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1 Executive Summary 

 
Halcrow have been requested by Bath and North East Somerset Council to 
undertake a high level review of a proposal for a new Bath Eastern Park and 
Ride site at Bathampton Junction, as included in a report dated 6th February 
2012 produced by Mr Dorian Baker. 
 
Due to cost limitations, our review looks at the engineering, operational and 
cost issues associated with the report at a very high level. 
 
To keep our review focused we have restricted our comments to the original 
proposal for a park and ride scheme and avoided commenting on any of 
Network Rail’s long term plans and strategies in the area. 
 
In summary; 
 

• There are some considerable engineering technical problems to be 
addressed. 

 

• There are considerable problems with the operations of layout as 
proposed. 

 

• The engineering costs are very expensive. 
 

• In addition to the above, there are considerable issues to be addressed 
regarding land take, road layout operations, housing blight, business 
relocation and compensation costs. 

 

• It is highly unlikely that any funding would come from the railway 
companies. 

 

• This scheme needs to be considered carefully against the various bus 
park and ride options before any further work is undertaken. 

 
 

2 Introduction 
 
Halcrow have been requested by Bath and North East Somerset Council to 
undertake a high level review of a proposal for a new Bath Eastern Park and 
Ride site at Bathampton Junction, as included in a report dated 6th February 
2012 produced by Mr Dorian Baker. 
  
Our review looks at the engineering, operational and cost issues associated 
with the report.  
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It must be borne in mind that due to cost limitations our review has been 
undertaken with certain restrictions as follows: 
 

• It has not been possible to visit the site 
 

• We have no accurate survey or access to existing as built drawings/plans - 
we have had to rely on Mr Baker’s drawings (pdfs not to scale) and aerial 
photographs. 

 
 

• It has not been possible to liaise with Network Rail to ascertain their overall 
strategy / plans for this area. 

 

• It has not been possible to look into a possession strategy except as a very 
high level assessment of likelihood. 

 

3 General Overview of Report 

3.1 General Approach 

 
The general approach in Mr Baker’s report raises the following issues: 
 

• To maximise the amount of land available for the car park and to provide a 
platform that is mostly on the straight it is proposed to move the tracks 
including the mainline junction to the west of their current position. 

 

• The case for moving the junction is then further justified by suggesting 
weaknesses in the existing layout that could be resolved by his proposed 
new alternative one which ties in with his platform proposal. 

 

• Nevertheless another more complex layout is proposed over and above the 
original option. 

 

• Other issues then dealt with include regional route and electrification issues.  
However, these are not directly relevant to this scheme and have no impact 
on the viability of the track layout proposals in respect of their ability to serve 
the park and ride facility or the local Bathampton area.. 

 
 

• To keep our review focused we have restricted our comments to the original 
proposal for a park and ride scheme and avoided commenting on any of 
Network Rail’s long term plans and strategies in the area. 

 

3.2 Permanent Way 

 
Whilst the report demonstrates some significant engineering knowledge, (e.g. 
the comments on concrete strength on page 15 the assumptions regarding 
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permanent way (track) engineering appear to be based on a more limited 
understanding –specific issues in this respect are made in section 4. 
 
There are two major drawbacks to the scheme from a P Way point of view.  
From analysis of the drawing provided, the radii of the proposed curve 
appears to be somewhere in the region of approximately 390m radius.  In 
addition, from information extracted from the railway industry Five Mile Line 
Diagrams the new platform would be located on land almost immediately 
adjacent to the track on an existing < 1 in 330 gradient.  This is in 
contravention of the track design handbook NR/L2/TRK 2049, which states:   
 

“Station platforms shall not be located on horizontal curves with radii 
less than 1000m”; and   

 
“Wherever possible, platforms shall be located with an average 
gradient not steeper than 1 in 500.  It is permissible for platforms to be 
located on track with average gradients steeper than 1 in 500 provided 
trains are not planned to terminate or reverse at the platform” 

 
It is worth noting that the length of platform appears to over-cater for the use 
of two car units suggested in the document.  The platforms appear to be much 
longer than required.  However, this may not be a problem as there are a 
number of regional and inter-regional services in the area.  
 
