Colne runs. The largest area of the Moor is situated east of a dismantled railway, which runs generally north-south. There is, as I understand it, permissive use of this dismantled line and of a route through a bridge under that line, linking the land on either side. The Moor is common land, recorded as CL31 on the Common Land Register held by SCC. CL31 is shown on the Commons Register Map recorded in several parcels bisected by the railway lines, both extant and dismantled, the rivers and the roads in the area. 
There is further common land recorded to the south-west of Moor Lane under reference CL10, which is referred to as the Church Lammas. The common land would be open to access on foot under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, although I was informed that section 193 of the Law of Property Act 1925 (the 1925 Act) is relevant, meaning that the common land has access right to ‘air and exercise’ for both equestrians and pedestrians. SBC has a role as successor to the Board of Management set up under the Metropolitan Commons Supplemental Act 1880 to preserve the commons.  
FP18 runs generally northerly from Moor Lane through common land, over the crossing and north-north-westerly to a junction with Footpath 17 (FP17) and Footpath 19 (FP19). FP17 continues alongside the Wraysbury River to a junction with Bridleway 50 (BR50), which runs alongside the M25 from Moor Lane to Stanwell Moor. FP19 crosses the Wraysbury River by way of a footbridge and then runs north to join Footpath 16 (FP16), a short stretch linking to BR50, and Footpath 14 (FP14), which provides a link into the Moor, crosses the River Colne and links to Footpath 12 (FP12). Access to the bridge under the dismantled railway runs east from FP19 providing another link into the larger area of the Moor. 
FP12 runs generally south through the Moor, crossing the River Colne. It joins Footpath 45 (FP45), which passes underneath the A30 and then, as Footpath 21 (FP21), over the railway line by way of bridges. FP21 then joins Moor Lane, passing the property Moor Lodge. 
From FP45 to the south of the A30 Footpath 13 runs south-east, crossing the Staines Reservoir Aqueduct and then the railway line north-east of Wraysbury Gardens. This crossing of the railway line was referred to by NR as Moor Farm.
Although there was some discussion in the submissions regarding when FP18 first came into existence, I do not consider this to be relevant to the matters before me. I understand that the public rights of way were recorded on the Definitive Map and Statement under the provisions of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949. 
The crossing is referred to by NR as a passive level crossing. When it was last in use it had a level crossing deck with wicket gates and Stop, Look, Listen (SLL) signs on either side of the crossing. The current passenger and freight services lead to approximately 84 trains/day passing over the crossing, with 2 passenger trains per hour, in each direction, between 05:30 and 23:30, up to a line speed of 60mph. Passenger service, freight trains and ad-hoc engineering trains may run over the full 24-hour period, at varying speeds. 
In 2014 NR approached SCC regarding their safety concerns and desire to divert or extinguish FP18. An application was made for a temporary closure under section 14(1) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984 (RTRA) for a closure on safety grounds. The temporary closure, which was stated to be a “…reasonable interim solution to ensure that there are no other fatalities on this crossing whilst a permanent solution is sought…” has been extended 14 times by the Secretary of State, that is every 6 months as required, with NR meeting the associated costs. Section 14(1)(b) of the RTRA relies specifically on the “likelihood of danger to the public”. It is noted that SBC has never petitioned SCC or the Secretary of State to re-open the crossing.
Whilst there were concerns that removal of some of the crossing infrastructure had pre-judged the outcome of this decision, I am satisfied that this was undertaken as part of a works programme. Given that the route was subject to the temporary closure order it was not unreasonable that infrastructure was not reinstated. I am satisfied that appropriate crossing infrastructure could be reinstated should I determine that this draft Order be not made. 
Whether it is reasonably practicable to make the crossing safe for use by the public 
I understand that the NR policy for managing level crossing risk takes account of a number of relevant matters, which are recorded in the Narrative Risk Assessment (NRA) for each crossing. The NRA records the quantitative risk assessment arising from the All Level Crossing Risk Model (ALCRM), which was developed in conjunction with Rail Safety & Standards Board (RSSB), alongside the qualitative information arising from observations of relevant Level Crossing Manager. I note doubts about the robustness of the model raised by SNHS, among others, in relation to reliability of ALCRM. The risk model is an industry standard and, as such, I am satisfied that it is appropriate to place reliance on the data arising. 
As the qualitative NRA process was introduced after the temporary closure of the crossing, the December 2020 NRA was produced on the basis of information that would be relevant if the crossing were open. It sets out that when carrying out a level crossing risk assessment in line with NR and ORR policy, one must look to eliminate the hazard through the hierarchy of risk controls. Risk controls should, where practicable, be achieved through the elimination of level crossings in favour of closure, or in providing bridges, underpasses, or diversions if no suitable alternative routes exist. 
The NRA highlights frequent trains, very significantly insufficient sighting, vulnerable use, a high level of potential accidental human error, previous deliberate misuse, much variation in train speeds, and no adequate protection to allow for re-opening without additional mitigation, which would have residual risk. The predicted risk assessment rating from ALCRM is C4[footnoteRef:8], which NR indicated to be high to medium. Taking account of the availability of alternative routes, to which I shall return, closure via extinguishment of the crossing was seen as the option to be taken forward, with a positive cost benefit analysis (CBA) and removal of unacceptable risk to the public. [8:  Collective risk is a measure of the total harm, or safety loss and is expressed in terms of Fatalities and Weighted Injuries (FWI) per year, reported in numeric form and ranked from ‘1 to 13’ where ‘1’ represents the highest risk and ‘13’ representing nil risk. The risk to the individual crossing user is the level of risk a single typical user is exposed to per year of use of a level crossing. It is calculated as the ‘probability of fatality’ and expressed as a letter, ranked from ‘A to M’ (‘A’ representing the highest risk and ‘M’ representing nil risk). ] 

