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BROWN & ROOT CONSULTING

1 INTRODUCTION

This Report was Commissioned by CKP plc in December 2000, to give a Professional
Independent view on the current Proposal to Re-instate the old Railway from Keswick
to Penrith.

It is co-authored by Brown & Root Services Consulting (BRS), Russell Bowler
Environmental (RBE), Corus Rail Consultancy (CRC). CKP Railways plc

‘The Scheme is being sponsored and promoted by Iceni Enterprises Ltd of Carlisle.
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BACKGROUND

The original railway opened in 1865 ran from Workington on the Industrialised West
Coast of Cumberland via Cockermouth & Keswick to Penrith (33 miles), on the West
Coast Main Line, (see Appendix A).

Ultimately using DMU’s on an infrequent basis, the Line was never properly marketed
nor it’s potential exploited to the full, (see Appendix B) and was finally closed in 1972
by British Rail due to the perceived lack of public support and use, and the track
removed.

Although some of the land has passed into other hands, a considerable proportion of the
land, track bed and structures still remain in place, including the Junction at Penrith.

For over nine years the idea of reopening the 18.5 mile Railway between Keswick and
Penrith has been promoted, discussed and examined in great detail by Mr C Martindale
the MD of CKP plc.

The line proposed is to be an integral part of the National Rail System, and be available
for use by any approved Train Operating Company.

Contact and discussions have taken place with all of the Public Transport and Planning
Authorities involved, the Lake District National Park and Trust, the local Businesses
and Land Owners. There has also been dialogue with Railtrack, the DETR, SSRA and
two Train Operators.

The result of these has been favourable.

With the recent change in Public Transport’s perceived Role, especially the Railways,
and the operational patterns available the time is thought to be appropriate to develop
the scheme further, (see Appendix B).

This Report aims to move the scheme forward officially, with a view of seeking the
necessary Transport & Works Order if possible within the next 18-24 months, and be
open for Public Traffic by January 2004 at the latest,

OABrec_Ba\WAAC2086 \NCKP Summary.doc
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3 OUTSTANDING ACTIONS

The Work Sheet appended to this Report as Appendix G gives in more detail the
outstanding actions, their timing and those to be involved. It is not a definitive list, but
the main issues are listed in order of priority.

In summary

A Management Team to be contracted

The Scheme cleariy defined

Funding to be explored

Engineering Options to be defined

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) completed
Public Consultation

Transport & Works Order (TWO) application completed
Delivery Support facilities & procedures set up
Construction and Handover

ODOoO0oOO0oOO0O0oo0oQ
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4 PROPOSED WAY FORWARD

Q It is the expressed intention of the Client to achieve the Objective of reopening the
Keswick Line, in a manner, which can be used as a role model of Professional
Teamwork and Co-operation for other new Schemes and Projects in the future.

O Also using the most cost effective solutions, and at all times using the Best and
Safest Practices within all areas of the Project.

O Having this in mind the following proposals are being put forward concerning the
Organisation required to achieve the stated Objective.

O During the early stages of discussion and study work there has evolved a well-

fitted Professional Team, which it would be suggested is retained as the basis for
Managing through the Project, and all of it’s various stages.

4.1 Proposed ‘Project Executive Team’ (PET)

Client CKP
Project Managing and Facilitation BRC
Project Engineering CRC
Transport & Works Act (inc. Environmental) RBE
Environmental (EIA and EMS) BRC
Project Health & Safety BRC

& The Senior Members will act as ‘part-time’ Senior Advisors generally, with other
full time staff to deal with the day to day activities required, which may, or may not
come from the represented Companies.

O Their Fees to be paid for on a time and cost basis monthly.

O Other parties will be utilised as and when required within the Programme to
prepare the TWA, and if successful to deliver the Project.

O Where ever possible use will be made of Local Firms and Staff

OABrec_Ba\WP\C2086\CKP Summary.doc
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CONCLUSIONS

There is a long way to go, but there is also a considerable amount of good will and
support, the response to the recent Bond Issue has been promising, and from initial
discussions there are several means available to Fund the Project.

Within the current Economic and Political climate the time seems most opportune to
submit this Proposal via the Transport & Works Act for approval by the Secretary of
State for Transport.

The included recent Professional Studies covering Management, Engineering,
Environmental, and Transport & Works Order requirements have shown that, yes there
are some obstacles, but none are insurmountable given the will and means.

It is concluded that the Proposed Scheme to re-instate the Keswick to Penrith Railway
is possible, practical and given the appropriate support could be viable.

Hence this report is subrmitted for approval by CKP ple, in an endeavour to
Professionally move the scheme forwards ultimately to a satisfactory and successful
completion, if at all possible.

K N Robson
Report Co-ordinator
Brown & Root Services

O\Brec_BaA\WP\C20864\CKP Summary.doc
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APPENDIX A

Plan of Route
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APPENDIX B

Diagram of Operating Patterns
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DIAGRAM TO ILLUSTRATE CHANGES IN OPERATING PATTERNS

Circa 1970
North
Scotland
Carlisle

Shuttle Service

KESWICK JR o e 2 PENRITH

Preston
London
South

Possibilities with Re-instatement 2003

. GLASGOW .~ .+ EDINBURGH.

CSTRANRAER, ©0. 7 Lo i L il CAREiSL'E“ I TYNE & WEAR

DURHAM

Regular Through Services

“PENRITH -

KESWICK DARLINGTON
Shuttle plus Specials
YORK
LEEDS
MANCHESTER HULL
WATFORD
WEST COUNTRY HEATHROW LONDON
EUROSTAR
SOUTH
COAST
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APPENDIX C

Financial Report
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BROWN & ROOT CONSULTING

FINANCIAL OVERVIEW JANUARY 2001

Basic Assumptions

The Cashflow for the development, design and construction of the new Railway between
Keswick and Penrith has been based on the following:

1.

Grant Aid

For the initial design and development phase, up to and including the award of a Transport
and Works Order, the only sources of finance are from the current Offer of Bonds by the
Company, and Grant Aid. Until the Order is awarded it will not be possible to enter into
meaningful contracts with commercial contractors.

Railtrack and an Engineering Contractor work on a Design, Build, Finance, Operate and
Maintain (DBFOM) basis for their parts of the construction once the Order is awarded.

Grant aid is to be sought to cover the costs of reinstatement of the sections of line and
structures demolished since closure, to the equivalent of an “as closed” alignment
(earthworks and structures complete, track lifted, some structural refurbishment required).

At this stage there are no other external sources of finance available or promised, although
several possibilities have been identified for examination at a later date.

Costs are based on comparison with other projects with similar elements and overall
confirmation by the County Council’s Engineers in late 1996. Price variation on major
construction projects in the intervening years has been minor.

All services are bought in on a fully professional basis.

Costs are for the minimum construction - a single track, “one train” operation, with

signalling at Penrith Junction, operated by Railtrack, controlling movements onto and off the
line.