It is possible that detailed design may be able to improve on the existing 
situation and/or a dispensation may be obtained, but it is by no means certain.  
This one aspect alone may prevent the approval of the scheme. 
 

3.3 Signalling 

 
The report produced by Mr Baker contains little if any reference to either the 
existing Signalling arrangements in the Bathampton and Bath Spa areas, or 
what new equipment would be necessary to accommodate his suggested park 
and ride service. 
The Signalling alterations required by his report can be sub-divided into three 
geographical areas, plus their controlling signal box. All three are currently 
controlled from Bristol Power Box, via a conventional Entrance / Exit (NX) 
panel and free wired interlockings to E10K standards. As discussed below, all 
signalling equipment in the area covered by this report is due to be replaced 
as part of the Great Western Mainline Electrification project, (due for 
completion in 2019). 
 

1) Great Western Up/Down Mainlines in the Bathampton Junction area & 
2) Up / Down Trowbridge lines in the Bathampton Junction area. 
 
The report states that “there is a once in a generation opportunity to 
amend the layout at Bathampton, as part of the work associated with the 
Great Western Main Line Electrification project”. Whilst this is correct, in 
that the Signalling equipment will be entirely replaced by this project, Mr 
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Bakers report appears to presume that the substantial changes to track, 
signalling and electrification which he recommends at Bathampton 
Junction would be completed and funded as part of this far larger project. 
Presuming that Network Rail is willing to incorporate into Great Western 
Electrification the suggested substantial alterations to the junction is a 
major assumption, the funding of it even more so.  
 
Comparing the new and old layouts simply by numbers of switches and 
crossings does not address the additional and possibly excessive 
complexity of the new layout, for signalling purposes. The addition of the 
central bi-directional loop appears to add little functionality compared to 
the existing layout and it is unlikely it would in practice be used for either of 
the “advantages” quoted by Mr Baker. (Train preparation and passing of 
Freight trains). Constraints on signal overlaps forced by the revised 
junction layout would still require an appropriate train planning path to be 
provided to cross the Great Western Down Main, or be forced to wait in the 
loop whilst the protecting signal release times off. This would require 
approach control of the protecting signal, so potentially slowing the speeds 
of trains routed off the GWR Up into the central loop.  
 
Similarly the proposal for a bay platform sited in between the Up & Down 
Trowbridge lines adds unnecessary complication to the layout and the 
island platform arrangement would prevent Regional services on the Up 
Trowbridge line from calling at Bathampton. Signalling into a bay platform 
necessitates the slowing of the approach speed of the terminating train, 
which in this case would result in a slow running speed across the GWR 
Down Main. A simplified layout could minimise this whilst reducing the 
number of new point ends to be provided.  
 
The re-alignment of the Up/Dn Trowbridge lines, in order to avoid 
demolition of the existing Bathampton Interlocking Signalling Relay Room, 
is not relevant unless the re-signalling of the Great Western Main Line was 
not to go ahead. This project will entirely replace the contents of the relay 
room and most likely demolish the building as a cost saving measure.  
 
Lastly, the suggestion to provide a light rail line adjacent to the Great 
Western Down Main should be treated with caution. Although there is no 
track here at present, all the signalling equipment cabinets and associated 
cable routes are presently located on this side of the line. Re-Signalling of 
the Great Western Main Line may or may not replicate this arrangement. 
The addition of new track here could potentially require the re-location of 
and consequent re-testing of all of the main line signalling equipment 
adjacent to the light rail. 
 
Re-signalling of this layout to the track diagram provided in Mr Bakers 
report would require the removal of two existing main signals and the 
provision of approximately 6 new main signals, together with all associated 
track circuiting, train protection equipment and signage. 7 ends of points 
(or switches) would require removal and 7 new ends of points installing, (in 
different positions). Costs for this work to be done as a separate project, 
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(rather than being provided gratis as part of GWML Electrification), can be 
found in Appendix C. 
 