The objectors, in particular those who live nearby and had formerly used the crossing, were of the view that the crossing was safe to use, with a clear view along the railway in both directions. It was accepted that there had been two fatal accidents involving a child in 2003 and an older walker in 2008 but argued that the users had not felt unsafe on the crossing themselves and that further works could be undertaken to improve safety sufficiently to allow the crossing to reopen. There was concern that, in proposing to make the draft Order, inappropriate account had been taken of a reported suicide at the crossing, which had not occurred; I have taken no account of it at this stage in considering the draft Order. 
The decision point is where an individual would reasonably decide to cross and is a minimum of 2m from the track, generally identified by the SLL sign. The sighting distance is the distance that a user can see in both directions when looking for approaching trains. When standing at the decision point on the down side, that is the Moor Lane side, looking towards the down direction train approach, that is towards trains leaving Staines, sighting is restricted by the railings on the rail bridge 3/66 over the River Wraysbury, which is 22 metres from the crossing. With a line speed of 60mph, when sighted at 22m, a train will reach the crossing in 0.82 seconds. NR calculated that the crossing traverse length was 9.9 metres, giving rise to a traverse time of 8.33 seconds with regard to able-bodied, unencumbered pedestrians. I agree with NR that this sighting deficiency puts users walking from south to north over the crossing at high risk of train strike. 
As I was unable to access the crossing to view the bridge myself, I asked NR to provide further information on bridge 3/66 to assist. Inquiry Document number 10 (NR Note 8) provides photographs from the decision point, elevation and cross-section drawings and measurements, as well as video stills taken as a train passed through the crossing[footnoteRef:9]. Unusually, the Inquiry also benefitted from photographs of the lower structure of the bridge from the water[footnoteRef:10]. I am satisfied from the evidence, and in particular this additional information, that the sighting distance is directly affected by the bridge railings. I am also satisfied from the evidence that this bridge is a structural railway feature, which cannot be altered or removed.   [9:  Inquiry Document number 11 (NR Note 9) contains the video]  [10:  Inquiry Document number 36] 

The professional opinion of the SCC Officer remained as set out in the original recommendation on the application made to SCC, which was that the crossing was unsafe and, therefore, that an Order should be made. It was following cross-examination of the relevant NR witnesses on the safety case, and improvements that could be made, that SBC withdrew their objection to the draft Order[footnoteRef:11]. They were, at that point, satisfied with NR’s consideration of available safety mitigation in reaching the decision to extinguish FP18.   [11:  As set out from paragraph 12] 

Although of the view that the crossing was already safe for use by the public, a number of objectors made suggestions for improvements, which they believed could make it safer and so allow the reopening. Several referred to improvements which had been made to the Moor Farm crossing relatively recently and a copy of the 2 October 2019 NRA relating to this crossing was submitted. I understand the tendency to compare these crossings, as they are in such close proximity, and I visited the Moor Farm crossing as part of my site visits to understand the issues. However, the risk assessment for every crossing will be an individual tailored assessment based upon the specific facts of that crossing. I accept the argument of NR that it is not possible to simply import the changes on one crossing onto another to achieve results. However, I shall briefly consider the main points raised. 
Vegetation cutback
Given the current overgrowth, due to the length of time that the crossing has been unavailable for use, it is unsurprising that there is an impression that cutting it back would lead to improvements for users. However, I agree with NR that even if the vegetation was cut back it would not overcome the issue of the sighting distance, which arises from the bridge abutment, not vegetation.
Crossing deck
The crossing is over a double-track electrified railway with 750 volts DC third rail. The alignment of FP18, and of the deck was about 66o to the rails, as noted in the Rail Accident Investigation Branch Rail Accident Report[footnoteRef:12] (RAIB Report). There was discussion around the possibility of moving the decking further to the north-west, however, I agree that there is insufficient leeway in the legal alignment of FP18 to ameliorate the sighting deficiency.   [12:  Rail Accident Investigation Branch Report 27/2008, December 2008] 

