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1. Background 

1.1. This report has been commissioned to assess the impact that the reopening of Bailey Lane 
Level Crossing will have on user safety, and primarily to answer the question whether it can 
reasonably be made safe for public use. It also specifically addresses assumptions made 
by the Inspector in her s119A Order Decision (ROW/3253077) 5 September 2022. She 
opined that it is easy to dismiss the potential for small scale changes that can collectively 
reduce the risks at a crossing. 

1.2. The collective mitigations the Inspector considered where the resultant risk would be 
acceptable in public safety terms, were: 

1.2.1.1. Reconfigure the crossing with a single deck, with no skew; 

1.2.1.2. Reintroduction of the Whistle Boards; 

1.2.1.3. A slight reduction in the speed of trains approaching, to 45 or 40mph. 

1.2.1.4. introduce self-locking gates overseen by CCTV. 

1.3. Should the Crossing reopen it would need to be compliant with current legislative 
requirements for level crossings. Network Rail has a responsibility and legal duty under the 
Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 for the health, safety, and welfare of its employees 
and for protecting others who interface with the railway, including use of a level crossing, 
against risk. 

1.4. Network Rail also has a legal responsibility under the Management of Health and Safety 
at Work Regulations 1999. Section 3 focuses on the requirement for suitable and sufficient 
assessments of risk to health and safety of employees and others in connection with their 
undertaking. 

1.5. In this regard, should the Crossing be reopened to public use, the requirements demand no 
less than the risk is mitigated to as low as reasonably practical (ALARP). It is therefore not 
sufficient to reopen the Crossing with only minimal risk mitigation in place which will leave 
users, especially those categorized as ‘vulnerable’ at risk of being struck by a train. 

2. Level Crossing Details 

Name of crossing  Bailey Lane 

Type Footpath with Wicket Gates (FPW) 

ALCRM Risk Rating C2 

Fatality Weighted Index (FWI) 0.01294501 

Rating with ‘collective mitigations’ C2 

FWI with ‘collective mitigations’ 0.012820995 

Engineers Line Reference (ELR) CBC1 

Mileage  9m 68ch (1496yds) 

Region / Route NW&C Region / North West Route 

OS Grid Reference  SD409799 

What3words Noses.drove.tungsten 

Number of lines crossed 2 

Line Speed (mph)  50mph 

Electrification  N/A 

Signal Box  Grange Over Sands  



Page 4 of 25 

Bailey Lane Level Crossing. Impact Risk Assessment Report. 03 November 2022 

 

 

2.1. As part of a level crossing risk assessment, data is entered into the industry accepted risk 
modelling support tool (All Level Crossing Risk Model – ALCRM) which enables Network Rail 
to compare risk at all level crossings throughout the network. Results for this level crossing 
are referenced above; see Section 7 for further calculation details. 

2.2. When the Crossing was open for use, it was an unprotected ‘passive’ crossing. It is not 
protected from train movements and therefore trains traverse the Crossing irrespective of 
whether it is clear and apart from the Whistle Boards, users were not given a warning of 
approaching trains.  

2.3. Consequently, with no robust method of warning users of an approaching train it is down 
to each user to ‘stop, look and listen’ and to assess whether it is safe to cross each time 
they use it, and to continue looking and listening for trains whilst crossing. 

3. Aerial Photos of the Crossing 

 

Figure 1 – Satellite view of the level crossing 

3.1. The shaded brown line represents where a single deck can be positioned to ensure optimum 
sighting of approaching trains whilst giving the shortest traverse over the railway. 

3.2. The Crossing, as reconfigured with a single realigned deck 

 

Figure 2 – Drone view of the level crossing from Route View 
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Figure 3 – Google view of the Town and location of the Crossing 

3.3. Ordnance Survey Map of the Town and crossing 

 

4. The Local Environment 

4.1. Grange-over-Sands is on the edge of the Lake District and with also being a coastal resort 
it is a popular tourist destination. It has a number of large holiday caravan parks, all of 
which actively encourage visitors to Grange. There are leisure activities and other amenities 
in the town including pubs and restaurants.  

4.2. The long promenade, running adjacent to the Carnforth to Whitehaven railway offers 
outstanding views across the bay, and with other leisure activities along the promenade, is 
a draw for tourists; all who need to cross the railway to reach it. The promenade itself has 
two cafes (one of which is approximately 200 metres from the Crossing) and a children’s 
play park adjacent to the southern approach to the Crossing. 
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4.3. Located near Grange-over-Sands Station, and nearer to the town to the south west, the 
Crossing historically provided one of the key links from the town to the promenade, sea 
front and amenities. It was originally a public highway crossing that was reduced in status 
to a public footpath over the railway by the British Railways Act 1968. Against the 
exceptional number of pedestrians that continued to use it and the real risk of accidents, 
was the reason why NR sought to provide the subway as a replacement.  

4.4. Nevertheless, after the subway was opened in 2006, the Crossing remained available for 
use and up to its temporary closure in 2017, remained a well-used crossing point by 
pedestrians.  It saw up to 300 users/day on average. 

4.5. There are two other crossing points in relatively close proximity. To the north, near the 
Station is a second underpass. Approximately ¾ mile to the south, is Cart Lane Public 
Footpath and User Worked Crossing. 

4.6. The low number of available routes, not least at Clare House Lane, where a life-expired 
footbridge 640 metres to the south of the Crossing was removed, but was not replaced. 
This has fuelled some opposition to the closure of the Crossing despite the building of the 
subway thereafter, in 2006, so that it could be closed without inconvenience to the town. 
The subway is now notably a significant access to the promenade, with an average of +800 
users/day (as confirmed by a 10-day census in September 2021). 

4.7. With many thousands of visitors visiting the area every year, the town experiences a high 
number of tourists, of various user profiles, during long seasonal periods as well as a 
significant number of users during other periods, and who may be typically unfamiliar with 
the area, including the site of the crossing and of train movements. 

4.8. The Crossing was extremely popular for walkers, including singular walkers, dog walkers, 
and in groups. Being a popular location to retire to, the town has an aging population, 10% 
higher than the national average. This resulted in a high number of users of the Crossing 
being members of this age group, commonly requiring an increase in the time needed to 
cross the railway over more abled body users. 

4.9. Within the town there are a number of care homes and sheltered accommodation centres. 
There are approximately 5 care homes within an 800 metre radius of the Crossing and it 
may be assumed that some care home residents used the Crossing. 

4.10. South Lakeland District Council has a Core Strategy, with the policy aim of building a 
further 673 dwellings (31 per annum), including family housing, for Grange-over-Sands up 
to 2025, over the plan period. It is understood that 192 dwellings had been built up to 2016 
and land has been identified to meet these targets. There have been a number of 
residential developments around Grange, within walking distance of Bailey Lane. 