 
3) Bath Spa Station and Westmorland Road Sidings: 

 
There is also an almost complete absence of detail in M Bakers report 
regarding the arrangements at the western end of the new rail service, 
other than to state that any new service  “would make its western reversal 
at the existing Westmorland Road sidings.” Unfortunately these sidings do 
not currently have any provision for the reversing of trains back into Bath 
Spa Station, there being no signal at the eastern end of the loop. Also the 
points at this end of the loop would require conversion from unpowered 
“spring” points, to powered points controlled from Bristol Power Box. Again, 
cost for the provision of this equipment can be found in Appendix C.  
 
4) Bristol Power Box: 
 
Should this scheme be implemented other than part of GWML 
electrification, significant alterations would be required to Bristol power box 
control panel and it’s associated signal interlocking. Also, data 
transmission equipment between Bristol PSB and Bathampton / 
Westmorland road interlockings would require increased capacity to 
control the extra signalling equipment. 

 

3.4 Telecommunications 

 
New signal post telephones (SPTs) will be mounted on posts on the approach 
to the new platform signals. They shall be jumpered to the main cabling and 
terminated at the controlling signalling centre. 
 
The SPTs shall be connected to the concentrator at the controlling signalling 
centre. New line cards will be installed as necessary and the touchscreen 
reprogrammed or key panel relabelled in agreement with the Local Operations 
Manager. 
 
Train despatch at the new station may require the installation of a Driver Only 
Operation (DOO) CCTV system. Whereby a new monitor bank shall be 
designed and installed at the end of the platform, cameras shall be installed 
along the platform to allow the driver to assess the platform / train interface 
before finishing station operations. 
 
Due to the need to connect systems and services at the new station to the 
Fixed Telecoms Network (FTN), copper and fibre cables would be laid 
alongside the alignment to the new station. This necessitates the installation 
of a new troughing route to protect the cables. This route would be suitable to 
house any signalling, telecoms or other low voltage cables. 
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The fibre cable would be jointed with a minimum number of spliceless joints, 
housed within cable joint bays. The copper cable would be jointed and 
terminated on the lineside to ensure tail cables are kept to within limits 
described by FTN standards. 
 
Transmission equipment and various modems required for data services 
would be located within an equipment rooms at the new station. 
 
Existing cables and routes along side the current alignment would require 
slewing to the new. 
 
Station information and Security Systems (SISS) will be installed at the station 
in accordance with the requirements of the Train Operating Company, 
Network Rail and the Equality Act 2010. The Customer Information Systems 
covering the station shall be required to be connected to the CIS network to 
enable passengers to receive real time visual and audio information about 
train running. 
 
CCTV cameras shall be fitted to give coverage of the public areas of the 
station, including the station car park. Recording equipment shall be located 
within an equipment room at the station and the system configured to transmit 
recordings on request. 
 
A passenger help point will also be installed on the platform. 
 

3.5 Civil Engineering 

 
The civil engineering works immediately associated with the ‘railway’ part of 
this scheme are the provision of a 200m island platform and a footbridge to 
access the platform from the car park.  There are problems with the proposed 
location of the platform which have already been discussed in section 3.2.  
The footbridge provision should be relatively straightforward. 
 
 

3.6 Electrification 

 

 
The Great Western electrification scheme covers inter-city routes to Bristol via 
both Bristol Parkway and Bath.  It does not cover the electrification of local or 
regional routes that share these routes for any part of their journeys.  While an 
aspiration exists for electrification of local services, there is no concrete 
business case as yet, and Bristol Metro Phase 1 assumes diesel operation at 
its inception.  On this basis, while any potential trains to Bathampton will run 
under the wires between there and Bristol Temple Meads, the other legs of 
the local service pattern will require diesel operation and therefore there need 
currently be no expectation of electrification of any Bathampton park and ride 
facility. 
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3.7 Operations 

 
The layout proposed by the Baker report for the bay platform, incorporating 
turnback, is over-complex.  A simpler layout could be achieved with the same 
operational effect, but this would still be subject to the risk and issues 
associated with alignment constraints (gradient and curve) and the need to 
acquire land and carry out civil works to make it up to the right level.   
 
