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Notice

This document has been produced to support the public consultation on key
infrastructure options, draft Design Principles and an Interim Master Plan for the South
East Strategic Reservoir Option and to inform scoping of the environmental impact
assessment. The information presented represents the current stage of the project
design. It comprises material or data which is still in the course of completion, pending
consultation, engagement and further design and technical development.
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Glossary

Term

Definition

Gate 3 Interim Landscape and
Environmental Master Plan

This is the master plan that is being
developed for inclusion in the public
consultation in 2024. It is a revision to the
Indicative Gate 2 Master Plan based on
work undertaken for the development of
the SESRO project since the Gate 2
RAPID submission.

Indicative Gate 2 Master Plan

The SESRO master plan developed for
the Gate 2 RAPID submission (November
2022).

National Policy Statement (NPS) for
Water Resources Infrastructure

A policy paper by the Department for
Environment Food & Rural Affairs (Defra)
designated in September 2023 that sets
out the government’s policies for
developing nationally significant
infrastructure projects for water resources
in England. Full information on the NPS
for Water Resource Infrastructure is
available online at
https://www.gov.uk/government/publicati
ons/national-policy-statement-for-water-
resources-infrastructure

Nationally Significant Infrastructure
Project (NSIP)

The Planning Act 2008 introduced a new
bespoke consenting route for major
infrastructure projects in the fields of
energy, transport, water, waste and
wastewater. An NSIP is a project that can
be consented via this route.

Preferred Option

The preferred option at this time, following
the option appraisal undertaken working
towards the Gate 3 submission but before
the public consultation in 2024. It is the
preferred option for public consultation in
summer 2024.

Red/Amber/Green (RAG) Score

Red, Amber, Green (RAG) scoring
categories were used to inform the scale
of the impact or benefit of each option
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against each of the appraisal criteria. The
RAG ‘score’ represents a subject-matter

expert judgement based on the evidence
evaluated in the options appraisal.

Regulators’ Alliance for Progressing
Infrastructure Development (RAPID)

An alliance of the three water regulators
Ofwat, Environment Agency and Drinking
Water Inspectorate formed to help
accelerate the development of water
infrastructure and design future regulatory
frameworks. Full information on RAPID is
available online at
https://www.ofwat.gov.uk/regulated-
companies/rapid/

South East Strategic Reservoir Option
(SESRO) Project

The concept for the South East Strategic
Reservoir Option is to abstract water from
the River Thames near Culham when
sufficient flow is available, store it in a
non-impounding raw water reservair,
located to the south west of Abingdon in
Oxfordshire, and release it to the same
river reach to augment flow in the river for
downstream abstraction at times of low
flow.

Water Resource Management Plan
(WRMP)

Plans that must be produced by water
companies every five years to set out how
they will continue to supply water in their
supply area over (at least) the next 25
years.

Water Resources South East (WRSE)

An alliance of the six water companies
that cover the South East region of
England, which are Thames Water,
Affinity Water, South East Water,
Southern Water, Portsmouth Water and
Sutton & East Surry (SES) Water. Full
information on WRSE is available online at
https://www.wrse.org.uk/

National Landscape

Revised name for Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB) — November
2023. Note in Appendices may still be
referred to as AONB.
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0 Executive Summary

The South East Strategic Reservoir Option (SESRO) is a strategic resource to the south
east to secure water supplied for Thames Water, Affinity Water and Southern Water
customers. The project is being developed for RAPID Gate 3 submission and an
application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) under the Planning Act 2008 regime.

Stage 3 of the SESRO Multi-Disciplinary Design Development Process in Figure 0.1 is the
optioneering of associated infrastructure for the reservoir. A rail siding to support
construction is considered to be essential associated infrastructure.

Figure 0.1: SESRO Multi-Disciplinary Design Development Process

WRMP
Need and é Constraints
ocation Assessment
location
Reservoir shape
and position
Review
? DCO Application b

Optioneering
Associated
Project Vision infrastructure
and
Design Principles

Design Refinement Master Planning
Design development and ndsc

refinement (including

environmental appraisal/

impact assessment)

Source: Thames Water Internal, 2024

This report sets out the options appraisal undertaken, working towards the Gate 3
submission, to identify a preferred option for the layout and location of a temporary rail
siding and materials handling (RSMH) area. The rail siding is expected to be constructed
early in the SESRO construction programme and be operational from 2031 to 2034,
almost four years.