Additional facilities such as double track, extra signalling and some intermediate stations are
possible, but would require 100% funding on top of this basic scheme. Outline approval
only would be sought for these facilities unless external finance was available at the outset,
leaving development to follow as and when revenue permits.

4

Being sought amounts to slightly less than half of the total cost of the re-construction.

Operaticnal Assumptions

The Cashflow projection for the first three years of operation is based on the following
assurnptions:

L.

The train service is operated by a National Network Operator paying an average of the 1995
levels of track access charge levied by Railtrack in the North West of England.

The charge is discounted by 20% and 10% in the first two years to acknowledge that
passenger numbers will take this time to build to their full potential.
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The charge is based on an hourly service of “Sprinter” type trains (or more modern
equivalents), making approximately 16 return trips per day, seven days a week. This is the
service pattern which best suits the residents and businesses in the Keswick area.

The Train Operator operates a pattern of services on and to the Keswick line, which allows it
to acquire a good percentage of the long distance fares into and out of Keswick.

The Engineering Contractor and Railtrack are paid a return of between 8% and 10% per
annum on their capital costs by CKP, out of the income from Track Access charges.

Land acquisition is a mixture of purchase and lease - the latter may appeal to local authorities
including the National Park, and has been found attractive in principle to some private
landowners who would not readily agree to sell.

CKP would provide staff to fuifil Operations and Customer Care roles at stations on the line,
also promote the line in association with local businesses and authorities.

Integration with other public transport in the northern Lake District could be achieved by
CKP taking a leading role in a number of schemes.

These arrangements create the simplest possible package with minimum scope for disruption due
to inability to co-ordinate the actions of disparate bodies.

Other Possible Financial Assistance

The call on grant aid could be reduced if other public bodies financed particular aspects of the
construction, for example:

L.

If The Highways Agency contributed to the (estimated £2 million) cost of the new bridge
over the A66 Trunk road at Beckses. This is necessary because the alignment of the A66
crosses the trackbed at the same level, having been built after closure of the line. '

If The Highways Agency contributed to the costs of the new alignment at Threlkeld

necessitated by the presence of the approach to the road viaduct, built after closure across the
former trackbed.

The Highways Agency’s remit currently includes a requirement to make the best use of
existing roads - arguably relief of the roads by transferring traffic to rail would help achieve
this aim, and therefore justify modest investment by the Highways Agency in the railway.
The total cost of identified works on this rail route would probably equate to only a  handful
of minor road junction improvements, but with greater effect by releasing capacity rather
than redistributing problems.

If the County Council contributed to the cost of the reconstruction of public road bridges
over the line at Troutbeck, Penruddock and Flusco. At these locations, bridges have been
demolished to straighten and level the road alignments after closure of the railway. This
package would probably amount to approximately £ 2 million less than 10% of the total cost

but highly significant as enabling works and demonstrating a real commitment to rail
transport.

OABrec_Ba\WP\C2086\CKP Summary.doc
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If the County Council contributed to the cost of the new alignment and bridges across the
valley at Beckses. The County Council carried out a major landscaping exercise in this area
after closure to remove all former railway infrastructure and restore the land to its pre-
railway profile.

If the Lake District National Park Authority was provided with adequate funding to re-route
the foot and cycle path currently occupying the trackbed between Keswick and Threlkeld.
Alternatives have been identified in principle. The existing path is not sustainable for the
Authority in the long term as costs of maintenance of bridges accrue - against which the path
generates no income whatsoever.

The Financial Performance

The line once operational could have its Finances improved by the following measures:

1.

If Railtrack funded the costs of recommissioning signalling control equipment and rebuilding
the junction at Penrith as an investment on which it took returns purely from access charges
generated by extra movements to and from the Keswick line on its own system, without any
contribution from CKP.

Under-writing the Train Operator’s access payments to CKP at the long-term target rate from
day one. This could come from a number of possible sources including local authority
support. This would allow CKP more scope to negotiate with the Engineering Contractor and
ensure a better long-term maintenance regime as well as accelerating the accrual of funds for
extra facilities along the line to increase service frequency and flexibility.

As presented, the scheme is viable if fully funded from the outset and construction can be
completed within a fairly short timescales.

The line has a good prospect of being self-supporting once established.

Bond Issue

Q

Launched by CKP Railways plc at the end of October 2000, it has attracted over £100,000 by
the end of the year.

It is anticipated that the total will be in the order of £250,000 to £300,000 by the latest
closing date of 28th April 2001.

The Prospectus states that the Company intends to invest approximately half of the proceeds
to fund returns to investors.

Much of the money has come from individuals and businesses in Keswick who feel very
strongly that the rail link is desperately needed.

The unrestricted funds are shown allocated to spending during 2001 and the first half of
2002.

This will in effect “keep the project alive” by covering the costs of the key members of the
Project Executive Team but very little of the detailed work on the application for the
Transport and Works Order.

OABrec_Ba\WP\C20864\CKP Summary.doc
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External Funding
This is essential to ensure that the project makes real progress.

Modest Grant Aid in the early stages will allow significant commercial input to the main
construction phase and subsequent operation.

The reverse (commercial funding followed by grants) simply is not feasible.
Tackled this way, the railway can be operational in approximately three years.

If public funding alone was used, the timescales could be many times longer as there would be
considerable difficulties creating a suitably coherent package from restricted budgets.

The railway will not be built at all if it relied on commercial funding alone as the returns against
the cost, including considerable external finance charges which would be incurred, would not be
attractive.

CKP has raised the “pump-priming” finance and it is now a matter of building on this solid
foundation.

This approach enables the total risk to be spread over a mix of public and private sources of
finance, and the project completed as quickly and cost-effectively as possible.

Cedric Martindale

Managing Director
CKP Railways plc

January 2001
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COCKERMOUTH, KESWICK & PENRITH (CKP) RAILWAYS plc

1.1

1.2

BROWN & ROOT CONSULTING

TRANSPORT & WORKS ACT (TWA) REPORT

INTRODUCTION

CKP Railways plc (“CKP”) has been established to reinstate the former railway linking
Penrith and Keswick in Cumbria. CKP have assembled various items of background
information and raised funds by a bond issue to allow initial promotion of the
proposals. Russell Bowler Environmental (“RBE”) in association with Brown & Root
Services has been requested by CKP to provide preliminary environmental and related
advice in respect of the proposals. The tasks identified were to report in outline on:-

(@) Environmental issues needed to be addressed to produce an Environmental
Statement to accord with the Transport and Works (Applications and Objections)
(England and Wales) Rules 2000, (the “2000 Rules™), but also consistent with a
pragmatic approach to environmental issues,

(b)  Tasks that are required to prepare a valid Transport and Works Order (TWO)
application. This to include an indication of the amount of design needed and,
based on information gathered, an opinion as to the likely timescale of the TWO
Procedures.

(c)  Public consultation related to (a) above,

(d) Likely timescale and budgets needed for (a) and (b) above.

()  Environmental issues associated with procurement, construction and delivery of
the proposals.

A simple bar chart showing the key elements of items (a) through (c) above to be
included in the report.