We note that it is suggested by Mr Baker that the park and ride site be served 
by a rail shuttle service to Bath Spa station.  We do not regard this as being 
operationally feasible in itself.  Bath Spa station has very limited capacity for 
turning trains back and the nature and layout of turnouts at Bath do not allow 
turning back from/to the east. The site might possibly be served by other 
existing and proposed services.  These would be: 
 

• Existing regional services that link Westbury and Bath hourly.  

• The Bristol Metro Phase 1 new service terminating at Bath, provided 
that it can be extended to serve Bathampton.   

Early work on Bristol Metro Phase suggested that an operationally robust 
turnback for Bath would require running to Bathampton to turn around there.  
However, further work has concluded that this is not necessary to make the 
Metro Phase 1 service to Bath work reliably.  It remains potentially feasible to 
extend this service to Bathampton, but given that the Bathampton turnback is 
no longer required for Bristol Metro the park and ride scheme’s overall income 
stream would have to cover the additional operational and infrastructure costs.   

.   

3.8 Possession Strategy 

 
Comments from Mr Baker outside of his report implied that the implementation 
of signalling alterations could be staged over no more than 2 weekend 
possessions. We do not agree with this conclusion and believe the true figure 
would be considerably greater. However, to provide a comprehensive staging 
strategy as evidence of this would be beyond the remit of this study, and 
would require significant further investigation. 
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4 Critique of Specific Points in Report 
 

Page 
number 

and 
paragraph 

Original comment 
 

Halcrow response 

1.1 A scheme to provide a Park & 
Ride railway station and high 
capacity car park, largely on 
existing railway land at 
Bathampton Junction. 

Is there evidence that can 
be provided to show that 
ownership of the land has 
been established, and that 
it is available for purchase 
and change of use? 
 

1.6 If a car park site could be 
identified near to the railway 
junction at Bathampton at which 
a railway station could be built, 
then the rail journey into Bath 
Spa main line railway station 
would be about 3.75 minutes - 
based on current Westbury line 
train operating timetables. 

We would say that this is 
approximately right.  Time 
would be 3½ minutes at 
best or 4 minutes at worst. 

2.1 To the south of the existing road 
and railway corridor at 
Bathampton an area of “brown 
land”, the site of the original 
Bathampton Station, could 
provide a site area of 3.1 
hectares in the angle of the 
railway junction and its 
embankments.  

Part of this scheme bisects 
an existing timber yard 
which would presumably 
have to be relocated.  Also 
see 1.1 above. 

2.2 To make up the site area, the 
greater part would be achieved 
by moving track switches that 
form the “railway junction” about 
200 metres to the west so that 
two parcels of “brown land” that 
are, today, divided by the railway 
branch to Trowbridge can be 
utilised as a single area of about 
1.9 ha.. A further 1.2 ha of land 
would be taken from the Green 
Belt, mainly land of Bathampton 
Farm in the angle of the railway 
junction, to the south of the A4 
Batheaston Bypass and the 
GWML railway corridor. 

It is not at all clear how 
easily this movement 200m 
west could be achieved.  
Apart from the land take 
issues already referred to, 
the tracks would move 
closer to existing properties 
and most likely necessitate 
road layout alterations.  In 
addition it is not by any 
means proven that they 
could be located where 
suggested, not least 
because of possible 
clearance issues to the 
existing Mill Lane over-
bridge. Also, The potential 
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of this development being 
in Green Belt land would 
make the proposed 
development extremely 
difficult to get planning 
permission for.   

2.3 The existing railway operational 
infrastructure at Bathampton 
Junction includes a “signalling 
relay room”, on the south side of 
the main line tracks, opposite the 
“down main” track connection to 
the railway to Trowbridge and 
Salisbury. By moving the track 
switches 200m to the west it is 
possible to avoid the need to 
completely demolish and re-site 
this relay room and the complex 
signalling apparatus that it 
houses. 

As mentioned in the main 
text, the contents of this 
relay room will be entirely 
replaced by GWML re-
signalling. It is highly likely 
that they will then demolish 
the relay Room to save on 
paying rates on the 
permanent structure. (Any 
replacement will be re-
locatable and therefore 
rates free). Consequently 
this proposal is effectively 
pointless. 