5. Site Factors 

5.1. Crossing Environment 

5.1.1. With the railway orientated from the north west to south east, the Crossing spanned 
two sets of operational rail lines. The maximum line speed of all trains is 50 mph. 
Normal passenger services run along the relevant section of railway between 06:00 
and 23:30, with approximately 39 passenger services per day (20 running in the up 
direction towards Manchester and 19 running in the towards Barrow in Furness). The 
majority of these services stop at Grange Station.  

5.1.2. In accelerating from the Station, the graphic below shows that a Class 195 train 
travelling in the Down direction, departing Grange and heading towards Barrow, 
reaches a speed of 50.4mph at the Bailey Lane Crossing. 
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5.1.3. Those approaching the Crossing from the opposite direction are presumed to be at 
linespeed as they do not start decelerating to stop at the station until after passing 
over the crossing. 

5.1.4. In addition, between 6 and 10 freight trains run during a 20 hours period and non-
scheduled and ad hoc train movements occur, including engineering trains or moving 
empty stock at any time over 24 hours. The number and frequency of services can 
therefore fluctuate, depending on operational requirements, engineering works or 
during times of disruption. 

5.1.5. On approach to the Crossing from the west (i.e. from the town) the first track met is the 
‘Up’ line with the direction of train travel thereon, on approach from the right. The 'Up’ 
side approach is from Bailey Lane (picture 1) is down a very steep carriageway leading 
from the town. There is also a second route (picture 2), along the path that leads from 
the SLDC’s car park and the subway, to the north. 

 

5.1.6. On approach to the Crossing from the east (i.e. from the promenade) the first track met 
is the ‘Down’ line, with trains also approaching from the right. There is a short 
tarmacked path leading from the promenade, with a slight rise up to the railway.  
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5.1.7. Prior to its closure the Crossing incorporated two separate walkways over the railway, 
accommodated by two 10m long, 1.5m wide timber decks fitted with an anti-slip 
surface, at a skew of approximately 150 from the perpendicular of the track. They were 
3 metres apart, each with a set of timber wicket gates in the white timber picket fence-
line on either side of the Crossing. 

5.1.8. When approaching, the user was instructed to enter through the correctly signed gate 
giving access to the timber deck. Whilst entering, they were instructed to adhere to the 
‘stop look and listen’ signage, being at the demarcated decision point, and cross when 
clear, exiting through the gate on the Down side. 

5.1.9. The one-way system was introduced in a positive attempt to improve pedestrian flow 
and reduce congestion from users walking in groups, or meeting those approaching 
from the opposite direction on the previous single deck, and to reduce the potential for 
pedestrians backing-up over the Crossing. However, with signs advising ‘no entry’ on 
the other gates, census camera evidence showed that a significant number of users 
ignored the one-way system and crossed through the wrong gate, thereby still resulting 
in congestion and backing up. 

5.1.10. The decision point (being 2 metres from the first line of rails and the last position of 
safety prior to crossing) is at the position of the gates. It is therefore the position where 
a user would reasonably pause, and make the decision whether to pass through the 
gates and be committed to continue to cross the railway.  

5.1.11. The Crossing has no ambient lighting and the installation of sign 
lights (see photo) due to the angle of approach, has been deemed 
inappropriate (given that the glow from lights may interfere with 
a train driver’s view over the Crossing, on its approach). 

5.2. Sighting Distance of Approaching Trains 

5.2.1. Industry Standards mandate that the full front of a train must be visible at all times on 
approach to a level crossing, upon which sighting measurements are based. This is 
because if a train disappears from sight on the approach, a user may wrongly believe 
that a train is not approaching and walk out directly in its path. Based on the 50mph 
line speed, users of the Crossing require a minimum of 282m of sighting in order to 
cross in safety.  
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5.2.2. This was calculated against a traverse of 10m, being the distance between the Gates, 
at a walking speed of 1.189m/s for an unencumbered, able-bodied pedestrian. The 
traverse time was then increased by 50% owing to the high number of vulnerable users, 
resulting in a traverse time of 12.62 seconds. 

5.2.3. The available sighting at either side of the Crossing of oncoming trains approaching 
from Grange Station is significantly less than the 282m, due to track curvature and 
invasive vegetation growth from the gardens on the promenade side.  

 

 

5.2.4. When stood on the Up side (town side) looking towards trains travelling from Grange 
Station the sighting is deficient by 37 metres giving a user 1.66 seconds less than the 
required warning time to cross. 

5.2.5. When stood on the Down side (prom) looking for trains travelling from Grange station 
the sighting is deficient by 102m giving a user 4.57 seconds less than the required time 
to cross. 

5.2.6. This level crossing is also a location at which there is the possibility for a second train 
to pass over the Crossing within 20 seconds of an earlier, first train. This creates a high 
risk from the 2nd train being hidden from view as the 1st train passes, and for several 
seconds after passing, the sound of the 1st train also masks the sound of the 2nd train 
approaching from the opposite direction. 

5.2.7. Whistle boards were previously installed in advance of the crossing at 189m, 279m and 
397m on the Down line and at 189m and 279m on the Up, so as to provide an audible 
warning of an approaching train to crossing users.  

5.2.8. Whistle boards may aid crossing users to decide whether it is safe to cross or not, when 
an approaching train is hidden from view. However, this places the onus on the train 
driver to sound a warning which can lead to either no warning being given, or 
inconsistent warning times (depending on whether the train driver sounds the horn on 
approach to the board, at the board, or beyond the board). 
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5.2.9. Those with impaired hearing may not hear the train horn and could potentially cross 
when an unseen train is approaching. In addition, a horn may not be heard due to 
ambient background noise, or weather conditions (strong winds or driving rain, etc.).  

5.2.10. Moreover, since December 2016, train horns are not used between the hours of 
00:00hrs and 06:00hrs, being the night-time quiet period (NTQP). A user during these 
times would have no audible warning other than the sound of the train itself. 

5.2.11. RSSB research has deemed that whistle boards are, at best, only 70% effective; 
consequently ORR and DfT has promoted the need to remove all whistle boards in 
conjunction with either providing alternative mitigations to reduce risk or to seek 
closure of the crossing. 

6. Sighting Calculations and ‘Seconds’ Warning 

 

6.1. The point of safety either side of the Crossing is on exit of the gates, at 2.2m, from the 
nearest rail. 

6.2. Even at a reduced linespeed of 40mph, the minimum sighting achieved is 10.06 seconds. 

6.3. On the previous alignment of the deck at 150 from the perpendicular, the minimum 
distance between the gates is 10m.  The time required is 12.6 seconds. 

6.4. On the alignment of the deck over the current width of Bailey lane, 60 from the 
perpendicular, the minimum distance between the gates is 9.8m. The time required is 12.3 
seconds. 