The nature of the crossing deck is such that it has to provide for the four rail lines to bisect it. The RAIB Report identified, as causal factors to the 2008 incident, that the surface of the crossing was slippery; and that NR had not added a non-slip surface to the crossing, as considered in 1996 and requested in 2005. I understand the criticism that work to improve the decking surface had not been carried out at the time it was identified as an item of work and I am satisfied that an appropriately surfaced deck could be provided again, having been provided prior to the closure. However, that of itself would not ameliorate the issue of sighting distance.  
This was one of several issues subject to lengthy cross-examination with regard to the June 2015 RSSB document, Research into the causes of pedestrian accidents at level crossings and potential solutions. It was identified as an ‘S1’ type intervention by reference to Appendix G of that document, with items V1, V2, V5, T3 and P1 also discussed. It was clear that there was  suspicion that NR had not taken account of all possible options to make the crossing safe to open. Whilst I am aware that some objectors still hold such concerns, I am satisfied that the further information[footnoteRef:13] requested by SBC,  regarding historic decision-making processes, assisted in clarifying that the relevant possibilities had been appropriately reviewed.  [13:  Inquiry Document number 9] 

Access points
The NRA noted that the paths leading from the gates up a shallow incline to track level were unmade and uneven, with loosely laid ballast. I agree with those objectors who said that it would not be difficult to alter the surface, although the inclines would undoubtedly remain in this landscape. However, this also would not improve the sighting distance on the downside line. 
Whistle boards 
There were whistle boards located on either side of the crossing, which would be the point NR calculated to be the optimum distance allowing sufficient warning time, with the train driver sounding the train horn to warn potential crossing users of the approach of the train. I am satisfied that such whistle boards could be reinstated but this places the onus on the train driver to act on the signage and the user to react appropriately. 
Whistle boards on the railway line approaching the crossing are the point at which train drivers sound the horn to warn crossing users of trains approaching except in the Night-time Quiet Period (NTQP) between the hours of 00.00 and 06.00[footnoteRef:14]. The NTQP was introduced due to the harm that train horns sounding through the night caused to local residents versus the perceived risk at crossings at those times. [14:  When the crossing was open the NTQP was slightly longer and ran from 23:00 to 0700] 

Although objectors took the view that the train whistle should provide sufficient warning, I agree with NR that in this location train whistles may be obscured by the background noise. Whilst people may be used to the background noise in their locale, I found that even in a period of lower travel due to Covid-19 lockdown restrictions, there was significant background noise arising from traffic on both the M25 and the A30 as well as from Heathrow Airport. As the train driver should not use the horn during the NTQP, unless a person is seen at a crossing, there is no warning given by the trains passing the whistle boards and sighting of an approaching train in this period relies on the user.
I am not satisfied that the whistle boards provide sufficient protection to overcome the sighting deficiency. They were in place during the period within which the most recent incident occurred at the crossing in April 2008 and the RAIB Report notes that the train driver also sounded his horn on sighting people on the crossing. Despite this a fatality occurred, with a witness saying that they had not heard the horn. 
Other Mitigations 
There was concern that NR had not done all that they could to look for solutions which would allow the crossing to remain open, with mention of Overlay Miniature Stop Lights (OMSLs), Automated Obstacle Detection systems, such as Light Detection and Ranging (LIDAR) or radar, and the possibility of other solutions being available or developed. 
I am satisfied that those giving evidence on behalf of NR were the appropriate industry experts to assist the Inquiry as to possible solutions. Taking account of the submitted evidence, including CBA, I am satisfied that there is no feasible current solution which would make the crossing safe for users. Whilst I understand the hope that there may be solutions on the horizon, I am not satisfied that keeping a temporary closure in place for any longer than has already been the case is reasonable or proportionate.
Line speed/train number changes
It was suggested that the 60mph line-speed could not be met, due to the proximity of the railway station at Staines and, therefore, the ALCRM results may be incorrect. I see no reason why the ALCRM inputs, which take account of through-train speeds as well as stopping train speeds, were incorrect. As a result, I am satisfied that I can place reliance on the outcome. 
In relation to the idea of reducing train numbers, in order to reduce the risk profile, I agree with NR that this would not be justifiable. The operational efficiency of the railway must be maintained, with public safety addressed by other means, wherever and however it is possible to do so.
Bridge or tunnel
A grade separated crossing, above or below the line of the railway, is a solution for a level crossing. The BHS suggested that there had formerly been an underpass in this location, which could be reinstated. In the alternative it was suggested that a footbridge be provided, including access for horses.
Although the common land on either side may have a right allowing use by horses, I do not consider that the evidence shows that there has been a crossing of the railway line for such use since recording of FP18 on the Definitive Map and Statement[footnoteRef:15]. Whilst the Ordnance Survey (OS) base map on the MAGIC mapping supplied by the BHS annotates an ‘underpass’ in this location, there is no indication of such on the ground.  [15:  Which records the location and status of public rights of way] 