2.4 Rearranging the railway junction 
in this way, moving the entry to 
the switches about 200 metres to 
the west, would also enable the 
speed capability of the track 
fittings to be improved. Today 
speed through this junction for 
trains travelling from Trowbridge 
is limited to 50 mph and for those 
travelling towards Trowbridge the 
speed limit is 40mph. A new 
junction, using switches that 
permit faster speeds, could be 
built to deliver a speed limit of 
65mph for trains in both of these 
directions. This is seen as a very 
desirable objective by Network 
Rail and the train operators. 

The existing speeds 
referred to appear to be 
correct.  However, just 
increasing the junction 
speed does not 
automatically increase 
speed or capacity.   The 
through line speeds on 
both any main or branch 
line are dependent on 
many other things than just 
turnout speed.  Adjacent 
track geometry, signalling, 
train performance and 
many other features can 
affect overall line speed at 
a particular location.  In this 
particular case, the speed 
of trains towards Trowbr-
idge are constrained by the 
track layout and the cons-
equent signalling arrange-
ments regardless of any 
improvements in track 
geometry.  From an 
operational timetabling 
perspective, capacity and 
performance tend to be 
optimised when train 
running speed is uniform, 
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regardless of the absolute 
maximum speed.  This 
section of the inter-city 
route will not be the highest 
speed route, given the 
approach to Bath Spa 
station meaning that, say, a 
125mph line speed could 
not be exploited.  Line 
speed at the junction 
therefore needs to be 
sufficiently uniform, or of a 
suitable range that trains 
on diverging/converging 
routes can be timetabled 
effectively.  In the case of 
the proposed park and ride 
all trains approaching and 
departing from or to the 
west will be running at a 
relatively low speed 
because of the platform 
stop, so a higher speed 
turnout is not necessarily 
essential to the success of 
a park and ride scheme 
here. 

2.5 Journey time between a new 
Bathampton Parkway Station at 
this site and Bath Spa Station 
would be about 3.75 minutes - 
considerably faster than an 
articulated bus travelling via 
London Rd. The Joint Local 
Transport Plan included support 
for a 30minute clock face interval 
service pattern over the railway 
route between Bristol, Bath and 
points on the Trowbridge line so 
that a 30 minute interval service 
to a new station could be 
provided without any additional 
train services other than those 
currently planned. 

We would concur with the 
rail journey time, but are 
unable to comment on the 
bus journey time.  It should 
be noted though that a 30 
minute interval service is 
probably the most that 
could be achieved by rail, 
entailing a longer wait for 
park and ride users.  In 
comparison a more 
frequent bus link, while 
having a longer travel time 
could reduce waiting time 
for users. This trade off 
would need to be fully 
examined before a decision 
on mode is made in any 
such scheme. 
 

2.6 A new “Bathampton Station” 
would be built on the new 
alignment of the Trowbridge line, 

Agree completely with this 
statement. 
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at the south side of the new car 
park. Building a new railway 
station alongside a new track 
alignment before these tracks 
are put into use by trains, 
enables the station to be built at 
very, very, much less cost than 
building alongside a “live” 
railway.  

3.1 The new infrastructure is in the 
angle of the railway junction, with 
the Trowbridge line tracks moved 
westward to enable the existing 
area of brown land of the original 
Bathampton Station site to be 
utilised as a single plot and to 
ease the radii of curvature of 
railway tracks through the curve 
and at the junction fittings. 

The proposed curves are 
very similar to the existing.  
There is no significant 
improvement.  

8.3 • Weaknesses of the existing 
layout are that: 

 

• The route through three 
switches between the Up Main 
and the Up Trowbridge 
including two reverses of 
curvature on un-canted track 
with the result that speed 
through this junction is limited 
to 40mph. 

 
 
 
 

• The existing layout of the Down 
connection from the Trowbridge 
line onto the Down Main also 
includes two reverses of 
curvature which, although less 
severe than the Up direction 
curves, limit speed to 50mph 
through the junction in the 
Down direction. 