RBE's understanding of the proposals is based on a brief visit to Cumbria in December
2000, and discussion with Cedric Martindale of CKP and others during the visit.
During the visit it became clear that the proposals were not fully developed and other
front-end project matters needed to be considered. RBE has prepared this document as
an interim draft report for CKP that will be incorporated subsequently within a Brown
& Root Services report. The Brown & Root Services will be presented to CKP for use
in third party discussions to develop the scheme further by refining the proposals,
lobbying local stakeholders and raising agditional required funding. Th RBE report
sets out in broad terms the environmental and related consent matters that CKP need to
pursue to progress the proposals. These have been identified for the purposes of this
report under headings of:-

0 Proposai identification and rationale - Although a substantial amount of work has
been carried out by CKP the specific proposals are not yet clarified. A clear
statement of the rationale and supporting business case is essential. This is needed
to achieve further funding, and to assist in the application for a TWO.

0 Option appraisal - Development of engineering solutions is required where
infrastructure replacement/enhancement is needed. The engineering solutions will
need to take into account environmental concerns, particularly as much of the
scheme is within the Lake District National Park.
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0 Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) - The EIA provides an assessment of the
impact of the proposals on the environment and describes the mitigation of adverse
effects. The result of the EIA is reported in an Environmental Statement (ES)

O Transport and Works Order - A TWO is made by the Secretary of State under
provisions in the Transport and Works Act 1992. The powers that can be conferred
by a TWO are considerable, and the application is a legal procedure set out in the
2000 Rules.

Q Public consultation

O Environmental Management - the environmental impacts of the scheme need to be
managed throughout the life cycle of the project, and an Environmental
Management System can provide the mechanism for achieving this.

These headings are not mutvally exclusive and interaction between the subjects is
likely.

Existing Railway Situation

The former railway linking Keswick and Penrith, which is served by the West Coast
Main Line (WCML), was part of the Cockermouth, Keswick and Penrith railway. The
railway was abandoned in the early 1970s when the A66 trunk road was developed.
Most of the land on which the Keswick/Penrith section was formed has been sold and
is in both public and private ownership. The route is characterised by numerous
bridges and 2 viaducts (both intact) and passes through the Lake District National Park
for approximately half its length to the west. Much of the track formation remains,
although many of the bridge decks over roads have been removed leaving just
abutments. At the western extremity Keswick Station remains, in part, the former
station building having been leased by the local authority to a nearby hotel.
Considerable renovation of the leased area is in evidence. The southern platform,
shortened from its original length, marks the start of a Railway Path leading to -
Threlkeld some 4 miles to the east. The path runs essentially along the former track
bed apart from a section where the A66(T) crosses the former railway and the valley of
the River Greta, north east of Keswick.

Material, reportedly from the A66(T) works, has been deposited on the track bed and
filled the cuttings that led to a short tunnel south west of Briery. A further section of
the former railway has been removed, where the A66(T) crosses the River Greta valley
south west of Threlkeld. ‘

The route continues north easterly past the former Threlkeld quarry and partly in
cutting across the Keswick Golf Club. A road bridge carrying the A5091 has been
removed at Troutbeck, and several bridges near Beckces where the A66(T) again
crosses the former railway. Between Troutbeck and the A66(T) the route
(borders/crosses) Tarn Moss, a Nationa] Nature Reserve. East of the Beckces area the
route leaves the Lakeland National Park, loops horseshoe like, in plan, to the north and

. Joins the WCML west of the M6 motorway.
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PROPOSAL IDENTIFICATION AND RATIONALE

The vision of CKP Railways is to reinstate the Keswick to Penrith railway, thereby
allowing Keswick to be re-connected to the national rail network through passenger
train services. The intention is to create an infrastructure so that train operating
companies could run diesel multiple units and diesel-hauled locomotive trains.
Electrification is not envisaged. Although most of the reinstated railway would be
single line, the formation allows for double-tracking east of Threlkeld, to Troutbeck
and beyond if the A66(T) crossing were to be appropriately re-constructed. Clearly the
train operating companies have an integral role in determining the level of service, but
the CKP vision is for a minimum of regular hourly services in each direction for about
19 hours per day.

The former line served intermediate stations between Keswick and Penrith, and at least
one intermediate stop could be a feature of the proposals. As the infrastructure
provision and environmental impact are related to the train service, this must be
determined. The availability of further funding would be based on a “bankable”
proposal. A clear statement of what is to be provided, which will depend on objective
views of the return on capital invested and need, is necessary. Further development
may be possible when the success of the reinstated line and its operation is able to be
judged.(See also comments on Transport and Works powers below)

The valuable information gathered by CKP over several years now needs to be
assembled, together with a firm indication of the train services to be provided and
realistic costing of the land acquisition and capital works. The outline business case
needs to be developed into a robust financial model so that those who may be willing to
provide funds can be satisfied with the foundation of the proposals. Enthusiasm from a
promoter and tacit support from sections of the community who may benefit from a
successful outcome are important factors, but a clear rationale is essential. (B&R will
expand on this in more detail).

It is quite possible for objectors to the proposals to suggest other ways of utilising a
reinstated infrastructure. These suggestions could include such things as a dedicated
bus corridor, or narrow-gauge railway provision. A high-level review of the options is
recommended. The output from the high level review would help to crystallise views
that CKP’s vision is the right one, and demonstrate to objectors (and an impartial
person such as an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State) that other options were
not viable. The high level review could be included in a first option appraisal
workshop (see below).

Although some of the work involved in developing a fundable proposal can be carried
out independently, solutions to the replacement of those parts of the infrastructure that
have been removed must be progressed. Capital cost of the proposals and land
acquisition must be confirmed.
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OPTION APPRAISAL

There is no set procedure for option appraisal, but the process most likely to deliver an
acceptable solution is an iterative one probably requiring several workshops. Informed
environmental and cost information are key requirements in such a workshop process.
The intensity of the work at each of the principal areas noted below will vary, but the
principle is the same:-

O An initial workshop for the determination of a methodology. No methodology is
going to be wholly objective, although there have been a number of attempts to
devise systems that give an impression of objectivity. Simplicity and good record
keeping as to how decisions were reached are more important. One way, which
has been used on recent railway proposals, is by development of a trade-off matrix.
Decision factors such as cost, functionality, safety, and environmental issues
(acceptability to National Park could be subsumed within environmental issues, but
may be sufficiently important to feature as a specific decision factor) are prepared
for each identified and viable option. Weighting is then given to the factors. The
weighting must be reasonable so that it can, if necessary, be defended and
withstand scrutiny of an impartial observer. (The environmental issues associated
with each option are themselves likely to require a similar approach to the trade-off
matrix outlined so that, for example, ecology can be compared to say, noise). To
focus matters there are specialist consultants who can provide help in achieving an
outcome in a reasonable timescale.

0 A workshop to identify possible solutions. This could also deal with the high-level
matters. This workshop needs information in a broad sense so that, hopefully,
some options can be rejected.