The Common land register maps held by SCC on an older OS base map do not show an underpass. It is notable that the annotated subway to the south, joining 2 parts of the Lammas, CL10, is coloured as part of the common land whilst the railway bisects the 2 areas of CL31 at the crossing. The route over the crossing is recorded as a public footpath and I am not aware of any formal claim to record higher rights. I am satisfied that the CBA demonstrates that a footbridge would not be a viable option in this location and that there is insufficient evidence to support a requirement to provide alternative access for horse riders as a result of this proposal. 
Other matters regarding reasonable practicability
The application for an Order was made in Control Period 5 (2014 - 2019)[footnoteRef:16], when NR sought to reduce level crossing risk by 25%, including through closure of crossings. NR confirmed that in the current spending period, Control Period 6 (2019 – 2024) (CP6), that there is no funding available for any mitigation works. I agree with objectors that if the draft Order was not made, and the crossing reopened, then replacing former infrastructure, such as the crossing deck, could be funded through normal maintenance regimes. [16:  The term Control Period refers to NR’s budgeting period ] 

Taking account of the requirements for NR to manage public money responsibly, alongside the CBA, I am satisfied that there is no business case for any of the mitigations that could make the crossing acceptably safe. The simpler mitigations, such as those discussed above may be capable of being met through contingency funding, but this would not alter the unacceptable safety risk arising from the sighting deficiency.
Whilst funding would not be available in CP6, I can see no reason why it could not be brought forward as a project under the subsequent budgeting period. Nonetheless, this would lead to at least another 3 years of temporary closure and I am not satisfied that this is an appropriate solution given that the CBA identified no reasonably practicable mitigations. 
Some people made the point that neither the RAIB Report nor ORR had made a recommendation to close the crossing following that investigation. Whilst this is true, the RAIB Report recognised that the difficulty of closing the crossing, which in this case has taken 7 years, with applications to the local highway authority being rejected, an application to the Secretary of State and a public Inquiry. It noted that the continued availability to members of the public as a footpath, was an underlying cause of the accident. The decision on this draft Order is made on the basis of the most recent information available to me.   
SBC indicated it had concerns in relation to NR’s historic engagement, particularly with regard to the transparency of its options analysis and decision-making processes, as set out in the SBC’s evidence, with members of the public sharing similar concerns. As a result, SBC felt that the public interest in the proposal meant that the decision-making needed to be subjected to scrutiny. Following that process SBC accepted that it would not be reasonably practicable to implement mitigations in order to render the crossing safe, given that neither a footbridge nor underpass would be physically or financially feasible; and secondary mitigations would neither prove sufficiently effective nor CBA-compliant. 
Conclusions
I am satisfied that there is a sighting deficiency on the Down line. Taking account of all relevant matters I consider that it is expedient to make the Order in the interests of the safety of members of the public using, or likely to use, the crossing. I understand that objectors feel that the crossing is safe to use and wish it to be reopened. However, I am satisfied that it is not reasonably practicable to make the crossing safe for use by the public. 
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Arrangements for appropriate barriers and signs to be erected and maintained
[bookmark: _Ref57713236]Due to the temporary closures, which have now been in force for some seven years, the crossing is for all practical purposes inaccessible. Fencing across the former gateways, along with significant overgrowth, severely limit even the ability to inspect the area. Whilst concerns were raised about potential for access at another point a little to the north-west of the crossing, I consider this a matter for NR in relation to their normal maintenance and inspection regime.
NR confirmed that if the Order was made, it would continue to maintain the fencing in at the crossing, preventing future use. The sign at Moor Lane indicating a terminus point for FP18, would also be removed. I am satisfied that the arrangements for appropriate barriers and signs to be erected, or removed, and maintained are in place. 
The alternative routes 