 

• All Up Trowbridge trains leave 
the Up Main at a ‘facing cross-
over’ at which they cross to the 
Down Main. This means that 
for each Up Trowbridge train, 
the working time-table must 

 
 
 

• There is nothing unusual 
in this and it is not correct 
to imply that it is just the 
reverses that limit the 
speed.  As stated above, 
other technical and 
operational factors will 
also determine the 
appropriate junction 
speed. 

 
 

• As above 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• This is normal at flat 
junctions.  The new layout 
offers no advantage and 
possibly increases the 
difficulty in getting 
Trowbridge trains off the 



14 

provide co-incident train-paths 
in the Up Main and in the Down 
Main at Bathampton Junction; 

 
 
 
 
 
 

• If a Trowbridge train is held in 
the Up Loop it must rejoin and 
cross the Up Main again before 
it can cross to the Down Main 
and take the connection to the 
Up Trowbridge line, hence it 
still requires coincident paths in 
the Up Main and in the Down 
Main. 

Up GWML.  Only grade 
separation would avoid 
this, and the report does 
not propose or seek to 
justify such a solution.  
We do not see a specific 
need for grade 
separation. 

 

• This is only an issue if 
there is no choice but to 
path such a train via the 
Up Loop.  However, this 
is unlikely as to slow into 
and accelerate from the 
loop would take more 
capacity than pathing it 
straight across the 
junction. 

 
8.4 Any changes that a Bath & North 

East Somerset scheme might 
wish to propose that affect the 
main line railway need to be put 
forward quickly and start their 
progress through the railway 
industry assessment, design and 
installation process as soon as 
possible because once the 
forthcoming re-signalling and 
electrification schemes are at 
their own planning and 
installation stages, the shape of 
the railway track layout at 
Bathampton Junction will 
become fixed for a generation. 

It is unlikely that the 
proposed infrastructure 
changes could be 
accelerated to become a 
part of the current 
infrastructure development 
plans.  The only local 
scheme that has achieved 
this is Bristol Metro Phase 
1, which is now a priced 
option in the Great Western 
franchise ITT.  Other 
phases of Bristol Metro 
would need to be 
developed later, and this 
scheme would probably 
have to follow a similar 
process.  It would certainly 
be unacceptable to 
Network Rail, DfT and the 
TOCs that the cost of any 
of these proposed changes 
at Bathampton should be 
borne as part of the GWML 
electrification and 
resignalling works.  Any 
development and works 
cost relating to the park 
and ride would have to be 
fully borne by the scheme  



15 

13.6 The pre-feasibility design for a 
new railway permanent way 
layout at Bathampton Junction is 
based on using SG2O.25 RT6O 
inclined Switch & Crossing (S&C) 
units (“points”) that can be used 
at up to 125mph on the through 
track and at up to 65mph on the 
turn-out track. This would offer 
Network Rail and the train 
operator a considerable 
improvement over 40mph Up or 
50mph in the Down direction at 
Bathampton Junction today. The 
geometry has been designed 
with transition lengths to achieve 
the required curves entering the 
Trowbridge Line. S&C design for 
connections to a bay platform or 
pair of side platforms at 
Bathampton Parkway or Park & 
Ride Station can be completed 
when a train service pattern is 
more clearly known. The track 
layout at the station should be 
designed to serve the train 
service rather than be allowed to 
become a constraint on the train 
service that can be operated. 
The GWML track fittings and 
transition curves shown on the 
January 2012 pre-feasibility 
design would be appropriate to a 
range of design options for track 
connections in the station area. 

In theory, any geometry of 
S & C unit can be suitable 
for running at 125mph on 
the through track – this 
comment is a red herring 
as such a speed capability 
is not needed at this 
location. 
 
 
Please also refer to 
comments to 2.4 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
We have not been provided 
with and are unaware of 
any documentation 
described as the 2012 pre-
feasibility design, and 
therefore cannot comment 
on it.  We have 
commendted on the layout 
and proposals contained in 
the report with which we 
have been provided. 
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5 Conclusion 
 
There are various problems with the proposal as listed below: 
 

• Horizontal and vertical track alignments are not suitable for a platform at this 
location. 