O More detailed work on costing, environmental issues and possibly other factors
would then inform further workshop(s), which would identify the preferred option.

The preferred option may not of course be acceptable to all objectors but, provided no
objector is seen to have raised a point fatal to the proposals, the process should allow
the preferred option to be defended robustly. As the Lake District National Park
Authority (LDNP) is likely to wield considerable influence, the risk of a fatal objection
from this source needs to be minimised during the option appraisal procedure through
ongoing consultation and involvement.

The preferred solutions from the option appraisal would have to be those that formed
part of a fundable proposal.

The most substantial element of the infrastructure replacement relates to the crossing of
the A66(T) and 3 minor roads near Beckces. All this work is within the Lake District
National Park, so the solution must be sensitive to the Park’s requirements and strategic
objectives.

A second element of replacement relates to the Keswick to Threlkeld section where
proposals at the station will impact on the Keswick Country House Hotel, the leisure
centre, and the Railway Path. Further east the Railway Path encompasses a newly
provided section (the Boardwalk) over the River Greta gorge. Proposals in this area
will, in addition to the National Park’s role, need to recognise third-party involvement.
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3.6 The third area, where options are possible is the replacement of the A5091 crossing

near Troutbeck. Local sensitivities and safety standards relating to highway design are
the key issues. :

3.7 Fourthly, the replacement of the track where the AG66(T) crosses south west of
Threlkeld has several options. This is the area of less concern relative to other areas.

3.8 In addition to providing a cost effective solution that is acceptable to the National Park
and third parties (assumed to be acting reasonably), the ES will need to contain an
outline account of any alternatives considered and main reasons for choice, taking into
account environmental effects.

OABrec_Ba\WP\C2086\CKP Summary.doc
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT (ElA)

The requirement for EIA in the United Kingdom derives from European Directive
85/337, amended by 97/11. The purpose of the Directive is to ensure that
environmental effects of projects are taken into account by decision takers and are seen
to have been taken into account. As the UK has a system of development control
provided by Town & Country Planning legislation and most projects require planning
permission, the Directives are implemented principally by Regulations made under
Town & Country Planning provisions. For those projects requiring powers conferred

by a Transport & Works Order and involving works, the 2000 Rules implement the
Directive,

The Directive, as amended, lists (in Annex 1) projects for which EIA is mandatory. In
the case of railways this is “construction of lines for long-distance railway traffic...”.
There are other (Annex 2) projects, where EIA is not mandatory. These include
“manufacture of railway equipment” and “construction of railways”. The latter
category is that of most relevance to CKP. The category was introduced as one of the
amendments contained in 97/11 and there is no guidance or case history as to what
might be covered by the words.

CKP are understood to have decided to submit an ES, so the provision at Rule 7 of the
2000 Rules relating to a screening decision (i.e. whether an ES is required) is academic.
A screening decision can be obtained where there is perceived doubt whether the
proposals should be subject to EIA, Given the nature of the proposals, and the
sensitive location largely within the National Park, there is little doubt that the
Secretary of State would confirm that an ES was needed. The work required to apply
for a screening decision would in any case be similar to carrying out the EIA.

The next matter relates to the content of the ES. Good practice in EIA work has, from
the outset of the process in the early 1970s, involved “scoping”. Put simply it is
unreasonable and unnecessary for every possible impact to be considered to the same
degree, and attention is focused on the key issues, with others “scoped out”. Again as a
result of the 97/11 amendments, a scoping opinion may be obtained from the Secretary
of State. This route is of course open to CKP but, with professional environmental
advice and the expected co-operation from bodies such as the Lake District National
Park, should not be needed. A scoping opinion takes a maximum of 42 days, after all
information has been provided to the Secretary of State. In practice this could be guite
a long time. There is also a provision that where a scoping opinion has been obtained,
the ES “need onmly include the information specified in that scoping opinion”.
However, Rule 8(8) provides that even whére a scoping opinion has been given, further

information in connection with the environmental information provided can still be
required.

The prescribed content of the ES is set out in Rule 11 and must include:-

(@)  adescription of the project including the site, design and size of the proposals.

(b) a description of the measures proposed to mitigate adverse environmental
effects.

(©)  datarequired to identify and assess the main effects likely on the environment.

(d) anoutline of the main alternatives studied and reasons for choice.

(® A non-technical summary.
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In addition there is a requirement to include such other information contained in
Schedule 1 of the 2000 Rules as is relevant to the proposals.

Based on the site visit and experience of other railway projects the environmental
topics likely to require addressing in the EIA are (not in order of importance):-

(1)  Visual and landscape impact, particularly where new infrastructure is to be
provided.

(i)  Operational noise impacts, particularly where sensitive receptors are identified.

(i) Operational vibration impacts.

(iv) Ecology and nature conservation, particularly where designated sites and species
may exist.

(v)  Archaeological impacts

(vi) Agricultural impacts

(vii) Community and Socjo-economic impacts, which would include matters like re-
provisioning of Railway Paths, diversion of other footpaths, employment, etc.

(viil) Traffic impacts, which would include the effect of passengers at Keswick and
Penrith (and intermediate stops)

(ix) Construction issues, covering traffic noise, vibration, disruption and the like.

(x) Water resources (see below), waste, land contamination may also need to be
addressed, but are not expected to be key issues and may be scoped out.

The procedure would be to prepare a brief scoping report, setting out the intended
methodology and addressing the technical, spatial and temporal scope. (The technical
scope is likely to be a listed in the previous paragraph.) The purpose of the scoping
Teport is to try to get agreement to both from the local and other statutory authorities, at
least at officer level.

In order to inform the option appraisal process (referred to above), some environmental
information will have been gathered. The bulk of the activities would, however, be
carried out once the preferred options had been ascertained and a fundable project
identified. In view of the need to include specific information in the ES, the
engineering design has to be progressed to a point where meaningful assessment of the
impact can be made. An engineering “design freeze” is not essential, but may be
desirable for cost control purposes. What is essential is that a design that represents at
least the fundable project is available. A consent design is not a formal requirement
but is a useful concept that may be envisaged as an “envelope” into which the final
detailed design would fit. The final detailed design should not give rise to new or
different environmental impacts, nor be materially different in any matter that is a land
use planning consideration, e.g. appearance.

The consent design may include features that are intended to be constructed as a second
phase. Such features may not be included in the fundable proposals, but will need to be
addressed in the EIA if consent is being sought for them so some work on their design
1s necessary. (See also comments below under TWO).

The matter of operational railway noise needs a comment. As considerable time has
elapsed since trains used the route, the impact of train noise may be considerable ,
particularly in the Keswick area, where residential properties flank the route, and other
areas such as Threlkeld. Noise mitigation may be required, which would usually be
achieved by acoustic barriers of both reflective and absorptive type. Additional land
may be needed for acoustic barriers, so requirement for mitigation must be determined

O\Brec_Ba\WP\C2086A\CKP Summary.doc
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once the service pattern is available. Barriers are also likely to have a visual impact,
which must be assessed.