Unsurprisingly the majority of objections were made by residents of Moor Lane, local to the crossing who had been accustomed to using it in the past and wished to do so again. The main use was for access to the Moor, primarily for recreation, such as dog walking, bird watching and botany. The Staines Moormasters indicated use connected with the management of grazing animals on the main part of the Moor, to the east of the disused railway. 
SNHS indicated that FP18 provided immediate access to Unit 13 of the Staines Moor Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), which is the section to the west of the dismantled railway. The June 2010 review of the nature conservation objectives for this part of the site identified tall fen habitat as the key designated interest feature and in good condition. This habitat is in the south of the area, occupying a relatively small area. At that time the management of this part of the SSSI was supported by a Countryside Stewardship agreement, with very light grazing. The route also provides access to the largest area of anthills; Butts Pond, where a rare diving beetle is found; and the Yeoveney Ditch, with its 300-year-old willows. These are all located in the north of the main part of the Moor. 
The 2015 Risk Assessment and 2020 NRA report a nine-day census undertaken at the crossing from 12 January to 20 January 2013. Saturday 19 January was the busiest day, with 129 pedestrians (69 westbound and 60 eastbound). It noted that as the crossing is susceptible to seasonal flooding, it would be expected that during the drier months pedestrian usage would be far higher.   
As the 2020 NRA notes, due to the temporary closure, another census could not be carried out. Calculations of likely crossing numbers were made from census counts on the alternative crossing points in the vicinity: the Moor Lane road bridge to the northwest; FP21 at the railway overbridge south-east of the crossing; and the Moor Farm level crossing, further to the south-east. NR were of the view that, if reopened, the levels of use at the crossing would be similar to those recorded in 2013. 
It is difficult to clarify the latent desire to use a particular route, which will be specific to the location. However, given that the majority of use is likely to be from the local residents of Moor Lane I consider the overall volume of use unlikely to change, as the change in number of residents will be low unless there are significant building works. I note there are apparently several blocks of flats planned, however, with the constraints of common land to the north of the A30 bridge it seems likely these would be on the Staines side, with FP21 likely to be the closest access to the Moor. If to the west of the M25, where there are business premises which could potentially be redeveloped, the closest access would be BR50 and/or FP17.   
The draft Order identifies the alternative route as Moor Lane, part of BR50 and FP17, providing a link to FP19 north-west of the crossing. The other alternative route discussed during the Inquiry was FP21 to the south-east. I walked these routes during both my accompanied and unaccompanied site visits.  
Moor Lane & FP17
There was concern that people would not wish to use Moor Lane, due to the corner leading to the bridge over the railway line and traffic on the road. I am conscious that my site visits were undertaken at times when normal traffic may not have been on Moor Lane, due to the coronavirus restrictions. Nevertheless, this is a cul-de-sac route which is unlikely to have high levels of vehicular use and with a 30mph speed limit. 
I recognise that people may find walking this route noisier, as it runs closer to the M25 than the crossing itself. However, even bearing in mind that I was making site visits during somewhat unusual times, when vehicular use may have been lower, I found that whilst not a pleasant walk from a noise perspective this did not prevent me hearing cars approaching on the bridge, in either direction. Whilst there were no lorries during the times I was there, which I understand traverse to and fro the businesses situated to the west of the M25, I consider I would similarly be aware of those. Crashmap data shows one accident on Moor Lane, which occurred 20 years ago and involved 2 vehicles. It appears to have been at or near the junction leading underneath the M25 and did not involve pedestrians. 
NR recognised that, unlike the majority of Moor Lane, the section to the north-east of the railway bridge had no footway (pavement) alongside the carriageway. Agreement was made with SCC, as the highway authority, to fund improvements on this section of the road in connection with the proposal. The funding agreement arose following a December 2015 site visit, which included some local residents. 
Although some queried whether the funding, set out in a signed agreement between NR and SCC[footnoteRef:17], would be sufficient for the proposed works I consider that SCC are best placed to understand the cost issues. They have signed the agreement and I am satisfied that I can place reliance on this document in relation to planned improvements to the identified alternative route. [17:  Inquiry Document numbers 13 & 14, NR Notes 11 & 12] 