6.5. On the optimum alignment achievable, perpendicular to the rails, the minimum distance 
to reach a point of safety is 9.6m and the time required to reach a point of safety is 12.0 
seconds. 
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6.6. Even at a reduced linespeed of 40mph that gives a deficiency of 1.94 seconds. In addition, 
and not taken into consideration by the Inspector in her Order Decision, for a single 
pedestrian to reach a point of safety, the time to open and walk through the far gate must 
be taken into account, that effectively adds another 1 second to the noted times above. 
At 40mph the deficiency becomes 2.94 seconds. 

6.7. Each subsequent person in a group would need at least an additional 0.5 seconds to pass 
through the gate to a point of safety. 

7. ALCRM Scoring 

7.1. The Qualitative risk assessment is based on data collected at the Crossing and entered into 
ALCRM. This is a computer-based application used by Network Rail to assist in the risk 
management of level crossings. The risk result consists of a ‘letter’ and ‘number’ 
classification of safety risk, giving the ‘letter’ (A-M for individual risk) or ‘number’ (1-13 for 
collective risk) band. These rankings represent the range of risk across all types of crossings 
where A and 1 are the highest and M and 13 are the lowest. 

 

 

8. Factors Not Modelled in ALCRM 

8.1. When carrying out risk assessments at any level crossing certain factors need to be taken 
into consideration which are not measured individually in ALCRM2 and subsequently, 
structured expert judgement also needs to be applied to any quantitative understanding 
as part of the assessment.  

8.2. At this level crossing a review of the crossing details has taken place to confirm whether: 

a. The Assessment details all the current issues/risks found on site should it be reopened,  
and 

b. How any new issues/risks (introduced since it was closed in 2017) might/will impact 
upon any qualitative assessment. 
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9. Current Issues and Risks Recorded On Site: 

9.1. Identify Hazards 

Hazard  Potential impact  Mitigations  
Trains Fatality or serious injury • Level crossing signage. 

• Minimum required sighting available but only for trains 
travelling in the up direction (towards Carnforth). 

• Train warning given    
Underfoot conditions Fatality or serious injury   • Appropriate crossing decking for crossing type and location.   

• Regular crossing inspections and maintenance regime in place.  
• Vegetation checked during inspections   

Difficulty on hearing or 
seeing approaching trains 
due to inclement weather  

Fatality or serious injury   • Level crossing signage.  
• Vegetation checked during inspections. 
• Train warning given  

Darkness  Fatality or serious injury   • Review of night time usage completed midnight to 06:00 hours 
• LED solar deck lights provided 
• Train warning given outside night time quiet period 

Vegetation growth 
between visits reducing 
the ability to see trains 
approaching crossing  

Fatality or serious injury   • Vegetation checked during inspections.   
• Regular inspection and maintenance regime in place.  
• Train warning given. 
 

Unfamiliar users  Fatality or serious injury   • Standard crossing layout, compliant with ORR (Office of Rail 
and Road) guidance.  Delete if not compliant 

• Instructional signage at crossing  
• Train warning given  
• Level crossing safety awareness days.  

 
Increased usage due to 
future developments 

Fatality or serious injury   • Review and update this risk assessment appropriately.   
 

Decision point not 
highlighted 

Fatality or serious injury  • Decision point marked.    
• Stop look listen signage available and clearly visible.   
• Train warning given. 

9.1.1. There are known issues with fog at certain times of the year that might impair visibility 
of trains approaching the Crossing.  Foliage and vegetation had to be regularly cut back 
during inspections or works orders were issued when larger areas require cutting back. 

9.1.2. The NRA previously did not identify sun glare as a risk, although it is a known issue 
which may further impair visibility of approaching trains for a short period at certain 
times of the day, particularly in the months of July and August. 

9.2. Census Details 

9.2.1. At the request of the Town Council, the last census undertaken between 3rd and 11th 
June 2017 by ‘Surveillance Group’ recorded pedestrian user of up to 300 per day. A 
significant number of vulnerable users were recorded, including elderly walkers (alone, 
and in groups) with a significant proportion using walking aids or walking slowly. 
Children without adult supervision, alone and in groups, Mothers with prams, some with 
another child; family groups. Cyclists and dog walkers were recorded, both on and off 
the lead. A high number of ‘distracted’ users were also noted, users not appropriately 
paying attention when crossing. 

9.2.2. High level data from the census counted: 

• Adult pedestrians: 2,227;  

• Accompanied children: 188;  

• Unaccompanied children: 30;  

• Accompanied children in a pram/push chair: 39;  

• Wheelchair or mobility chair users: 2;  

• Cyclists: 34.  

9.2.3. Due to the significant level of tourists that visit Grange over Sands, it can be assumed 
that a high number of irregular users would also use the Crossing if it were reopened, 
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in addition to local users to access the promenade and the nearby attractions, including 
cafes, skate park, children’s play areas, mini golf and tennis courts. 

9.2.4. There have been a number of residential developments in the vicinity of the Crossing 
and local area that would likely mean an increase on the level of pedestrian footfall 
over the Crossing if it were to reopen, also taking account of the rise in tourism, 
improved amenities on the promenade, as well as the potential for the impending 
development of Grange Lido, which is likely to attract more visitors. 

9.2.5. A significant number of vulnerable users were also identified over a number of different 
censuses, including April 2017 and May 2015. These results therefore necessitated and 
supported the increase of traverse time for pedestrian by 50%. 

9.2.6. During the census collection exercises in April and June 2017, pedestrians were also 
observed crossing during the night time quiet period (between midnight and 06:00 
hours). With no ambient lighting on the Crossing and none on Bailey Lane, Users 
crossing during the hours of darkness would require a personal light source.  

9.2.7. From the censuses carried out in 2015 and two in 2017, there was evidence of misuse, 
including most recently in June 2017, accidental and deliberate misuse is a regular 
occurrence: 

• Unaccompanied children, running out in front of accompanying adults.  

• Riding bikes over the crossing. 

• Distractions – mobile phones / headphones, in use. 

• Dogs off-leads.  

• Safety signage being stolen.  

• Photos being taken whilst stood on the crossing surface.  

• Loitering on the crossing.   

• A young male laying down on the crossing surface.  

• Users ignoring the one-way system.  

9.2.8. Data taken from the two censuses carried out during May 2015 and June 2017: 

Date Time Incident 
23 May 2015 10:38  Two adult males are observed standing in the area of the crossing as they operate 

handheld cameras. They then move away from the Crossing. 
 14:04  An adult male and female are observed utilising the level crossing in contradiction 

of the one-way traffic system. 
 14:44  An adult male and female are observed utilising the level crossing in contradiction 

of the one-way traffic system. 
 16:10  An adult male is observed utilising the crossing in contradiction of the one-way 

traffic system. 
24 May 2015 12:03  Three adults and two children are temporarily observed standing on the pedestrian 

carriageway before moving away from the level crossing. 
 16:15  An adult female in a wheelchair is observed to utilise the level crossing while being 

pushed by an adult male. The wheelchair becomes temporarily lodged on the rail 
track before being dislodged by the adult male. 