A related issue is the application of the Noise Insulation (Railways and Other Guided
Transport Systems) Regulations 1996 (NIRR). These are legal requirements to provide
acoustic insulation (e.g. double-glazing) to eligible properties within 300m either side
of the railway. The requirement for insulation depends on trigger points set out in the
regulations being reached. Even with noise barriers some properties may still be
eligible for insulation. A NIRR assessment is not an essential component of an EIA.
CKP would, however, wish to know what expenditure might be incurred under NIRR.
The 1996 Regulations require comparison of noise levels, calculated in accordance
with the “Calculation of Railway Noise”, immediately prior to construction and when
the railway is operating as expected; this could be 15 years after completion to make
raiiways comparable with trunk roads and motorways.

Also of importance is the likely need to protect some areas from liquid discharges
including rainfall runoff that may have become polluted with oil or silt laden. The
fundable proposals will probably need to include for oil interceptors or basic treatment
such as reed beds in some sensitive areas like the Tarn Moss National Nature Reserve.
Sufficient land to allow such protective measures will need to be identified.

O\Brec_Ba\WP\C20864\CKP Summary.doc
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TRANSPORT AND WORKS ORDER

The Transport and Works Act 1992 came partially into force on 1 January 1993. It
provides, inter alia, a ministerial order-making system to replace approval by
Parliament for railway projects through Private Bills. The matters that may be included
in an Order are contained in Schedule 1 to the 1992 Act. Application procedures are
largely preseriptive and requirements contained in the 2000 Rules that came into force
on 16 October 2000. The actual application is in written form, but there is no
“application form” as such. In a sense the application is a culmination of many
preliminary activities, which have to be properly carried out and completed to allow a
valid application to be made. Time spent in getting the preliminary activities right is
time well spent.

Preliminary notices of an intention to make an application must be served at least 28
days prior to the making of the application. The notices are served on local authorities,
the Environment Agency, Secretary of State, and other authorities set out in Schedule 2
of the 2000 Rules. (The requirement prior to the 2000 Rules coming into force to
obtain a statement of views from local planning authorities, (the Rule 3(I) provision), is
no longer needed.)

The documents that must accompany the application are listed in Rule 10(2). Some of
the documents are obvious; others merit some commentary. Items 10(2)(a), a draft of
the proposed order, and 10(2)(b), a concise memorandum explaining the power sought
would normally be prepared by specialist lawyers. Item 10(2)(e) requires consideration
of the consent design to identify matters such as consent to discharge to controlled
waters. Information in respect of a railway infrastructure licence might also be
relevant. Express provisions are made for planning permission (see below), listed
building consent, & hazardous substances consent (unlikely to be needed by CKP). In
the case of a listed building consent the application is likely to be made to the relevant
authority and then referred to the Secretary of State,

As works will be carried out Rule 10(3){a) means that order plans and sections, as
specified by Rule 12, must accompany the application. The accepted form of such
plans and sections follows that used for railway parliamentary procedurss. The
important factors to be shown on these plans are not the engineering, but the land
usage. Every land parcel to be acquired or used needs to be clearly shown on a
National Grid base. As CKP are understood to intend to use Ordnance Survey digital
mapping, the reference to National Grid and Ordnance Datum would follow. Some
variation in the proposals is anticipated by the provision of limits of deviation that have
to be shown on the Order plans. Howevér, justification for them must be given, and

very wide limits of deviation are not likely to be accepted. Hence the consent design
must be reasonably developed.

An estimate of approximate capital costs must be included in the application in the
prescribed form. The items are straightforward, but require the fundable proposals to
be established as noted above. Of more import, possibly, is the requirement to set out
the funding proposals both for the implementation of the Order and particularly the
acquisition of the “blighted land” i.e. land intended to be acquired compulsorily. This
could amount to most of the land needed by CKP unless private treaty arrangements
possibly by way of options to purchase can be effected. Further advice from specialist
surveyors should be obtained but, in general, implementing compulsory purchase is
something of a last resort. The fact that such powers would be sought by CKP, and
reasonably could be available can be a strong negotiating point for CKP in seeking
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private treaty arrangements. It must be borne in mind, however, that compulsory
purchase powers are not likely to be confirmed if there is a reasonable alternative
available. It is therefore important that the option appraisal process outlined above is
properly conducted and recorded.

The application must include a plan, showing the land to be acquired compulsorily,
together with extinguishments of rights and easements, land owned by CKP, and other
interests. Linked to the land plan, which can usually be incorporated with the Order
plans referred to above, is a book of reference. The book of reference has a
prescriptive list of information that must be entered. Preparation of Order/land plans
can be time consuming, since despite digital mapping and registered title, the actual
features on the ground need to be surveyed and rationalised. Specialist firms are
recommended to carry out the work involved.

The making of an Order does not avoid the need to obtain planning permission. There
are two routes. The applicant either makes planning application(s) to the relevant local
authorities in outline or for full permission. Having received planning permission the
Order application is then made with reference to the granted permission/refusal. The
alternative, and probably more usual route, is for the applicant to seek a direction from
the Secretary of State that planning permission is deemed to be granted. Again this can
be as a full planning permission or outline. The outline planning permission route is
available for the erection of a building (which by definition includes a structure)
establishing the principle of a development, but leaving certain so-called reserved
matters for later agreement of the planning authority. The reserved matters relate to the
siting of the building, its design, its appearance, means of access and landscaping of the
site. If the application secks deemed planning permission by a direction, the applicant
must also propose planning conditions (which ideally should be agreed in draft with the
relevant planning authority), and any reserved matters identified. In the case of CKP,
unless there are strong reasons identified to the contrary, most of the fundable project
should obtain full planning permission by the Secretary of State’s direction. This
avoids potential delay in approving key elements of the proposals after the making of
the Order, which may cause funding problems. There may well be secondary matters,
however, such as agreeing a noise-monitoring programme during construction, which
can be left for subsequent agreement with the local authority (assumed to act
reasonably).

Where further works are contemplated in the consent design, but are not part of the
funded proposals, per se, an outline planning permission may be appropriate.
However, consideration should be given to pursuing a stand-alone planning permission
for such items. As noted above in respect-of compulsory purchase, if the further works
are to be constructed on land to be acquired compulsorily or are dependent on
extinguishment of third-party rights, such matters may not be confirmed or may be
disputed if there is some doubt about funding the blighted land. Further legal advice
should be obtained on this point. A situation could be envisaged, however, where a
construction compound may be acquired compulsorily and then considered as a
potential site for the further works.

A further point to bear in mind in TWO applications is the provision for the Secretary
of State to opine that a proposal is a Scheme of National Significance (section 9 of the
1992 Act). This is unlikely to be the case for CKP’s proposals but cannot be
ascertained until after an application is made. Schemes of National Significance are
debated in Parliament and the principle of the proposal established or rejected.
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Although requiring exira time, possibly up to 12 months, objections can then only be
made about points of detail.