The RSMH area for the SESRO project is to import construction materials by freight train
and therefore reduce the volume of material imported by road. The key materials to be
imported by rail include:

e Rip-rap, gravel, and sand which would be placed on the inner face of the
reservoir embankment to protect against erosion by wave action.

e Sand and gravel which would be placed within the reservoir embankment to form
internal drainage and filtering elements as required for reservoir safety.

To identify the preferred option for master planning and consultation, the options appraisal
process detailed fully in the SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report
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was followed. Options included a range of configurations for the RSMH area, incorporating
options to join to either the existing four track section or two-track section of the Great
Western Mainline, which runs roughly parallel to the southern extent of the 150Mm?
reservoir embankment (based on the Gate 2 Indicative Design).

The Great Western Mainline is a busy and strategically important national rail route that is
owned and operated by Network Rail. Any future connection to this railway has the
potential to impact the existing infrastructure and rail operations and would need approval
from Network Rail. Acceptance by Network Rail of a rail siding design proposal is therefore
critical because without it a siding would not be permitted to be constructed or operated,
regardless of any other permissions that are granted.

The outcomes for each of the options considered in this appraisal process is as follows:

e RSMH 1: RSMH 1 was the only option located off the four-mile two-track
section of the railway and was discounted as the preferred option in this
appraisal due to the much higher risk of this option being rejected by Network
Rail.

e RSMH 2 and 3: Following the initial review of RSMH 2 and 3, RSMH 4 was
developed. RSMH4 is located between RSMH 2 and 3 (as an amalgamation
of the two options) and was therefore taken forwards in the options appraisal
process instead of RSMH 2 and 3. Two variants of RSMH 4 (a and b) were
developed that are in the same location but that have differing signalling
arrangements. Option 4b was taken forward for the purposes of options
appraisal as it requires less complex signalling modifications than 4a.

e RSMH 4a and 4b: Following the assessments of RSMH 4a and 4b, alternative
layouts were investigated to reduce their potential impacts on the Cuttings
and Hutchin’s Copse Local Wildlife Site (LWS). In so doing, an additional
option, RSMH 5, was developed and defined for assessment — this option
rotates RSMH 4b (which requires less complex signalling modifications than
RSMH 4a) away from the mainline to increase the distance between the
RSMH area and the LWS. An option could be developed in the location of
RSMH 5 that uses the signalling principles of either RSMH 4a or 4b.

e RSMH 5: In comparison with RSMH 4b, RSMH 5 was the preferred option
under several environmental themes and also its concept of having an
additional spur off the main rail siding gives it greater flexibility to refine its
design. RSMH 5 was therefore the provisionally preferred option in this
appraisal, acknowledging that further work will be needed to understand and
minimise the potential impact of RSMH 5 on properties and land. This work
will seek to identify the optimum configuration of the RSMH 5 design,
balancing its operational requirements with impact on the operational railway,
local wildlife / habitat, and local properties and land.

J696-DN-A01A-2277-RP-ZD-100008 Classification - Public Page 12 of 95



Rail Siding and Materials Handling Area Options Appraisal Report Revision No. C02
July 2024

To summarise, RSMH 5 was therefore identified as the provisionally preferred option in
for master planning and consultation, acknowledging that further work will be needed to
refine the design.

Figure 0.2: Layout of RSMH 5 (370,000m? capacity)
Note that this layout is indicative only for the purposes of options appraisal’.

Significant difference . /wev&’;.; e S0m wide corridor for West
S e e Flood Zone ., o0 A == future W&B Canal Watercourse
existing railway and 7> g 3 Extent : 7/-/ i %R% Diversion
proposed RSMH—- .\ ¢ o s #‘/’f/// i Ol% Replacement
modferate earthworks \ = ~ Ariis '-L:,.——_/ e 5 no, bays for materials Floodplain
required for ) / { S~ storage/handling area Sheage
construction ) 57 Y |

g L

,: & d
\ 4 b i 4
Flood Zone .~ % 7k & o
¥ 1 \

2 Extent

Haul Road below S2EH Road
Diversion (potential to be re-used
as bridge over canal)

Overhead HV line

Raised crane platform/area: 620m x 18m (flat) at ~EL. 68.75

Construction road needed for noise bund
(from A338)

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023 | Contains public
sector information licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.24

Following on from these options appraisals, working towards Gate 3 submission, the
next stage in the SESRO design development process (as set out in Figure 0.1) is to
develop the SESRO Gate 3 Interim Landscape and Environmental Master Plan for
inclusion in the public consultation in 2024, using the outcome of options appraisals for
the associated infrastructure for the reservaoir.