25 May 2015 12:02  An adult male and female are observed utilising the level crossing in contradiction 
of the one-way traffic system. 

 12:30  An adult male is observed standing on the level crossing as he utilises a handheld 
camera. 

26 May 2015 16:02  An adult female observed utilising the crossing in contradiction of the one-way 
traffic system. 

 20:00  An adult male and accompanied child are observed utilising the level crossing in 
contradiction of the one-way traffic system. 

27 May 2015 11:31  An adult male observed utilising the crossing in contradiction of the one-way traffic 
system. 
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28 May 2015 09:15  An unaccompanied child is observed utilising the level crossing in contradiction of 
the one-way traffic system. 

 17:13  An unaccompanied child is observed to leave the pedestrian footpath as she 
crosses the level crossing. 

29 May 2015 15:48  An adult female and two accompanied children are observed utilising the level 
crossing in contradiction of the one-way traffic system. 

 15:50  Two adult females are observed utilising the level crossing in contradiction of the 
one-way traffic system. 

 21:07  An adult male is observed standing on the level crossing as he utilises a handheld 
camera. 

30 May 2015 13:32  Two adult females are observed utilising the level crossing in contradiction of the 
one-way traffic system. One of these adult females is pushing a pushchair at this 
time. 

 20:38  An adult female observed utilising the crossing in contradiction of the one-way 
traffic system. 

3 June 2017 06:53 An adult male takes a photograph whilst stood on the level crossing. 
 11:51 A near miss occurs. An adult female crosses shortly before a train passes. 
 12:35 Two users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 13:50 An accompanied child is observed stopping on the level crossing as she retrieves an 

item. 
 14:27 An adult male and female are observed standing in the proximity of the level 

crossing for a prolonged period of time. 
 16:01 Three users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic clow system. 
 16:48 Three users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic clow system. 
4 June 2017 12:01 An adult male takes a photograph while stood on the level crossing. 
 14:19 A near miss occurs. An adult female and adult male cross shortly before a train 

passes. 
 15:30 An adult male takes a photograph while stood on the level crossing. 
 19:38 An adult female utilises the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
7 June 2017 08:11 An adult male takes a photograph while stood on the level crossing over 2 Minutes 
 19:45 Seven users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
8 June 2017 17:08 An adult male takes a photograph while stood on the level crossing. 
 19:23 An accompanied child on roller skates is physically assisted across the crossing. 
 19:40 A user utilises the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
9 June 2017 12:16 Two users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 13:37 An adult male leaves the carriageway and takes photographs while stood on the 

crossing. 
 17:06 An accompanied child on roller skates is physically assisted across the level 

crossing. 
10 June 2017 21:49 A user utilises the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
11 June 2017 11:03 Two users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 12:06 Two users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 13:18 An accompanied child on roller skates is physically assisted across the level 

crossing. 
 13:57 Three users utilise the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 14:32 A user utilises the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 14:40 A user utilises the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 
 15:25 A user utilises the crossing in contradiction of the traffic flow system. 

9.2.9. Network Rail’s internal safety management information systems have been 
interrogated and the incident history is provided below: 

Event Date Description 

12/10/1994 Alleged Near Miss 

26/07/1995 Near Miss At Grange-Over -Sands. 

09/08/1995 1H58 in near miss at Baileys Crossing 

21/08/1995 Couple Deliberately Crossing Front 2C41 

04/09/1997 Children vandalising a crossing gate. 

06/03/2003 1H57 near miss with a person on Baileys LC 

01/11/2003 driver of 2C30 alleged near miss with people walking across the track 

08/03/2004 2C46 alleged near miss with people at Bailey Lane Foot LC 

14/08/2004 Driver of 2C45 reported trespassers at Bailey Lane crossing 
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07/04/2008 1H71 reported a near miss with 2 members of the public at Bailey Lane FP LC 

19/02/2009 1C59 (185139) reports a 'near miss' with a female at Bailey Lane LC. (BTP - 493) 

13/04/2009 2C38 belatedly reported a 'near miss' with an elderly person at Bailey Lane Foot Crossing. 

04/09/2013 
Trespass: NT 2C38 1512 Carlisle - Preston reported a male in the down cess in the vicinity 
of Bailey Lane LC at Grange-over-Sands.  BTP ref 528 

12/09/2013 
LC Misuse/Near miss: 1N27 1125 Barrow In Furness - Preston reported a near miss with a 
LC user at Bailey lane FC, BTP ref 269. 

12/07/2017 
Near Miss: NT 2C32 1610 Barrow-Lancaster had a near miss with a man and a woman on 
Bailey Lane Pedestrian Crossing. 

10. Projected Users and Type of User 

10.1. Projected Numbers 

10.1.1. It is reasonable to presume that the projected baseline figures will be similar to those 
recorded prior to its closure in 2017, giving a reliable assessment of the minimum 
anticipated user if reopened in 2022/3. That is because, other than additional 
residential development in the area, including more development for the aged 
community, the town has remained consistent in its growth, activities and amenities, 
and the demography in user will not have changed. If anything, the additional usage 
from additional residential development and tourists would expect to increase the 
projected user-base above 2017 figures. 

10.1.2. There are also significant seasonal variations seeing higher numbers, during the height 
of summer months and public holidays. Defra sources confirm that in the last two years 
quite fundamental changes have been observed nationally, in visits to tourist 
destinations. Further, local events held in the town increase tourism which would only 
add to predicted use of the crossing, should it reopen. 

10.1.3. Working with the County and District Councils the proposal is to provide additional 
signage in the town to direct pedestrians to the subway. If a wheelchair symbol is 
incorporated it could potentially remove all wheelchair users in the Crossing should it 
be reopened, although this may not be as effective in removing motorized mobility 
scooters or other users, especially those traversing from the promenade to the town, if 
passing the Crossing in advance of the subway.  

10.1.4. Predicted daily users should the crossing be reopened would be: 

•  230 – Adult pedestrians below 65 

• 60 – Aged users over 65  

• 50 – Dog walkers 

• 20 – Accompanied children  

• 10 – Unaccompanied children  

•  5  – Accompanied children in a pram/push chair  

•  5  – Cyclists: 34.  

•  0  – Wheelchair or mobility chair users  

10.2. Dog Walkers: 

10.2.1. Online market research confirms 2020/21, 33% of households have dogs. The 
promenade offers a safe and serene route for walking dogs. The Crossing would 
therefore be a natural route for dog walkers if reopened. However, dogs both on and 
off the lead represent a high risk when using a level crossing. A risk not really recognised 
by those who walk their dogs, but it’s a fact that a high proportion of fatalities are 
pedestrians with dogs. 
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10.2.2. RSSB data confirms approximately 25% of dog walkers failed to use a lead when using 
a level crossing, which can cause an owner to become temporarily distracted. Even 
when under the owner’s control we are aware that a dog still presents a considerable 
distraction: the unexpected noise and vibrations caused by trains can easily frighten 
some dogs, causing them to run along the track away from their owner if not on a lead, 
or to ‘freeze’ on the Crossing even whilst on a lead. Should dog walkers find themselves 
passing on the Crossing deck, this can lead to distraction should the animals engage 
with each other. 