5.10 A number of objections are likely given the scale of the proposals envisaged by CKP,
the location within the Lake District National Park, and the need to acquire
considerable land and rights. The 2000 Rules allow for objections to be made and set
out the procedures to be followed. The post-application publicity and procedures for
dealing with objectors is not within the scope of this report, but an indication of the
likely timescale should a public inquiry be held is given in the bar chart. Written
representations or a hearing, both of which are likely to be less time consuming than a
public inquiry, may also deal with objections. It is not possible to be sure about such
things at this stage, but it would be prudent to assume that an inquiry would be needed.
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Public consultation is good practice in EIA work. It enables those most affected to
appreciate the proposals and the promoter to amend elements to make for greater
acceptability. Public consultation by way of an exhibition (public meetings should be
avoided) with appropriate specialists on hand to field questions, should be undertaken
when the consent design is available, but before the application is made. The
alternatives considered at the option appraisal should also be displayed with the reasons
for their rejection. Probably two venues would suffice. A record of the attendees
should be kept and the opportunity for completion of questionnaire/comment forms
given. The ES should include reference to all consultations and contacts made and, if
appropriate, a summary of responses.

There is another consultation, which is more formal and part of the TWO application
procedures. These statutory consultees are set out in Schedules 5 and 6 of the 2000
Rules. In practice these bodies (e.g. Environment Agency) will normally have been
contacted during the EIA preparation, and their views, hopefully accommodated.
Objection from a statutory objector will usually lead to a public inquiry.

OABrec_Ba\WP\C2086 0\CKP Summary.doc
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7 ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT SYSTEMS (EMS)
7.1 An EMS is becoming of increasing importance for both the operations of proposals

such as those by CKP and their construction. Further information will be provided in
the Brown & Root Services report, but essentially the setting up of formal procedures
to control all environmental aspects of an organisation’s activities leads to benefits of
reduced impacts and, often, savings through waste minimisation. Construction impacts
are a mandatory requirement of EIA. If CKPs’ contractors are required to develop an
EMS, which would include plans for dealing with for example, noise emissions, traffic
movements and parking, and discharges from the works, the ES can refer to these in a
favourable way and reduce the scope of describing mitigation measures.
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8 BUDGETS AND TIMESCALES

8.1 The attached bar chart shows the key elements of the topics referred to in this report,
and the expected timing and duration. On the basis of the information set out in this
report, indicative budgets are given in Table 1.
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Table 1 Indicative Budgets

Note — the figures below are provided only for information purposes to assist CKP in checking
budgets. Whereas provided in good faith they do not constitute an offer to carry out the tasks at

BROWN & ROOT CONSULTING

the costs indicated.
Project Identification £2,000
Option Appraisal
Methodology 1500
Info gathering Ecology 4500
Archaeology 1000
Visual 1000
Agriculture 600
Community 1400
Noise sensitive areas 1000
Land/property 3000
Workshop attendance 6000
Expenses 2500(£22,500
EIA Scoping 5000
Landscape/visual 5500
Noise & vib. surveys 8500
Noise analysis 5500
Vibration analysis 3000
Archaeology 1250
Agriculre 1250
Community 5500
Traffic survey 8500
Traffic analysis 4000
Construction 3000
Other 5500
Contingencies 5000|£61,500
Coordination and drafting 12000
Attendance & revisions 3000
Graphics printing & drawings 15000
Contingencies 3000(£33,000
TWO application Legal & drafting 50000
Land ref . 30000
Order plans 15000
Planning drawings 15000
Other inputs 20000
Printing 25000
Contingencies 15000(£170,000
Exhibition Attendance 5000
display 5000
Contingencies 1000(£11,000
TOTAL!£300,000
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APPENDIX E

Engineering Report
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3.2

BROWN & ROOT CONSULTING

ENGINEERING REPORT

INTRODUCTION

The railway between Keswick and Penrith was closed by British Rail in 1972 and the
majority of the trackbed is intact and free of obstructions. This report describes the
extent of the works necessary to reopen the railway and the programme for
development of the outline proposals up to submission of the Transport and Works Act
Order application. The following notes are based upon information provided by CKP
Railways plc and other options may be developed as schemework progresses.

EXISTING STRUCTURES

Approximately sixty-five structures are required to carry the railway over, or under
significant obstacles. Of these, 39 are still intact and can be repaired/strengthened to
carry the new railway and 26 have been totally/partially demolished and will require
reconstruction, or abandonment.

There are 2 tunnels, one of which “Big Tunnel” has been infilled, but is structurally
intact. Removal of the fill material will be a major construction activity and access/haul
routes will have to be identified. The extent of repairs to the tunnel lining will be
determined by inspection following removal of the fill.

MAJOR NEW WORKS
Threlkeild

At Threlkeld, the A66 road has been built across the original alignment and a bridge
under an adjacent minor road removed/infilled. Two options are available:

O Construction of new bridges through the A66 embankment and beneath the minor
road, permitting reuse of the original alignment.

O Adoption of a new alignment with tight reverse curves deviating from the original
to pass through the easternmost side span of an existing bridge carrying the A66
over the River Greta and a new bridge inder the minor road.

Troutheck

The original bridge carrying the A5091 road over the railway has been demolished and
the road realigned. Reconstruction of the bridge and road to the former alignment may
not be acceptable to the Highway Authority. An alternative option to lower the level of
the railway appears feasible and would enable reconstruction of the bridge with the
road maintained on its present alignment.

OABrec_Ba\WP\NC2086\CKP Summary.doc
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Beckces-Penruddock

To the west of Beckces, the new line will have to rise above the original level on a new
embankment and bridge spanning the A66 trunk road. The bridge span may be reduced
if agreement is given to relocation of an existing lay-by.

East of the A66, an infilled cutting will be partially excavated to the raised formation
level. Then three bridges are required at Beckees to carry the railway over the B5288 at
three separate locations. From the west, the line between the first two crossings could
be carried on embankment, or additional spans to form a viaduct. Between crossings
two and three is another infilled cutting to be partially excavated.

East from the third Beckces bridge, the line will continue on a new embankment to the
south of the original line and the Penruddock station site (now occupied by housing),
before rejoining the original alignment just west of the existing masonry Penruddock
Viaduct. i

PERMANENT WAY

The new alignment is to be based on a line speed of 75mph, with the possibility of
90mph investigated on certain sections.

The line will be single bi-directional throughout, but provision will be made for the
future doubling of some sections to increase the line capacity.

A new junction will be required with Railtrack’s West Coast Main Line to the south of
the M6 bridge to gain access to Penrith Station via the Down Loop. This would involve
installation of a new turnout from the Down Loop and resignalling the Loop to provide
bi-directional working between Penrith Station and the new Keswick Junction.

The majority of the route will consist of conventional ballasted track with continuously
welded rails. Longitudinal timber waybeams will be used on a number of the existing
metallic underbridges to avoid increasing the dead loads and construction depth.