It is expected that the options appraisals will be backchecked in Autumn 2024 to
consider changes and/or additional information that may have been identified by that
time through the Gate 3 design development work (including the development of the
Gate 3 Interim Landscape and Environmental Master Plan) and/or the Summer 2024
non-statutory consultation.

A number of next steps have been identified specifically to follow on from this options
appraisal for the RSMH area. These steps are included within Section 7.2 of this report.

T Potential noise mitigation is not shown in the figure.
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1 Introduction

This section provides an overview of the purpose and status of this report and its
relationship to other SESRO option reports.

1.1 Purpose of this Report

1.1.1  The South East Strategic Reservoir Option (SESRO) is a strategic resource for
the south east to secure water supplies for Thames Water, Affinity Water and
Southern Water customers. The project is being developed for RAPID Gate 3
submission and an application for a Development Consent Order (DCO) under
the Planning Act 2008 regime.

1.1.2 The SESRO Design Development Process (shown in Figure 1.1 below) is
outlined in the SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report.
Stage 3 of this process is the optioneering of associated infrastructure for Gate
3, and options appraisals were undertaken for infrastructure identified as being
essential associated infrastructure for the reservoir.

Figure 1.1: SESRO Multi-Disciplinary Design Development Process

Constraints
Assessment

Reservoir shape
and position

Optioneering
Associated

Project Vision infrastructure
and
Design Principles

Design Refinement

Design development and
refinement (including
environmental appraisal/
impact assessment)

Source: Thames Water Internal, 2024

1.1.3 The rail siding and materials handling (RSMH) area is considered part of the
essential associated infrastructure for the reservoir. There are options for the
configuration and layout of the RSMH area. This report therefore describes the
RSMH area options appraisal undertaken, working towards the Gate 3
submission, to identify a preferred location for master planning and consultation.

1.1.4  This report forms part of a suite of option reports, as shown in Figure 1.2. The
overarching SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report
describes the approach and methodology adopted for the option appraisals.
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Figure 1.2: SESRO Options Appraisal Document Suite
Note that this RSMH area report is outlined in red in the document suite.
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SESRO Gate 3 Interim Landscape and Environmental Master Plan

Design Development
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Source: Thames Water Internal, 2024
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1.2

1.2.1

1.2.2

1.2.3

1.2.4

1.3

1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

Interaction with the Great Western Mainline

The Great Western Mainline, which runs for approximately 2.4km roughly
parallel to the proposed southern extent of the 150Mm? reservoir embankment
(based on the Gate 2 Indicative Design?), could facilitate the import of
construction material by rail via a new rail siding connected to the mainline for
deliveries to the SESRO site.

The Great Western Mainline is a busy and strategically important national rail
route that is owned and maintained by Network Rail. Any future connection to
this railway has the potential to impact the existing infrastructure and rail
operations and would need approval from Network Rail. Acceptance by
Network Rail of a rail siding design proposal is therefore critical because without
it a siding would not be permitted to be constructed or operated, regardless of
any other permissions that are granted.

Discussions with Network Rail

Liaison with Network Rail has been ongoing since Gate 1 to make them aware
of the potential project and what is proposed, and to understand timetabling
constraints and rail related health and safety and constructability issues.

Discussions were held during Gate 3 to inform Network Rail of this option
appraisal study, ensuring they understood the appraisal process, an overview of
the work undertaken to define options, as well as presenting to Network Rail the
options (defined in Section 4) which were being assessed.

Backchecking and Changes to this Report

This is the first issue of this report and therefore no backchecking has been
undertaken. In future revisions, this section will summarise any backchecking
undertaken, which is specific to the RSMH area options appraisal, and any
changes to the options since the previous revision. For example, indicative
estimates of the stockpile capacity, which dictates the size of the RSMH area,
have been used in this study (as detailed in Section 4.1), so the impact of a
change in stockpile capacity and RSMH area extents would need to be
reviewed.