10.2.3. The serious concern as to safety, is that owners will often put their pet’s life ahead of 
their own wellbeing and risk being hit by a train themselves. RAIB evidence confirms 
that Dog walker fatalities have unfortunately happened, and it is notable that in 17% 
of train strikes, the pedestrian was walking a dog. 

10.3. Children: 

10.3.1. With a children’s recreation/playground next to the level crossing the Crossing is a 
natural draw for use by unaccompanied children and in groups. We are aware of the 
increase in misuse by children that occurred prior to its closure which would 
undoubtedly reoccur. 

10.4. Aged Users: 

10.4.1. RSSB confirms that the risk of accident increases with age. The risk of accidental human 
error dramatically increases through impaired mobility or infirm; loss of senses, each 
causing distraction. Nationally, the average Populus aged over 65 years of age is15%; 
at Grange, the figure is around 25%. With over 4000 residents in Grange that's over 
1,000 aged residents, not counting holiday makers or visitors, many of whom would be 
expected to undertake walking along the promenade as a feasible leisure activity. The 
subway must continue to be the main draw for access to the promenade at this 
location, and not the level crossing. 

10.5. Groups of People  

10.5.1. RSSB Guidance states "When in a group of people, individuals are prone to following 
the ‘herd mentality’, paying less attention to their surroundings and following the 
decision-making of the group as a whole. This may be particularly problematic at 
footpath and bridleway crossings on routes used often by ramblers. Young people in 
groups also exhibit more risky behaviour. A young person’s attitude to risk tends to be 
one of a ‘risk adopter’. Although most young people  will  not  engage  in  extremely  
dangerous  behaviour,  peer  group  dynamics  can encourage them to behave more 
dangerously than they would when on their own." 

10.5.2. At this crossing, the photographic evidence confirms that there was severe backing up 
at the Crossing. With the gates being at the 2 metre decision point there is no area of 
safety between the gates, and a group of walkers take additional time to exit the 
danger area through the gates. Should a train approach then there is no safe place for 
them to stand if they cannot make it through the gates. 

10.6. Cyclists and Pushchairs 

10.6.1. Although the number of cyclists or use by mothers with prams was not high, their use 
has been captured in the Census data. Those crossing pushing a cycle or pram tend to 
be more distracted in pushing their bike or pram over the deck, especially when meeting 
users walking in the opposite direction, who may also have a dog or be part of a group. 
The risk is not only restricted to the user with the pram or bike, but also those 
approaching in the opposite direction who then try and pass on the narrow deck. 
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11. Options Evaluated 

11.1. Detailed below are the options that have been considered to reduce the risk at the crossing 
and whether this is sufficient to open the crossing for public use, balanced against gross 
disproportionality of the costs against the benefit achieved (see section 13). 

Option 
Original 
ALCRM 
score 

New 
ALCRM 
score 

New ALCRM 
FWI 

% Safety 
benefit  

Estimated 
Cost 

Remarks 

Closure by Stopping up. Works to existing 
route through the Subway. 

C2 M13 0.00 100% £40,000 
This is the only 

option to achieve 
ALARP 

Reopen LC with WB protection and 2 
separate decks.. 

C2 C2 0.01294501 0% £25,000 
This option leaves the 
Crossing high risk and 

non-compliant 

Reopen LC with WB protection, single deck 
realigned and speed restriction to 40mph1 

C2 C2 0.012820995 1% £50,000 
This option leaves the 
Crossing high risk and 

non-compliant 

Installation of VAMOS (Overlay MSL) + 
phones (if this option could be installed) 

C2 D4 0.003820669 70% £500,000 
Insufficient Risk 
reduction. Not a 

viable option 

Installation of integrated Miniature Stop 
Lights (MSL) 

C2 D4 0.003820669 70% £2,000,000 
Cost Grossly 

Disproportionate to 
the Benefit achieved 

Single deck realigned and interlocking gates 
(requiring cctv monitoring and signalling)2 

C2 I6 0.000101837 99% £5,000,000 
Cost Grossly 

Disproportionate to 
the Benefit achieved 

Speed Reduction to 30mph C2 C2 0.011476234 11% Tba 

Not within NRs gift 
– needs Network 

Change insufficient 
risk reduction 

Closure by Stepped Footbridge C2 M13 0.00 100% £1,500,000 
Cost Grossly 

Disproportionate to 
the Benefit achieved 

Closure by Ramped Footbridge C2 M13 0.00 100% £4,000,000 
Cost Grossly 

Disproportionate to 
the Benefit achieved 

Closure by 2nd Underpass at the Crossing C2 M13 0.00 100% £6,000,000 
Cost Grossly 

Disproportionate to 
the Benefit achieved 

 
11.2. The Optioneering concludes that the only practical option remains the legal closure of the 

Crossing. All other options either not sufficiently reducing risk or the expense is not 
justifiable, being grossly disproportional to the benefit achieved.  

12. Option Consideration 

12.1. Technical Considerations 

12.1.1. There are no Technical Considerations at present because of the complete absence of 
signalling infrastructure at the Crossing. Technical Considerations will apply in the 
event of visual warning indicators being installed in the form of Integrated Red and 
Green Miniature Stop Lights, which has been dismissed as not being cost effective 
against the risk mitigation it gives (not ALARP). 

12.2. Remaining Asset Life 

12.2.1. In terms of Asset-Life the Crossing will require full renewal if reopened and therefore, 
necessitating at least MSL protection. It will not be cost-effective to upgrade the level 
crossing at this time 

 
1 This is the option as proposed by the Inspector in her order Decision, to enable the crossing to be ‘safer’.  
2 There is currently no such type of controlled automatic LC for a pedestrian crossing and consequently, as a 

safe-system crossing would have to be designed and developed at a high cost. The anticipated cost 
quoted is basic cost for and reopening the existing crossing and  providing the MSL, signalling and CCTV 
equipment. 
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12.3. Options Considered 

12.3.1. The following options have been further considered as risk solutions at the Crossing if 
it is to be reopened: 

i. Reopen LC with WB protection, single deck modification and realignment and speed 
restriction to 40mph (the Inspector’s proposals); 

ii. Reopen LC with WB protection and 2 separate decks; 

iii. Reopen with single deck realigned and Speed Reduction to 30mph; 

iv. Provision of Integrated Red and Green Miniature Stop Light, with telephones linked 
to Grange Signal Box; 

v. Reopen with single deck realigned and interlocking gates (Inspector consideration) 

vi. Closure by stepped footbridge at/near to the site of the Crossing; 

vii. Closure by stepped and ramped footbridge at/near to the site of the Crossing; 

viii. Closure by second subway/underpass at the site of the Crossing; 

ix. Closure by Extinguishment Order on the grounds there is an alternative 'at grade' 
diversion through the purpose-built subway. 