The other matter related to use of FP17, which runs alongside the Wraysbury River and, as evidenced from my site visits and photographs supplied to the Inquiry, subject to flood events. It was argued that users would not find this to be a useful alternative crossing and improvements should be made. The landowner, who lives to the west of the river and footpath and also owns land to the east of the river, was concerned about additional use of FP17, which had been observed since the temporary closure of the crossing in 2014. 
As SCC noted FP17 is already a public footpath, not a new footpath being placed on the land, over which SCC already has a duty in relation to maintenance. The availability of FP17 would not be affected by the extinguishment or not of FP18. However, NR and SCC agreed to fund a fence to the west of the footpath; this would not be a ‘security’ fence, as the landowner suggested, which would require additional works and permissions. I am satisfied that fencing should resolve concerns regarding potential mixing of dogs and livestock; it remains open to the landowner whether or not to accept that time-limited offer.
Another issue raised in relation to this route was that people sometimes congregated at the junction of Moor Lane and BR50, where there is a gate preventing unauthorised vehicles from continuing along the bridleway. There was evidence of inappropriate use of the area with visible littering, which I was informed sometimes included drug and alcohol litter. Whilst I understand that such matters may inhibit use of this alternative by some users this is an existing matter on existing highways. It is a management and/or enforcement issue and I do not consider that it should have significant weight in relation to the appropriateness of the alternative route. 
It was suggested that the section of FP18 leading to crossing from the south-west could be diverted to avoid use of Moor Lane. NR confirmed that this had been looked at during their development of the application but the constraints arising from land use to the south of the Moor Lane railway bridge, where there is a pond, prevented this. As FP18 crosses common land, on which there is already a right to air and exercise I do not consider that there would be any advantage in diversion of the footpath over this land. It is appropriate that it be extinguished as part of this process.    
FP21 & the continuation to the Moor
To the south-east of the crossing there is access onto the Moor using a bridge over the railway line and then under a bridge carrying the A30. This access is further for residents of properties north of the A30. This end of Moor Lane is serviced with footways and, given the emerging picture was that the destination was this main part of the Moor, whether as an end in itself or as part of a circular route, it remains generally accessible via this alternative. There are parking spaces at the entrance to FP21, which provide additional assistance to users in gaining access to this land. Whilst there was concern that parking could cause congestion problems there was no evidence that such had occurred in the 7 years since the temporary closure of the crossing, despite anecdotal evidence of an increase in footfall on the Moor during the recent period of government health restrictions. 
The other matter raised was the gradient on the overbridge in comparison to the crossing, which as a ‘level’ crossing remains at the level of the railway. I agree with objectors that the gradient may make use of this route more difficult for some users; however, I weigh this against the danger to those users in taking access over the crossing, which does not provide sufficient sighting to the south-east for able-bodied users, let alone those who may be more vulnerable users in NR’s terms. 
In relation to access for management of animals grazing on the Moor I note that the animal pen is situated close to the A30 bridge. This makes sense, as the route followed by the right of way is available for managed vehicular access to and from the Moor, which could include the collection and release of animals or access for veterinary care. I do not consider there is evidence that environmental harm would be caused to the SSSI due to the Order. Access for grazing, referred to in the review of Unit 13, could not be via FP18 in any event, there being no means to facilitate safe crossing for livestock. 
Overall, I am satisfied that this route provides another alternative to that formally identified by the draft Order. 
[bookmark: _Ref403478444]Other matters
Equality Act 2010 
The BHS raised concerns NR had not taken appropriate account of the public sector equality duty (PSED), placed on them by the Equality Act 2010 (the 2010 Act). NR were concerned with regard to use of the crossing by vulnerable users, who may be classified as such due to their age and/or disability. These are protected characteristics under the 2010 Act, which establishes a general duty on public authorities, which includes my role, to have due regard when carrying out their functions, to the need: to eliminate unlawful discrimination, harassment, or victimisation; advance equality of opportunity; and to foster good relations. 
It was suggested that the duty could be met through provision of an Access Impact Assessment, which I agree could have been helpful. However, there is no requirement as to how the PSED is met and, as helpfully indicated by the BHS, the ‘due regard’ element allows consideration to be proportionate. Having due regard means consciously thinking about the three aims of the Equality Duty, as set out above, as part of the process of decision-making. 
An argument from some objectors was that the crossing should be open for use in particular for older people, who were less able to use either of the alternative routes discussed above. It is clear that NR were taking account of such users, referring to vulnerable users in their NRA. Indeed, one of the reasons for their concern over use of the crossing was that such users were more likely to be involved in an incident in that location. The footbridge option was discounted in part on the basis that a ramped structure may be required to meet the requirements of the 2010 Act. Although I understand that the landowner moved more recently to willingness to sell land for a footbridge, the CBA of acquisition and construction, alongside the issue of adverse ground conditions and susceptibility to flooding, removed that option.
The BHS believed there was a lack of an appropriate assessment of the mitigation and other alternatives, also suggesting that the SLC had not been provided with appropriate information. I note that the SCC report to the SLC included information in the “EQUALITIES AND DIVERSITY IMPLICATIONS” section which made clear that they had taken account of equality and diversity issues. They were content that the agreed improvements, referred to earlier, were in line with the Rights of Way Improvement Plan for Surrey regarding the principle of least restrictive access, with FP17 providing a suitable alternative route and no significant equality or diversity implications. Whilst the BHS may disagree with that conclusion, I am satisfied that the public bodies involved in this matter have had due regard to their PSED. 
It was said that removal of the crossing had particularly impacted some local residents, preventing them from exercising as they had previously. I recognise that changes to routines, including dog walks or general air and exercise can be disruptive. I am particularly aware that longer routes can impact on those less mobile. However, I bear in mind that to the south-west of the crossing there are other areas of common land, such as the Church Lammas, open for air and exercise. There are clear walked routes to and from the Moor Lane area under discussion and walks around the ponds here. Anyone unable to access the Moor via the two alternative routes has other local access available.        