It is expected that the next backcheck of the RSMH area options will happen in
Autumn 2024 to consider changes and/or additional information, which may
have been identified by that time through the Gate 3 design development work.
A timetable for backchecking beyond Autumn 2024 will be decided dependent
on future need, with interim backchecks to be undertaken sooner if a significant
change is identified before Autumn 2024.

It is noted that at the time of these appraisals, there had been limited access to

2 SESRO Gate 2 documents are available online at https://www.thameswater.co.uk/about-
us/requlation/strateqgic-water-resource-solutions/new-reservoir-in-abingdon
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the SESRO site for surveys and investigations, such as terrestrial and aquatic
ecological surveys due to landowner permissions being negotiated centrally
which has taken time, and as such this appraisal has been completed using
available desk-based information. These assessments will need to be
backchecked following completion of surveys.
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2 Assessment Methodology

The section outlines the options appraisal methodology for the RSMH area, following the
appraisal steps in the common approach set out in the SESRO Option Appraisal Context
and Methodology Report.

2.1

2.1.1

21.2

2.2

2.2.1

2.2.2

2.2.3

2.3

2.3.1

2.4

2.4.1

Overview of Appraisal Methodology

The SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report sets out the
appraisal methodology, which is a common approach that has been adopted for
all the option appraisal studies for the essential associated infrastructure for the
reservoir and working towards the Gate 3 submission.

A summary of the activities undertaken for the RSMH area option appraisal is
provided below, in line with the steps in the appraisal methodology.

Appraisal Step 1: Define Scope and Objectives of Appraisal

The definition of the scope and objectives of options appraisal for Gate 3 was
undertaken at a project level and reported in the SESRO Option Appraisal
Context and Methodology Report. That report identifies the essential associated
infrastructure for the reservoir and also sets out the overarching purpose of the
options appraisals to support progress towards DCO submission and a Gate 3
submission to RAPID.

The objective of the options appraisal detailed in this report is to identify a
preferred location and configuration for the RSMH area, which is considered
essential associated infrastructure for the reservoir.

A temporary RSMH area is required for the SESRO project to import
construction materials by freight train, and therefore reduce the volume of
material imported by road. The key materials to be imported by rail include:

e Riprap, gravel, and sand which would be placed on the inner face of the
reservoir embankment to protect against erosion by wave action.

e Sand and gravel which would be placed within the reservoir embankment to
form internal drainage and filtering elements as required for reservoir safety.

Appraisal Step 2: Define Constraints on Option Definition

The constraints identified on the definition of options for the RSMH area are
presented in Section 3 of this report.

Appraisal Step 3: Develop Appraisal Criteria

The SESRO Criteria Table developed for the options appraisals of associated
infrastructure is within the SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology
Report.
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2.4.2

2.4.3

24.4

2.4.5

2.4.6

2.5

2.5.1

Criteria descriptions in this table were developed under the themes of design
acceptance (engineering), constructability, costs, carbon costs, environmental
performance, community and planning considerations, and property and land
acquisition.

In general, the criteria relate to key requirements and considerations for the
SESRO project based on relevant legislation, policy and guidance, as well as
operational and engineering requirements. They are therefore applicable across
the different options appraisals for the associated infrastructure for the
reservoir, including the water treatment works (WTW), RSMH areas, access and
diversion roads, and connectivity to the River Thames.

In the RSMH area options appraisal, 20 of the 132 criteria in the SESRO Ceriteria
Table were not assessed. 13 of these excluded criteria are specific criteria used
for other appraisals and the remaining seven were not used they do not relate to
the feasibility of the option, facilitate differentiation across options or are already
assessed under another criteria.

Appendix H contains the full list of criteria excluded from the RSMH area options
appraisal, alongside their reasons for exclusion.