The existing track drainage system will be retained and upgraded where necessary.
New outfalls will have to be located and agreed for the proposed deviations from the
original alignment.
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5.1

5.2

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

BROWN & ROOT CONSULTING

STRUCTURAL CLEARANCES
New Construction

New structures will be designed to comply with the requirements of the HM Railway
Inspectorate (HMRI) Railway Safety Principles and Guidance publications.

Existing Structures

Where possible, the clearances to existing structures will be improved to the same
standard as new construction. Where not possible, access restrictions and other control

measures will be identified and agreed with the HMRI to ensure the railway can be
operated and maintained safely.

STATIONS
General

The proposed stations will be designed in accordance with the HMRI and Office of the
Rail Regulator (ORR) requirements and will provide full disabled access. The
architectural style of the new buildings will compliment their locations and will have to
be agreed with the local planning authority.

Keswick

The original station still exists as part of a hotel complex and it is proposed to bring the
existing platform back into use as a terminal platform plus a new second terminal
platform. Taxi and bus interchange facilities will be provided.

Intermediate Stations

Intermediate stations are proposed at Threlkeld and Penruddock and will comprise

single platforms with simple waiting shelters. The feasibility of other intermediate
stations will also be considered.

Penrith

It is proposed to use the existing station at Penrith.

DESIGN

Corus Rail Consultancy’s (CRC) brief is to produce plans and sections of the route,
together with a review of available information and a report on the feasibility of the
various engineering options. This will form the technical input to the Transport and
Works Act Order (TWOQ) submission.

A small project team will be established supplemented as necessary by specialists in
geotechnical, permanent way, bridge, station and signalling design from within CRC.

OABrec_Ba\WP\C2086ACKP Summary.doc
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Ordnance Survey data will be used to produce the plans, with detailed surveys at
specific sites where major works are required. Drawings will be produced to define the
alignment and identify the land required to build and maintain the railway.

Details of existing statutory undertakers services will be requested and major services
diversions identified.

Existing drawings are available for a number of the former railway structures and the
A66 road structures. These together with the topographical information,

published/existing geotechnical records and site observations will be used to determine
the structural options at each site.

A report will be produced detailing the options considered and summarising the
available information.

The following table shows the proposed programme and estimated spread of
expenditure up to completion of the TWO submission. The dates are not rigid and will
probably vary to suit the requirements of the other Project Executive Team members.

January, 2001 £6,000 obtain OS data and record information
February £6,000 desk study
March £10,000 walkthrough/geotechnical desk study
April £15,000 surveys local to major structures
May £10,000 scheme development
June £10,000 reports and TWO draft drawings
July £8,000 schemework for consultation purposes
August £4,000 ongoing development
September £4,000 ongoing development
October £4,000 ongoing development
November £4,000 ongoing development
December £3,000 ongoing development
TOTAL £84,000
CONCLUSION

Reconstruction of the railway is feasible from a technical viewpoint. The choice of
options to progress for each individual item of work will be determined Jjointly by the

Project Executive Team, who will add environmental and financial considerations to
the technical proposals.
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APPENDIX F

Environmental Management System
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ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Introduction

CKP Railways have identified a requirement for environmental support in developing the
proposed Keswick to Penrith scheme. As the proposed site is in part situated within the Lake
District National Park, there will clearly be concerns from a variety of stakeholders at both

regional and local levels that environmental issues will be well managed throughout the project
life cycle. '

This section describes the proposed approach for managing environmental issues during
procurement, construction and delivery phases. Although these activities are presented as being
distinct from the ‘front-end’ environmental/planning activities, in practice there will be overlaps
and synergies between these phases.

Relationship to Environmental Statement

The development of a new rail construction project will initially require specialist environmental
support in order to gain planning permission, particularly where, as in the case of this project,
there is a need for an Environmental Statement to be prepared to report the findings of the
Environmental Impact Assessment. Although the ES will describe environmental effects
associated with material changes and operational impacts arising from the development there is

also a requirement to identify environmental impacts during the construction phase and how
these will be mitigated.

The ES will therefore describe what the environmental effects will be during construction and
delivery, and propose how these issues will be managed. The construction phase by its very
nature typically represents the stage whereupon the most significant environmental risks

associated with a project are likely to arise, thus requiring provision for effective control of
activities to ensure that :-

Q Applicable environmental legislation has been identified and is being complied with so as to
avoid litigation resulting in fines and/or compensation payments

Pollution to land, air or water resulting from worksite operations is minimised

Nuisances (such as noise, dust, and light) to neighbouring residences are avoided

Wastes are minimised to avoid inefficiency and save cost

Measures are taken to ensure that any sensitive areas (such as watercourses), habitats and/or
species are adequately protected from worksite activities

Environmental Management Systems

oo0O0O

A well-recognised, cost effective method for achieving effective environmental management for
an organisation is to develop an Environmental Management System (EMS). An EMS, put
simply, represents a set of plans and procedures that aim to manage environmental issues within

an organisation, and can range from an informal in-house system to one based on a formal
standard.

The globally used BS EN ISO 14001 represents the most popular industry standard model, which
follows a series of standard structured steps to deliver the key objective of continual
environmental improvement. Many organisations achieve conformance to the standard to gain
certification in order to be able to publicly promote their companies® standard of environmental

O\Brec_Ba\WP\C2086\CKP Summary.doc
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performance, although by following the ISO 14001 model this allows many organisations to
manage environmental issues sufficiently without requiring certification.

The key elements of ISO 14001 in the context of this project are: -

a

a

Environmental Policy - this represents the key document supported by the senior
management, which set out organisation’s key vision for environmental management
Environmental Aspects — in order to provide the scope for the EMS it is important to decide
what is important, and ISO 14001 requires a procedure to be in place to identify the
environmental aspects which have a significant impact on the environment, and which
should be managed or controlled. Key areas may include for example: -

» Waste management in relation to the volumes of spoil produced during trackbed
excavations

» Noise caused during construction works resulting in nuisances caused to residences
adjoining the track .

» Traffic impacts in relation to increased HGV/construction traffic, road closures and
construction accesses

» Potential contaminated land liabilities arising during excavations giving rise to potential
of pollution of local watercourses

» Impacts to sensitive site ecology during construction (e.g. badgers, Tarn Moss NNR)

» Potential for Pollution Incidents — such as fuel spillages from construction plant

¢ Air emissions from construction traffic (CO,, particulates, etc)

» Sustainability of materials to be procured

Legislation Register — in order to monitor environmental legislation compliance a register of
applicable legislation can be developed to record what legislation is applicable and the
control measures in place

Objectives and Targets and Environmental management and improvement programme
— a list of specific actions, deadlines and responsibilities to mange/control environmental
issues

Organisation structure and responsibilities - responsibilities for environmental
management within the organisation. Typically, as with health and safety management, the
senior manager is ultimately responsible for managing environmental issues, however these
are usually delegated to an environmental manager or equivalent.

Operational control, Monitoring and measurement and audit — as works will be
undertaken by sub-contractors the key role of an environmental manager will be to monitor
their activities to ensure that all procedures/method statements are being adopted and are
being appropriately followed.