12.3.2. All but one of these scenarios have been discounted for the following reason: 

i. Reopen LC with WB protection, single deck modification and realignment and speed 
restriction to 40mph – Discounted 

12.3.3. This is the collective mitigation option as proposed by the Inspector and, after further 
consideration of the risk mitigation achieved, has been discounted. The ALCRM rating 
remains the same as previous and the FWI is only reduced by 1% (a betterment of only 
0.000124).  

12.3.4. The reduction to 40mph does not address the short sighting time of trains approaching 
from Grange Station. A User may have already started to cross before a train comes 
into view – and which may not be seen if the user is not continuing to check for trains 
approaching. The train would reach the crossing before a user is at a point of safety. 

12.3.5. The introduction of the WB will not mitigate the risk if the horn is not sounded by the 
train driver, sounded late, or is not heard by the pedestrian because of high background 
noise or the pedestrian has a hearing deficit. 

12.3.6. Although a widened deck, possibly with blue strip lighting to illuminate the deck during 
the hours of darkness, may improve the traverse over the railway by allowing people to 
pass with ease, it does not remove the risk of backing-up at the gate, in order to exit 
the Crossing. A group of users may take a few critical seconds in exiting the danger 
area, with no alternative place of safety to stand should a train arrive. 

ii. Reopen LC with WB protection and 2 separate decks – rejected; 

12.3.7. The option would re-open the crossing with the same conditions as were in place when 
it was temporarily closed – however as previously detailed in this condition the 
crossing was non-compliant in terms of sighting with the only mitigation in place 
being the whistle boards which are a weak mitigation measure. 

iii. Reopen with single deck realigned and Speed Reduction to 30mph – Rejected 

12.3.8. Although the speed restriction allows all trains to be observed before crossing and gives 
sufficient time to exit the crossing before it arrives, this mitigation was previously 
trialled at the Crossing before it was closed. It was observed that rather than reducing 
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the risk many people who saw the train approaching actually consciously chose to cross 
in front of it; some running to beat it.  

12.3.9. This also raises the risk that if a child sees an adult running to beat a train they may do 
similar, and may misjudge the time needed to cross in safety. They may also specifically 
not look in the opposite direction, being focused on the one approaching train. 
Additionally, one elderly user was reported to have waved in response to a train’s horn, 
but continued to cross at a slow pace, as if the train driver had acknowledged seeing 
her and was slowing down for her, to enable her to cross. The RAIB reports that many 
fatalities have occurred where the line speed is relatively low.  

12.3.10. Consequently, using the ALCRM model the resulting score in consequence of a 
reduction of train speed would remain at C2. 

12.3.11. Additionally, NR is required under its operating licence to meet operational efficiency 
objectives for shorter train journeys, faster rail speeds and introducing more trains into 
the timetable, and a severe reduction in linespeed compromises operational efficiency. 

iii. Miniature Stop Lights – Rejected 

12.3.12. Red and Green Miniature Stop Lights provide a visual indication of a train approach via 
a red or green light; if the system displays a red light, a train is approaching meaning it 
is not safe to cross, whereas if the system displays a green light there are no trains in 
section meaning it is safe for  a user to cross. Provision of MSLs as a simple and more 
cost-effective overlay system is not practical at this location due to the proximity of 
Grange Station. That is because a train would trip the red light at the strike-in position 
and would then stop at the station with the red light still showing red at the crossing. 
An impatient user would be tempted to cross against the red light; but the user may 
not be aware that the red light could actually also be warning of a second train 
approaching from Kents Bank. 

12.3.13. Additionally, the location of the Crossing in relation to the Station may also cause the 
lights of an overlay system to enter 'dark mode' (neither red or green lights illuminated 
at the crossing) if the train is delayed at the Station, which may cause further confusion 
to a pedestrian. 

12.3.14. A more sophisticated system, such as a higher cost integrated system linked into the 
signalling network, with telephones linked to Grange Signal Box would be required. 
Against the high cost outlay, MSLs would reduce risk; with a safety benefit of 70% risk 
would not be reduced to ALARP and therefore does not fulfil the risk mitigation 
requirement. It should also be noted that pedestrian users will often ignore the red light 
whether a train is visible or not, on approach. 

iv. Reopen with single deck realigned and interlocking gates 

12.3.15. Introducing self-locking gates overseen by cctv was suggested by the inspector in her 
Order Decision, as part of a package of “small-scale measures”. Her view being that it 
can simply be introduced. Although ALCRM would recognise the reduction of risk to 
ALARP if a compliant system could be employed; in reality, this would not be possible.  

12.3.16. There is no approved design for a pedestrian only crossing with interlocking gates that 
is not adjacent to a controlled crossing or a signal box, and due to the high number of 
potential users the provision of self-locking gates cannot be introduced as a stand-
alone system. This is because without introducing other (substantial) mitigations in 
tandem, there is an unacceptable risk that pedestrians can be trapped on the railway, 
with the exit gates locked and a train approaching.  

12.3.17. First, with cctv being viewed on a small screen within the Signal Box, and projected at 
an oblique angle, it is difficult for the signaller to view the whole of the Crossing to 
establish that there are no pedestrians between the gates when he lock them. Thus, 
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the need for the additional systems to remove this risk if such a crossing could even be 
authorised and approved for public use. 

12.3.18. The need to lock the gates simultaneously means that this can only be done when there 
are no pedestrians on the Crossing, or are about to open the gates. They cannot be 
locked on a staggered basis as the risk is another pedestrian crosses through the second 
gate walking in the opposite direction, after their exit gate is already locked.  

12.3.19. That means the operation to lock the gates each time a train approaches must start at 
least 3 minutes before the train is due, and will need to be locked out of use for a 
minimum of 2 minutes before the train arrives, so that there is the ability to stop the 
train should an incident arise. 

12.3.20. Against the predicted high number of users and groups of users, it would be difficult to 
wait for the crossing to be clear before locking the gates. As with a ‘controlled’ crossing, 
advanced notice to the pedestrian will be required, which will necessitate MSLs to be 
fitted. There still remains the risk that pedestrians will attempt to cross against a red 
light and before the gates are locked. 

12.3.21. To remove the risk should a pedestrian be caught on the Crossing with the gates locked, 
and with no safety refuge available, there is the requirement to be able to stop 
approaching trains to allow the gates to be unlocked. That means additional (new) 
train signalling will be required, and specifically a signal at the end of the station 
platform in advance of the Crossing, and one controlling train approach from Kents 
Bank in the opposite direction. 

12.3.22. The operation would need to be controlled by the Signaller in the Signal Box, and with 
around 5 minutes dedicated time needed for each approaching train, this will have a 
negative impact on their safety duties within the Box, and may unduly increase 
workload related issues. 