For only the assessment of the RSMH area options, the following criteria were
considered in the assessment:

e Design Acceptance — Risk that Network Rail would not accept the option —
included to consider the risk that Network Rail will not accept the rail siding
off the Great Western Mainline given that it is a busy and strategically
important national rail route.

e Construction Complexity - Volume and / or complexity of rail signalling
interventions required — included to assess the differing impacts the options
have on the existing rail network.

e Logistics - Capacity of and layout for stockpiling at the materials handling
area to reduce the risk of programme disruption and minimise double
handling of material — included to assess how the differing layouts of the
materials handling may impact on logistics.

e 3" Party Impact - Potential to disrupt existing rail network during operation —
included as there will be differing impacts on the existing network depending
on whether an option connects from the existing two-track or four-track
sections of the Great Western Mainline.

Appraisal Step 4: Define Options

This appraisal study builds on preliminary work undertaken in Gate 2 for the rail
siding and materials handling requirements for construction of a reservoir. In
this earlier work two general locations were identified with three options initially
proposed. These options were reviewed (as detailed in Section 4.1) and further
options developed for assessment in this Gate 3 study.
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2.5.2

2.5.3

254

2.5.5

2.6

2.6.1

The options were defined over the course of several discussions amongst the
Gate 3 SESRO team, which consisted of engineers (including rail specialists),
terrestrial and aquatic environmentalists, and land, planning and property
specialists.

Sand, gravel and rip-rap would need to be imported for the construction of the
reservoir based on estimated rates of delivery of these materials and rates of
transportation/placement to the desired locations on site. An appropriate
arrangement was developed for each option using two indicative options for
stockpile capacities for materials handling area, each derived to have a different
approach to the level of acceptable risk related to the distribution of material
delivery during construction — full details of the two storage capacities are set
out in Section 4.1.

Each option was drawn up in a plan with accompanying descriptions ready for
appraisal step 5 outlined below.

A summary of appraisal step 4 for the RSMH area is presented in Section 4 of
this report.

Appraisal Step 5: Undertake Individual Assessments

In this appraisal step, each option was reviewed and assessed by specialists
(identified above) against the applicable criteria in the SESRO Criteria Table,
which was developed in appraisal step 3. For each of the applicable criteria, an
option was given a red, amber, or green (RAG) score. The RAG score indicates
the performance of an option within the ambit of each criterion and the RAG
score definitions are as follows:

e Red - Ared RAG score is given for a specific option-criterion combination
when the option performs poorly against the criterion. For each criterion a
poor (or ‘red’) performance is defined in the SESRO Criteria Table because it
is criteria specific, and a red RAG rating does not necessarily equate to a
constraint that makes the option infeasible. A red score would however
generally indicate the introduction of a significant risk, which may not be easy
to mitigate, to the project from the option being assessed.

e Amber - An amber RAG score is given for a specific option-criterion
combination when the option performs moderately against the criterion,
neither poorly enough to warrant a red RAG score nor so well as to warrant a
green score. For each criterion an amber score is defined fully in the SESRO
Criteria Table because a ‘moderate’ performance is criteria-specific, so no
generalisation of an amber score across the range of appraisal criteria can
be made here.

e Green - A green RAG score is given for a specific option-criterion
combination when the option performs well against the criterion. As with red
and amber scores, a green RAG score is defined for each criterion
specifically, as set out in the SESRO Criteria Table.

J696-DN-A01A-2277-RP-ZD-100008 Classification - Public Page 20 of 95



Rail Siding and Materials Handling Area Options Appraisal Report Revision No. C02
July 2024

2.6.2 The SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report contains further
details on the RAG assessment method.

2.6.3 The RAG assessment for each RSMH area option was recorded in the format
standard across the associated infrastructure options appraisals. The narratives
from relevant specialists documenting the reasoning behind why each RAG
score was given for each option are included within the appendices of this
report.

2.6.4 A summary of appraisal step 5 for the RSMH area is presented in Section 5 of
this report. In this report Section, the assessment performances of options are
summarised into assessment subthemes, which are set out below.

Table 2.1: Criteria Subthemes for the RSMH Area

Key Theme Subtheme

Design Acceptance (Engineering) | Network Rail

Health and Safety

Third Party Impact

Constructability (Engineering) Logistics

Programme

Construction Complexity

Health and Safety

Operational Complexity

Operability (Engineering) Operational Resilience

Transport Planning

Cost

Cost and Carbon
Carbon

Air Quality

Aquatic Environment

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation and
Landscape

Environmental Flood Risk

Historic Environment

Land Quality

Landscape and Visual

Noise

Pollution

Socio-Economic

Community, Planning and Land Consenting

Transport Planning
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Property and Land Acquisition

2.6.5 Appraisals have been undertaken using available desktop or historical survey
information (from the mid to late 2000’s). Further site work is required to create
an environmental baseline for the project and full environmental assessment of
the project is planned for 2025. If findings diverge from the desktop information
used, then backchecking of this options appraisal will be required as outlined in
Section 1.2.