 

• The additional complexity of the proposed new layout appears to add little 
functionality compared to the existing layout and may make some operations 
more difficult. 

 

• The proposal for a future light rail line could potentially have a major impact 
on the re-signalling of the GWML. 

 

• There is no current provision to enable the reversal of a shuttle service at 
Bath Spa Station. 

 

• Journey times to Bath may not be competitive with a bus based park and 
ride at the same site. 

 

• Considerable alterations to the telecommunications will be required to 
provide all the modern facilities necessitated by a new station, PA. CCTV 
etc. 

 

• There are considerable issues to be addressed regarding land take, road 
layout operations, housing blight, business relocation and compensation 
costs. 

 
It is highly unlikely that any of the proposed changes at Bathampton would be 
provided / funded as part of the GWML electrification and resignalling works, 
or as part of Bristol Metro Phase 1. 
 

6 Recommendations 
 
This scheme need to be considered carefully against the various bus park and 
ride options at Bath east before any further work is undertaken.
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Appendix A Line Diagram of Bathampton Junction 
Area 

 
(Showing amendments as proposed in D. Baker report)
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Appendix B Aerial photograph of proposed location 
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Appendix C Costs 

 
(+/- 50%)
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Note:  This does not include land purchase, demolition / removal of timber 
yard or compensation costs to land / building / business owners. 
 
 
Permanent Way 
 
(Note that we have estimated for what we believe to be the minimum 
requirements to meet the Dorian Baker scheme) 
 
1900m of new plain line and formation  £1,250,000 
1 no sliding buffer stop £15,000 
7 no CV 9 ¼ turnouts  £1,050,000 
1 no EV 21 xover  £300,000 
2 no EV15 turnouts  £500,000 
Slue 1800m of ex plain line  £170,000 
Drainage      Provisional Sum £5,000 
 
 
Civil Engineering 
 
New island platform 200m x 5m wide  provisional sum £870,000 
New footbridge (including ramps)  provisional sum £200,000 
New lifts provisional sum £200,000 
 sub-total £4,605,000 
 
 
 
Signalling 
 
Signalling Alterations at Westmorland Road Sidings   
    
New TPWS OSS Arm & Trigger loops for "Down Main" signal 
provided 

£17,000 

New TPWS TSS Arm & Trigger loops for "Down Main" signal 
provided 

£13,000 

New "Up/Dn Goods Loop" Red/Yellow/Green/Yellow signal 
with Route Indicators 

£44,000 

New "Down Main" Red/Yellow/Green/Yellow signal with Route 
Indicators 

£44,000 

New AWS supressed magnet provided for "Down Main" signal £21,000 
New AWS supressed magnet provided for "Up/Dn Goods" 
signal 

£21,000 

New  Points Machine £44,000 
Panel Alterations £44,000 
Interlocking alterations £110,000 
New locations, x 4 £115,000 
    
  £473,000 
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Signalling Alterations - Bathampton Jn   
    
Provision of TPWS TSS for 7 Signals £91,000 
New Track joints x 20 £506,000 
Old Track joint bonded out x 10 £122,000 
New AWS supressed magnet provided x 5 £103,000 
New Signal Red/Yellow/Green/Yellow signal with Route 
Indicators x 7 

£308,000 

New TPWS OSS Arm & Trigger loops x 6 £124,000 
New HVI Track Circuit x 12 £325,000 
Sign boards to provide x 10 £14,000 
New TI21 Track Circuit x 12 £360,000 
Panel Alterations £110,000 
New Points Machine x 8 £354,000 
New TPWS OSS Arm & Trigger loops for Buffer Stop provided £17,000 
New Buffer Stop to be lit £2,000 
Interlocking alterations £220,000 
New Locations, x 24 £687,000 
Removals of redundant points, signals tracks, TPWS, AWS £220,000 
Altered Locations x 24 £343,000 
    

  £3,906,000 
  

sub-total £4,379,000 
 
 
 
Telecommunications Subtotal £75,000 
 Grand Total £9,059,00 
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Appendix D Dorian Baker report dated 6 February 
2012  
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