EMS Audit and Review — a periodic review of the application of the EMS to identify
opportunities for improvement

Project Environmental Management Plan

The Project Environmental Plan represents an effective way to present the relevant information

relating to environmental management on a project. A project environmental plan should
mnclude: -

Q
Q

A brief description of the scheme
Identify any environmental constraints relating to the site (e.g. protected areas (SSSIs/NNRs
etc, sensitive areas such as watercourses) within a constraints map. This may include any

conditions of planning consent that must be adopted, such as working hours or protected
species translocation.
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@ A description of the core elements of the EMS

O A clear outline of the environmental arrangements/procedures to be followed by staff/sub-
contractors on site.

It is recommended that a plan is developed along these guidelines. This activity can and should
be commenced during the planning phase of the project.

EMS Development and Resource

The EMS will provide the structure for managing environmental issues throughout the life cycle
of the project. It is advisable to begin to develop the EMS during the planning phases so it is in a
usable state when construction activities begin. This would also allow for a level of valuable
continuity and synergy between the EIA activities and the EMS activities.

In order to develop an effective EMS there would be a requirement for an environmental
manager/advisor resource, probably on a part-time basis. Once the EMS has been developed the
level of input from an environmental manager would be reduced during the operational phase

Planning and Design — EMS development, develop Environmental Plan and procedures and
interface with Environmental Statement.

Procurement - During this phase the EMS would provide the mechanism for integrating
environmental issues into procurement at two levels: -

0 Using sub-contractors to carry out the construction work who have the appropriate approach,
competencies and systems in place to manage worksite environmental issues.

Q Procuring materials within the design that have a greater sustainability performance (such as
steel for the track, using sleepers from FSC certified sustainable forests, etc).

Construction - During construction activities would focus primarily on managing sub-
contractors at worksites by communicating project requirements by providing site inductions and
monitoring through inspections and audits that procedures are being adopted. With good
planning and contractor liaison a typical objective may be to re-use much of the waste spoil from
one site for re-use in land formation at others, thus reducing the costs associated with landfill
disposal. At this stage there would be a good opportenity to integrate closely with health and
safety staff to provide a co-ordinated approach to worksite management.

Delivery and Operation - The EMS could be used within the operational phase whereupon the
impacts of the running line can be addressed. Maintenance activities may for example be carried
out to avoid nuisance (for example through ongoing noise surveys and maintaining track), to
manage wastes and emissions from trains and stations, and ensure planning conditions are being

upheld (e.g. there may be planning conditions relating to drainage at Tarn Moss NNR requiring
monitoring and maintenance).

Conclusion

It is proposed that the project would be well advised to develop an EMS to the ISO 14001 model
to provide a structured way to manage environmental issues. It is anticipated that this would not
only ensure legislative compliance and minimise environmental risks but would also provide the
opportunity for saving money through waste minimisation and provide evidence to stakeholders

that environmental issues have been taken seriously during the development of the scheme from
the outset.
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APPENDIX G

List of Outstanding Issues
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LIST OF OUTSTANDING ACTIONS
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CKP [B&R (RBE (CRC [DocRef
PM/F [TWO
Item Phase & Activity Due Envir Eng

No Date MD |H&S

1 Praoject Start-Up
1.1 |Assess T&WA/Environmental Requirements Dec-00
1.2 |Independent Financial assessment Jan-01
1.3 [Produce Project Professional Report Feb-01

1.4 |Establish Project Team inc. contracts Feb-01

1.5 |Project Feasibility & Rationale Feb-01

1.6 |Define Proposal Feb-01

2 Project Funding
2.1 |Establish possible areas of Funds Feb-Mar0Q1 [
2.2 |Develop Marketing Policy Feb-01
2.3 |Approach TOC's Mar-01
2.4 |Approach suitable backers Mar-Apr01
2.5 (Public Promotion & Consultation Apr-01

3 Option Appraisal
3.1 |Identify Engineering Options Mar-01 { AppxDSect3
3.2 |Quantify Options Mar-01 :
3.3 |Appraisal Workshop Apr-01
3.4 |ldentify Preferred Engineering Solutions Apr-01

4 Engineering Design
4.1 |Develop Designs Mar-01
4.2 |Progress Preferred Designs Apr-01
4.3 |Approve Final Designs Jul-01
4.4 |Design Freeze Jul-01

5 Environmental Impact Assessment
5.1 |Specialist Surveys Apr-Aug01 AppxDSect4
5.2 |Consultation with Authorities Apr-Aug01 S AppxDSect4
3.3 |Identify effects & mitigation measures required Apr-Aug01 AppxDSect4
5.4 |Draft EIA Statement Jul-Aug01 AppxDSect4
5.5 |Up date Technical Summary Jul-Aug01 AppxDSect4
5.6 [Final Statement agreed Oct-01 s
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CKP |B&R (RBE [CRC [DocRef

PM/F [TWO
Item Phase & Activity Due Envir Eng
No Date MD (H&S
L] Consultation
6.1 [Consultation with Railtrack/SRA/TOC's Feb01-Jan04 [
6.2 |Consultation with HURI/HSE Jun01-Jun02 |
6.3 |Submit Safety Case Jun-02
6.4 |Safety Case Approval (External) Jan-03
6.5 [PR of Proposals Jun01-Sep01 AppxD Sect6
6.6 |Prepare Consultation Material Augll- AppxD Sect6
Sep01
6.7 |Public Exhibitions Sep-01 I AppxD Sect6
6.8 |Respond to Objections Oct01-Apr02 |
6.9 |Review Public Feedback Oct-01 %
7 Transport Works Order Application
7.1 |Preparc TWO Application Apr01-
Nov01
7.2 |Land Referencing Apr01-Jul01
7.3 |Approval by CKP Oct-01 [
7.4 |Rule 5 Notices Oct-01 AppxD Sect5
7.5 {Publication Nov-01 AppxD Sectd
7.6 |Application to S of S Dec-01 AppxD Sectd
7.7 |TWO Determination (External) Nov01- AppxD Sect3
Nov(2
7.8 |Public Enquiry May-02 AppxD Sect5
7.9 |TWO Decision (External) Nov-02
8 Project Support
8.1 [Open Project Office Jun-01
8.2 |Purchase Land Jul01-Jul02
8.3 |Establish EMS Jul01-Jul02
8.4 |Develop Environmental Plan Jul01-Jul02
8.5 [Develop H&S Plan Jul01-Jul02
8.6 |Select Contractors Jul02-Sep02
8.7 |Procure Materials * | Jul02-Sep03
9 Delivery
9.1 |Prepare Construction Analysis Nov02-Jan03| [
9.2 |Site Preparation & Layout Jan(03-Mar03

9.3 |Construction to Design Brief Mar{3-Sep03
9.4 |Handover H&S file Oct-03
9.5 |PR of Development Nov02-

‘ Nov03 e
9.6 |Commissioning of Facilities Oct03-Jan04 S
9.7 |Project Report handed to CKP Mar-04
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APPENDIX H

Bar Chart Outline Programme
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