2.1 Appraisal Step 6: Workshop to Agree Preferred Option

2.7.1 Following the individual assessments in appraisal step 5, a workshop was held
to bring together specialists to discuss the outputs of the assessments against
the criteria, identify a consensus preferred option and start to record the
collective reasons for the preferred option. The assessment subthemes were
used to help identify how the different options performed and identify any
relevant and material differentiations between the options.

2.7.2 A summary of appraisal step 6, including the workshop and appraisal outcome,
is presented in Section 6 of this report for the RSMH area. The key theme and
subtheme themes narratives presented in this report Section are intended to
summarise the key points from assessment narratives, present the issues that
provided differentiators between options and where possible provide a preferred
option with a reasoned justification.

2.8 Appraisal Steps 7 and 8: Review against other SESRO appraisals and
Masterplanning and Consultation

2.8.1 Appraisal steps 7 and 8 are not reported within this options appraisal report, but
rather they are being undertaken as part of the Gate 3 Interim Landscape and
Environmental Master Plan development, as set out in the SESRO Option
Appraisal Context and Methodology Report.
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3 Constraints on Option Definition

This section sets out the constraints on option development for the RSMH area, in
accordance with step 2 of the appraisal methodology.

3.1 Introduction

3.1.1  The SESRO site has the advantage of the Great Western Mainline Railway
running along its southern boundary (as shown on Figure 3.1 below), which
could facilitate construction material deliveries by rail; however, there are
various constraints that influence this approach:

e Topographic, environmental and location constraints - existing topography,
including watercourses, ponds, and flood zones, as well as environmental
and location features that would otherwise be unaffected by the SESRO
project.

e SESRO and external scheme constraints and opportunities — other elements
of the SESRO project and possible future external schemes were identified
for consideration in the options appraisal of the RSMH area.

3.1.2  The location of options for the RSMH area were determined by the area
required, space available, topography, rail, and materials handling and
operational constraints. The implications for environment, planning and land are
considered in the assessment of options defined for the RSMH area.
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Figure 3.1: Overview of SESRO Site and Location of Great Western Mainline Railway
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Source: Map data © OpenStreetMap contributors, Microsoft, Facebook, Inc. and its
affiliates, Esri Community Maps contributors, Map layer by Esri Spatial Constraints

3.2 Topographic, Environmental and Location Constraints

3.2.1  Topographic, environmental and location features in the area between the Great
Western Mainline and reservoir embankment, which may constrain the location
of a RSMH area, were identified, as listed below.

e Parts of the existing Great Western Mainline alongside the site are on an
embankment.

e Existing crossings of the Great Western Mainline should remain operable with
the exception of Butterfly Lane unmanned level crossing. Prior to this
appraisal study, it was established that Network Rail did not wish to keep the
unmanned level crossing at Butterfly Lane in operation, and that there were
existing plans for rerouting the Public Right of Way (PRoW) through Butterfly
Lane via the Collins underbridge. Hence there was no need to keep it
operable as part of the appraisal work.

e Two ‘Main River’ watercourses cross under the railway from the south and
continue north across the SESRO site, these are Portobello Ditch and Cow
Brook Common. The Indicative Gate 2 Master Plan includes diversion of
these watercourses around the reservoir embankment and these diversions
will start in the vicinity of the railway.
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The watercourses have an associated floodplain alongside the railway, there
are also some small existing ponds.

The historic line of the Wilts & Berks Canal crosses the railway and SESRO
site from the southwest to the northeast. The Indicative Gate 2 Master Plan
includes a realigned reserved canal corridor around the reservoir; however,
the railway crossing point would remain the same.

The southern extent of the 150Mm? reservoir embankment concept design
runs roughly parallel with the railway for approximately 2.4km creating a

relatively narrow corridor that is expected to contain the Steventon to East
Hanney road diversion, watercourse diversions and other utility diversions.