In my consideration of the draft Order, I have my own PSED in mind. Although closure of the crossing would lead to some users having to travel further if wishing to make similar journeys to those previously available, I am satisfied that it would also improve their safety, as the identified alternative crossings of the railway are grade-separated. In weighing the positives and negatives in relation to these matters I do not find that closure of the crossing would have disproportionate negative impact on those with protected characteristics. 
Flooding 
Flooding was clearly an issue in relation to FP17, with the landowner concerned that works by the Environment Agency (the EA) may have made ground conditions worse in this area; this is a separate matter outside the remit of the Inquiry. It was also said that the access via FP21 was often subject to flooding, with both alternatives suggested to be less usable due to flooding than FP18. 
During my November 2020 site visit I found flooding on parts of FP17, FP19 and FP18 on the common land to the north-east of the crossing. I did not find the section of FP45 onto the Moor, under the A30 bridge, to be flooded at that time, although there are photographs of flooding in this area. I asked for flooding information to be provided and this showed that the EA identified the majority of the area being within Zone 3, which is high risk for flooding, with the remainder Zone 2, that is medium risk. 
Taking account of the evidence as a whole it appears that when the alternative routes would be flooded the route of FP18 would be in a similar situation. I do not consider that the potential for flooding makes the alternative route substantially less suitable for users than the existing route. 
Compensation
The crossing is situated within the area of interest to the Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company (CVPCIC). CVPCIC aims to maintain and enhance the Colne Valley, said to be the first taste of countryside to the west of London. 
FP18 was part of one of the promoted 20 Short Walks and CVPCIC were of the view that the alternative routes were inadequate replacements, being longer and subject to the matters already discussed above. In relation to the walks, I note that CVPCIC have altered their walk description to include the identified alternative route, FP17 and Moor Lane. Whilst this is a longer route, I do not consider it significantly so in terms of a planned walk of this nature. It has continued to be used as part of CVPCIC’s promoted routes, rather than being withdrawn as unsuitable. I consider that the change in distance more relevant to those living locally and I have taken these matters into account above.   
By virtue of the section 121(2) of the 1980 Act, section 28 applies to rail crossing extinguishment orders. Section 28 provides for compensation to be payable where it can be shown that the value of an interest in land has depreciated as a result of an order or where a person has suffered damage by being disturbed in his enjoyment of land in consequence of the making of an order. The term “interest” is defined in section 28(5) to include rights over land, whether those rights are enjoyed by virtue of an interest in land, by agreement or by licence. Compensation would only be payable to landowners or those with any other legal basis to sue for the effect the extinguishment on them.
As compensation is a post-confirmation matter it is not directly before me. As funding has been agreed between SCC and NR to improve the alternative route I consider this reasonably meets the CVPCIC suggestion that NR should provide mitigation and compensation. The suggestion of investment or an annual contribution that could be used to improve landscape and attractiveness of any alternative route or routes to access the Moor is, in my view, an entirely separate matter, not relevant to my consideration. 
Alternative route summary
I do not consider it sufficient to simply show that an alternative route exists; that route must provide a reasonable alternative, taking account of the relevant local circumstances, which will be different in every case. Additional distance and time will be inconvenient to some users and may curtail or prevent their former use of the area. Although FP17 is subject to flooding this appears from the data to be little different to the situation users would find on FP18 and I note that the landowner indicated there had been increased use of FP17 following the temporary closure, suggesting that at least some people have found the alternative to be appropriate for them. 
I understand that recreational use is important in relation to exercise, wellbeing, physical and mental health, with concerns that older residents in particular were seeing a decrease in footfall and neighbourly greetings. I note that when the application was first submitted to SCC the relevant Officer took the view that the Order should be made. As the highway authority for the area, I place weight on that recommendation. SBC took the view, following securement of the funding for the proposed improvement works, that the northern alternative route could be made sufficiently safe for users. Having accepted that the evidence indicated that the crossing could not be made safe through reasonably practicable means, they were satisfied that the alternative routes offered an acceptable compromise. 
Taking account of the relevant matters, I am satisfied that there are appropriate alternative routes available, with improvements now secured for the northern route. These routes provide alternatives for all users, whether in connection with their rights of common, their recreation, work, or study purposes. I agree with those objectors who are of the view that there are negative outcomes to closure of such a route. However, I do not consider that in this case that there is such a significant adverse effect on users that this should weigh against the making of the Order.
Other matters
There was discussion about diverting the route further to the north-west, with the idea that in being further from the abutment the sighting deficiency would be reduced. The tests for diversion of a right of way over a railway are set out by section 119A of the 1980 Act. Whether it would be subsequently possible to create a crossing over the railway at a different location, if the Order was made, would relate to separate tests, set out under sections 25 or 26 of the 1980 Act. The draft Order relates to extinguishment and I must make my decision on the tests in the relevant part of 1980 Act, which is section 118A, therefore I have not taken further account of these matters.
There was unhappiness that decisions were understood to have been taken at a local level, to keep the crossing open, which were not being followed through. Decisions to support, or not to support, closure may be local political decisions or public votes. However, this decision on behalf of the Secretary of State must take account of the evidence available to the Inquiry. 
Conclusions
I am satisfied with regard to the arrangements for barriers, subsection (4)(b) of the 1980 Act, as set out from paragraph 71 above. As discussed above, I am satisfied that it is not reasonably practicable to make the crossing safe for use by the public. 
In relation to overall expediency, I must have regard to all the circumstances and in doing so I have taken account of the effect of permanent closure of the crossing on those living locally. I have taken account of the setting and use of the crossing in the past, which would no doubt resume if it was reopened, and matters associated with use of the alternative available routes. 
Having regard to these and all other matters raised at the Inquiry, and in the written representations, I conclude that it is expedient that the Order should be made subject to the modification to the date in the title. The Order will be dated at the time that it is made.  
Formal Decision
The Order be made subject to the following modifications, which do not require advertisement:
0. In the title to the Order:
0. replace text “…2019” with text “…2021”
0. Order to be dated on the day that it is made.
Heidi Cruickshank
Inspector