12.3.23. Without consideration of the cost in developing such a complex system, which will be 
extensive and will take several years to approve and implement, with the necessary 
addition of the CCTV monitoring, MSLs and integrating with new train signalling, the 
anticipated cost will be very high, as much as £5M for this site. On overall cost alone, 
cctv with interlocking gates cannot be considered as part of a package of “small-scale 
measures”.  Even as a stand-alone option, this would be discounted. 

v. Stepped Footbridge 

12.3.24. Network Rail must have due regard to its Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) to the 
Equality Act 2010, when constructing a new bridge over the railway to replace a level 
crossing. Therefore, if it is to be used as a public route for all, there must be 
consideration given to secure a positive outcome that upholds or serves the interest(s) 
of  those  sharing  protected  characteristics. 

12.3.25. Although some interference caused to those with protected characteristics under the 
Equality Act 2010 is entirely justified, with the obvious challenge that steps cannot be 
negotiated by those with severe mobility issues, consideration would need to be given 
as to whether the provision of the alternative subway meets this requirement, being a 
defined, made-up, step-free route open to all, that was provided by NR 17 years 
previously, for this purpose.  

12.3.26. In consideration of the high cost in providing a stepped bridge, which would mean an 
alternative site that had been previously approved for a new footbridge on safety 
grounds will not be forthcoming if the funding is needed at Bailey Lane, where the 
alternative route has already been provided for such a purpose. Also, against the 
impracticability of procuring additional land on which it will stand, the option has been 
rejected. 
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vi.  Ramped Footbridge 

12.3.27. Similarly, as with the stepped footbridge, in having to negotiate slopes of 1:20 over a 
long distance (a c220m climb) the bridge is not reasonably available for use by those 
in wheelchairs (neither is the retention of the crossing) and so, against the purpose-
built, step-free route via the existing subway that does open the route 'to all', and 
without even considering the very high cost option or the impracticability of procuring 
sufficient additional land required in constructing the ramps, this option should also be 
rejected. 

12.3.28. As there is also no available funding within CP6 or CP7 to fund a ramped structure, to 
do so will also mean an authorised structure at another site will not transpire. 

vii. Second Underpass 

12.3.29. The construction of the first underpass should already have met NR's PSED duty and 
which already delivers 100% of the safety benefit. A second subway at a projected cost 
of +£6M is therefore not justifiable on cost alone, in outweighing the safety benefit, so 
that this option is discounted, irrespective that there is insufficient land available at the 
site to construct the approaches to a second underpass. 

12.4. Taking into account the risks and costs associated with the above options the only 
remaining viable option is: 

viii.  The Proposed Extinguishment: 

12.4.1. The existing subway provided by NR gives an at-grade, step-free alternative to the 
existing route over the crossing, being 100% safe and open for use by all, including 
those with protected characteristic under the Equality Act 2010 (including the elderly, 
disabled, and those with maternity or paternity interests) who otherwise may not be 
able to use the Crossing in complete safety, or even to climb and cross a stepped 
footbridge (should one be constructed). 

12.4.2. There has been no other complaints raised by townsfolk, other than the 3 objectors at 
the last Inquiry. The works to enhance connecting paths to the subway, and additional 
enhancement works need to be agreed with the respective councils, but these works 
are minor and cost effective. Overall, this will be of benefit to the public and townsfolk. 

12.4.3. The proposed alternative route only adds approximately 350 metres to the distance in 
reaching the promenade. 

13. Gross Disproportionality Test 

13.1. Applying the Gross Disproportionality Test 

13.1.1. The risk of death or injury to an existing highway user of the Crossing is an 
unacceptable risk. However, Network Rail must consider the cost of implementing risk 
control measures (in terms of money, time, and effort) against the reduction in risk 
those measures might achieve. In determining whether the cost of an option is grossly 
disproportionate, the Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and Gross Disproportionality Test is 
applied to calculate a value of works that would be justifiable for NR to fund, to 
mitigate the risk. 

13.1.2. To support the understanding of whether the risk at the Crossing is managed SFAIRP, 
the CBA is undertaken to provide a Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR); the principle being, if the 
cost of implementing a control measure is grossly disproportionate to the reduction in 
the risk that might be achieved, then it is reasonable for NR not to implement that 
control measure. 
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13.1.3. Additionally, a Gross Disproportion Factor (GDF) is applied to the BCR using one of the 
following factors: 

• Medium = BCR x 1.5 

• High = BCR x 2.5 

• Exceptional = BCR x 6 

13.1.4. The criteria for defining the correct multiplier is determined by considering the level 
crossing against the following criteria using a question bank [Ref. Appendix B]: 

• Culpability – weighting deliberate misuse against genuine mistakes. 

• Vulnerability – to reflect a greater responsibility towards those less able to protect 
themselves. 

• Societal aversion – addressing the absence of public appetite for credible mass 
casualty train accidents. 

• Uncertainty – for the degrees of confidence in our knowledge of the pattern of 
apply, which encompasses elements such as who/how/with/what consequences. 

13.1.5. The highest level indicated across all questions determines the appropriate GDF 
level to use and Bailey Lane has been deemed as a high rated crossing, so a 2.5 
factor is applied (See Appendix A). 

13.1.6. The resultant GDF score informs and supports decision making based on the following 
criteria: 

a. Benefit to cost ratio is ≥ 1: positive safety and business benefit established 
(GREEN). 

b. Benefit to cost ratio is between 0.99 and 0.5: reasonable safety and business 
benefit established where costs are not grossly disproportionate against the safety 
benefit (AMBER). 

c. Benefit to cost ratio is between 0.49 and 0.0: weak safety and business benefit 
established (RED). 

13.1.7. The guidance provided to the level crossing / project teams is. 

• GREEN: There would be a legal requirement to deliver the applicable intervention. 

• AMBER: A record of the business decision / justification on the applicable 
intervention (or not where the decision is to not deliver any risk mitigation activity) 
is required.  

• RED: No action would be proposed. 

13.1.8. Section 12.3 of this Report considered all possible options for this crossing. Of those 
that remain viable, the key information is detailed below in Table 3. 

13.2. Table 3 – GDF Assessment: 

 

 

 

Updated 
ALCRM 
Score 

Updated 
FWI 

Rating 
Option Cost 

Benefit Cost 
Ratio (BCR) 

Equivalent 
Financial 
Benefit 

BCR including 
Gross 

Disproportion 
Factor (GDF) 

Provision of Integrated MSL with 
Telephones linked to Grange Signal Box  

C2 D4 £2,000,000 0.11 £679,613 0.28 

Provision of Overlay MSL with Telephones 
linked to Grange Signal Box 

C2 D4 £500,000 0.24 £679,613 0.6 

Single deck realigned, interlocked gates, 
CCTV monitoring, MSLs and signalling) 

C2 I6 £5,000,000 0.06 £815,535 0.15 

Closure by Stopping Up Order  M13 0 £40,000 7.36 £1,631,071 18.4 

Closure by a stepped footbridge M13 0 £1,500,000 0.3 £815,535 0.75 

Closure by a stepped and ramped footbridge M13 0 £4,000,000 0.08 £815,535 0.2 

Closure by new underpass at site of crossing M13 0 £6,000,000 0.05 £1,631,071 0.13 
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13.2.1. Table 3 indicates that closure by a Rail Crossing Extinguishment Order offers the 
strongest business and safety justification. 