The Cuttings and Hutchin’s Copse Site Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and small
areas of woodland are also present alongside the existing railway.

Steventon is situated to the southeast of the reservoir. The location of the
railway siding is constrained by Steventon as the noise generated from
unloading freight trains should not adversely impact on the village. There are
also several level crossings within Steventon — the placement of a railway
siding along the Great Western Mainline should not adversely impact on the
control and signalling operations of the existing level crossings.

A group of commercial units is located at the site of a disused MOD site,
which once had a rail head. These units impinge on the concept design for
the reservoir itself and will therefore be removed by the project, on this basis
they are not considered to form a constraint on the railway siding location.

3.2.2 The considerations above lead to two areas alongside the Great Western
Mainline that could be considered for detailed options as shown in Figure 3.2,
the west and east areas. The central area has been discounted for the following
reasons:

The area contains flood zones which would require both mitigation and
replacement flood storage volume if a railway siding and materials handling
area were constructed in this location.

The area includes large areas of woodland (Hutchin’s Copse).

As part of the reservoir construction, several watercourses require diversions
in this area, introducing a railway siding would add to the complexity during
construction.

Lack of space in the north of the area, due to the presence of the proposed
reservoir embankment.
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Figure 3.2: Location Areas Identified for a RSMH Area
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3.3 SESRO and External Scheme Constraints and Opportunities

3.3.1  One element of the SESRO works and one possible future external scheme was
identified for consideration in the options appraisal for the SESRO RSMH area.

e Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion: For the purposes of this rail study
the route of the diversion road in the Indicative Gate 2 Master Plan was
assumed. The options appraisal of this road diversion for the SESRO project
is covered within the SESRO Access and Diversion Roads Options Appraisal
Report?®, which confirms a very similar route to Gate 2 as the preferred option
for consultation.

e Grove Station: It is noted that in the Vale of White Horse (VoWH) Local Plan
2031 Part 2 (LPP2)%, the consultation draft VoWH and South Oxfordshire
Joint Local Plan 2041° and OCC'’s local transport and connectivity plan®
there is an aspiration for a new passenger railway station at Grove.

3.3.2 Several possible locations are safeguarded for Grove Station in the existing and
emerging local planning policy, all southwest of the expected SESRO
construction area based on the indicative Gate 2 design (including reservoir,
road diversion, watercourse diversion and landscaping), ie. before considering
RSMH locations in this study. In the adopted Local Plan 2031, Core Policy 19a
safeguards three locations as illustrated in Figure 3.3 (marked as CP19a and
with the red cross-hatching) and listed below:

e one north east of Grove, just east of the A338;
e one north of Grove, just east of the A338; and

e one northwest of Grove, further west of the A338.

3.3.3 Inthe consultation draft VoWH and South Oxfordshire Joint Local Plan 2041,
this is proposed to be refined to safeguarding just the middle of these three
sites, shown in Figure 3.4 (pink cross-hatching).

3.3.4 In this options appraisal report, the aspiration for a possible future passenger rail
station to serve Wantage and Grove as envisaged in the local planning policy
(referred to as Grove Station in the policy and throughout this report) has been
considered in two ways: firstly in the narrow sense of whether the RSMH would
physically overlap with or be in sufficiently close proximity to conflict with rail
movements to/from one of the safeguarded sites; but secondly more broadly
with respect to the aspiration for a passenger rail station in this general area,

3 SESRO Access and Diversion Roads Options Appraisal Report, J696-DN-A01A-ZZZ7-RP-ZD100009
4VoWH District Council, Local Plan 2031 Part 2 Detailed Policies and Additional Sites (October 2019),
page 58. Available online: https://www.whitehorsedc.gov.uk/wp-
content/uploads/sites/3/2021/03/VOWHDC-Master-1.pdf

® VoWH and South Oxfordshire District Councils, Joint Local Plan 2041 — Preferred Options Consultation
(Regulation 18 Part 2), January 2024.

5 Oxfordshire County Council, Connecting Oxfordshire — Local Transport Plan 2015-2031, VVolume 3 — Rail
Strategy (2016), page 52. Available online: https://www.oxfordshire.gov.uk/sites/default/files/file/roads-
and-transport-connecting-oxfordshire/ConnectingOxfordshireRailStrategy. pdf
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which need not necessarily be within a specific land parcel currently
safeguarded.