APPEARANCES

	In Support of the Order:

	Mr J Lopez
	of Counsel on behalf of Network Rail Infrastructure Limited

	  who called:
	

	  Mr J Greenwood
	Head of Liability Negotiation

	
	

	  Mr D Hajnus
	Liability Negotiations Manager

	
	

	  Mr S Pead
	Level Crossing Manager

	
	

	
	

	In Objection to the Order:

	Mr A Abu Warda
	

	
	

	Mr G Freeman
	Spelthorne Natural History Society

	
	

	Ms L Fuller
	

	
	

	Mr P Graham
	Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company

	
	

	Mrs D Jones
	Senior Countryside Access Officer, Surrey County Council

	
	

	Ms S Jones
	

	
	

	Mr M Matthews
	Staines Ramblers

	
	

	Mr B Milton
	British Horse Society

	
	

	Cllr S Mooney
	Surrey County Council

	
	

	Mr A Murphy
	

	
	

	Mr E Sloane
	

	
	



	

	Interested Parties:

	Mr J Darby
	of Counsel instructed by Spelthorne Borough Council

	  who called:
	

	  Mr C Hatton
	Planning Officer (Strategic Planning), Spelthorne Borough Council

	
	

	Mr I Wilks
	


 





www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate	 

DOCUMENTS

	1
	The Order

	
	

	2
	Opening remarks on behalf of NR 

	
	

	3
	NR1: Crashmaps Report 

	
	

	4
	NR2: SCC Officers Report Extract

	
	

	5
	NR3: Moor-Opening-190121

	
	

	6
	NR4: Note on Seasonal Flooding

	
	

	7
	NR5: Note on RAIB Reports & attachments

	
	

	8
	NR6: Note on the Prospects of Re-Opening the Crossing

	
	

	9
	NR7: Note on the Consideration of Various Options at the Crossing

	
	

	10
	NR8: Note on the Line Cross-Section and Bridge 3/66

	
	

	11
	NR9: Video of Train Passing the Crossing

	
	

	12
	NR10: SCC PROW Priority Statement 7th edition

	
	

	13
	NR11: NR Letter of Undertaking

	
	

	14
	NR12: FFNRA – Funding Agreement NR/SCC

	
	

	15
	NR13: Note on LIDAR and OD crossing type

	
	

	16
	NR14: NR Closing Statement

	
	

	17
	NR – Photos Moor Lane

	
	

	18
	NR – T936 Research Brief, Enhancing Accuracy and Functionality of ALCRM   

	
	

	19
	Mr Abu Warda Objection 1 February 2021

	
	

	20
	Mr Abu Warda Map showing proposed fenceline

	
	

	21
	SNHS information on Staines Commons Steering Group

	
	

	22
	SNHS Managing risk at level crossings

	
	

	23
	SNHS Proof of evidence

	
	

	24
	SNHS Closing submissions

	
	

	25
	Lynda Fuller email

	
	

	26
	Colne Valley Park Staines Moor walk number 20

	
	

	27
	SCC Statement for the Public Inquiry 

	
	

	28
	SCC Officer Report, 23 April 2015

	
	

	29
	SCC Closing Submissions

	
	

	30
	BHS Statement of objection, 26 January 2021 

	
	

	31
	Memorandum of understanding 

	
	

	32
	Equality Act access impact assessment information & example

	
	

	33
	ORR Consultation on ‘Principles for managing level crossing safety’ guidance, January 2021 & consultation draft

	
	

	34
	RSP7, Level Crossings: A guide for managers, designers and operators, December 2011

	
	

	35
	Cllr Mooney Statement

	
	

	36
	Mr Murphy – photograph of bridge

	
	

	37
	SBC  opening submissions

	
	

	38
	SBC enews, 29 January 2021

	
	

	39
	SBC statement withdrawing objection, 29 January 2021

	
	

	40
	SBC further statement, 1 February 2021

	
	

	41
	Mr I Wilks comments

	
	

	
	

	42
	SBC Application for costs against NR

	
	

	43
	NR15: NR Response to Cost Application

	
	

	
	

	44
	Post-Inquiry Note relating to RSP7 Guidance

	
	



 [image: Order Map]Map not to original scale

image1.jpeg
| ?%3% The Planning Inspectorate




image2.emf