13.3. Application of GDF on Remaining Option 

• Against each of the high cost options, closure by a Rail Crossing Extinguishment Order  
with all users directed to use the existing subway north of the crossing is the most 
feasible, on safety and achieving risk reduction to ALARP, and on cost.  

• The alternative existing route will add approximately 350 metres to the distance 
required for any users to access the promenade.  

• Table 3 summarises the information which is exclusively quantitative in nature, i.e. the 
data comes direct from the ALCRM and CBA tools managed and held by Network Rail. 

• The qualitative element of this assessment clearly shows that closure by 
Extinguishment offers a positive Gross Disproportionate Factor which confirms the 
requirement to deliver the applicable intervention at this level crossing.  

14. Conclusion and Recommendation 

14.1. Both the qualitative and quantitative issues identified at this site have been proven as high 
risk, requiring to be mitigated to ALARP. 

14.2. This report considers the qualitative data that calculated the qualitative assessment rating 
by ALCRM, supporting the information detailed within the existing NRA with what was 
found during the site survey. Against the quantitative risk consideration is specifically given 
to the Inspector’s collective proposals and whether this will have an impact on mitigating 
risk at the Crossing.  In conclusion, the significant issue remains: 

• The Crossing and the risk of harm or fatality from a train strike cannot be 
adequately mitigated to achieve ALARP.   

• The “relatively small changes” collectively implemented, as proposed by the 
Inspector,  will not sufficiently reduce the risk.  

• The Crossing would remain at an unacceptable risk to the public if it is reopened. 

14.3. Closure provides the greatest risk reduction as it removes all risks associated.  

14.4. Against this, and although in a slightly different location, the subway previously provided 
by Network Rail so that the Crossing could be closed, gives the best possible access that 
addresses PSED and those with protected characteristics who could not easily negotiate 
either the reopened Crossing or a stepped or ramped footbridge. 

14.5. In addition, when discounting the Inspector’s collective recommendations in her Order 
Decision, the conclusions she came to in the remainder of her Order Decision strongly 
supported confirmation.  

14.6. Recommendation: To proceed with an Application under section 118A Highways Act 1980, 
to Cumbria County Council, to extinguish the public right of way over the Crossing.  
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Appendix A – Level Crossing GDF Level Determination Pro-forma 

Bailey Lane Level Crossing assessment highlighted in yellow 

Culpability - weighing deliberate misuse against genuine mistakes 

What is the level crossing incident 

history since the last risk assessment? 
Deliberate misuse 
events only 

0 - 5 accidental 
misuse events 

5 - 25 accidental 
misuse events 

>25 accidental 
misuse events 

GDF Level medium medium high exceptional 
Vulnerability - carrying a greater responsibility for those less able to protect themselves 

Who uses the level crossing 
No vulnerable users 
identified 

Vulnerable User CAT 
1 (cyclists, dog 
walkers) 

Vulnerable User CAT 2 (children, elderly, 
encumbered, disabled, parents with young 

children) 
GDF Level Medium Medium high 

Societal Aversion - addressing the absence of public appetite for credible mass casualty events 

What is the most credible worst-case 
scenario for a train accident 
consequence in a single event 

Event with the 
potential of a single 
specified injury to 5 
specified injuries 
(between 0.1 and 
0.5 FWI). 

Event with the 
potential of between 
5 specified injuries 
and 2 fatalities 
(between 0.5 and 2 
FWI). 

Event with the 
potential of between 
2 and 10 fatalities 
(between 2 and 10 
FWI). 

Event with the 
potential of between 
2 and 10 fatalities 
(between 2 and 10 
FWI). 

GDF Level Medium Medium High Exceptional 
Uncertainty – how confident are we that we know the pattern of use? This encompasses elements such as who/how/with what 

consequences 
Does the level crossing currently have a 
passive or active warning? 

Active Passive 

GDF Level Medium High 
Does the local environment create 

uncertainty in the currently understood 
user demographic? 

No Yes 

GDF Level Medium High 
Uncertainty – for private level crossings 

Who uses the crossing? 
Authorised user or regular, controlled users 

only 
Irregular users (delivery drivers etc.) 

GDF Level Low Medium 
Can we be certain what sort of vehicles 

use the crossing? 
Confirmed by census Described and confirmed by Authorised User 

Unknown due to 
irregular users 

GDF Level Low Medium high 
Uncertainty – for public road level crossings 

How effective is the current mitigation 
at the crossing? (barrier type) 

Full Barrier Half Barrier 
Open crossing 

(if line speed is greater than 25mph) 
GDF Level Low medium High 
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Appendix A – Glossary 

ALARP    As Low As Reasonably Practicable 

ALCRM2 All Level Crossing Risk Model 

BCR Benefit Cost Ratio 

CBA Cost Benefit Analysis 

ELR Engineers Line Reference 

FP Footpath 

FPW Footpath with Wicket Gate 

FWI Fatalities and Weighted Injuries 

GDF Gross Disproportion Factor 

LCM Level Crossing Manager 

MSL Miniature Stop Lights 

NR Network Rail 

ORR Office of Rail and Road 

SFAIRP So Far As Is Reasonably Practicable 

Vulnerable 
users 

Vulnerable level crossing users can be defined as people who, when compared with 
typical users:  are likely to take an extended time to traverse due to disability or 
distraction; and/or might be at greater risk of harm due to their perception of risk. 
Types of vulnerable users: Vulnerable users can include but are not limited to: People 
with physical and/or mental disabilities or other impairments; incl. those using mobility 
scooters. Young children; unaccompanied or in groups.  Elderly people.  Dog walkers. 
Cyclists, e.g., where known not to dismount and considered ‘at risk’.  People carrying 
heavy bags or large objects, with pushchairs etc.  Non-English language speakers, e.g., 
migrant workers 

WB Whistle Boards 

WG Wicket Gate 

Decision 
Point 

Applies to user-worked crossings, footpath crossings and bridleway crossings. It is a 
point where guidance on crossing safely is visible and at which a decision to cross or 
wait can be made in safety. For footpath crossings this should be not less than 2m from 
the nearest running rails or 3m where the line speeds are higher than 160 km/h. For 
bridleway crossings and user-worked crossings this should not be less than 3m from the 
nearest running rail. 

Encumbered Crossing with bags, pushchairs, cycles or dogs (consider if dogs are on or off a lead 
(including the use of extendable versions), and if owners are in charge of more than one 
dog; it becomes increasingly harder to control multiple animals) 

 

 