Figure 3.3: VOWH Local Plan 2031 Part 2, Core Policy 19a Safeguarded Areas.

|

Source: VoWH Local Plan 037 Part 2 Policies Map

Figure 3.4: Consultation Draft VoWH and South Oxfordshire Joint Local Plan 2041,
Strategic Policy IN3 Safeguarded Area.
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Source: VoWH and South Oxfordshire Consultation Draft Joint Local Plan 2041 Policies Map
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4 Options Definition

This section summarises the options developed for assessment, in accordance with step
4 of the appraisal methodology.

4.1

411

41.2

4.1.3

41.4

Option Development Assumptions

A number of assumptions have been made to develop the RSMH options and
these are listed and discussed further below:

e RSMH Requirements - impact on operation of the railway and overarching
RSMH requirements.

e RSMH Area Assumptions - area required to form a RSMH area and the
space available on the SESRO site for a RSMH area without impacting
embankment construction, construction of other facilities associated with the
project or construction programme.

¢ Rail siding assumptions — assumptions regarding track layout.
e Materials handling area assumptions — layouts for stockpiling and maintaining
materials and transferring to the reservoir for placement.

RSMH Requirements

The Great Western Mainline effectively forms the southern boundary to the
SESRO site (as shown on Figure 3.1 above); however, there is no station or
existing siding sufficiently close to the site, that has the required capacity,
suitability of access and that minimises road haulage movements to be used in
construction, hence a new rail siding is proposed to import construction material
to site.

All RSMH area options will require:

e Track and point amendments to the mainline track.
e Signalling amendments to the mainline track.
e Modifications to Overhead Line Electrification (OLE) and supporting gantries.

e Additional rail infrastructure to divert trains away from the mainline to a siding
area for unloading.

e A materials handling and storage area to allow material to be unloaded and
stockpiled until needed.

e Internal haul roads for vehicles to manage the stockpiled materials, as well as
a haul road to link the RSMH area to the main site haul roads, to transport
materials where they are needed for placement.

RSMH Area Assumptions

The necessary space estimated for the RSMH area for this options appraisal is
based on indicative initial estimates of the stockpile volume needed for inner-
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4.1.5

4.1.6

4.1.7

4.1.8

face protection materials delivered by rail.

Two indicative stockpile volumes have been used to consider potential RSMH
area locations within the SESRO site, each derived to have a different approach
to the level of acceptable risk towards the distribution to material delivery:

e Alarger volume of storage based on one year’s stockpiled material
(370,000m?) — this storage capacity would ensure that enough material was
stockpiled before reservoir construction, to allow continued placement of
material on site for a year, in a scenario where delivery of material by rail to
site is disrupted or halted. This option presents a conservative approach to
the risk of material delivery disruption.

e A smaller volume of storage based on the rate of delivery of materials versus
the rate of placement of material (220,000m?®) — this storage capacity is
smaller as it balances the rate of delivery of material to site against when it is
needed for placement. In simple terms, when material is delivered to the rail
sidings, it is then transported and placed on site shortly afterwards. Material
must still be stockpiled to achieve this, but less than a year’s worth. This
option presents a less conservative approach to the risk of material delivery
disruption.

It should be noted that the volumes of storage are indicative values for options
appraisal only and the stockpile capacity and approach will be reviewed during
design development.

In this appraisal study, options for the RSMH area are assessed using both
capacity values for stockpiled material, as the stockpile capacity will depend on
the level of acceptable risk to material delivery interruption via rail, which is still
to be determined. Appropriate configurations for the options are considered
later in this section.

Rail Siding Assumptions

For the rail siding, options for appraisal were initially developed based on the
following assumptions:

e The rail sidings consist of two level (flat) tracks, to allow space for two 300m
long trains. A minimum of 450m is required to permit shunting for unloading,
the running round of a locomotive and for it to be clear inside the siding, or a
longer train if the freight operator requires it.

e The two tracks are also required in case one train is unable to leave on
schedule.

e The two siding tracks allow incoming trains to split should this be necessary.
In this case, it is assumed that the operating crane can reach over the
nearest track (and train/wagon) to reach material in a wagon on the farthest
track. This arrangement was chosen as it allows the crane to track freely
between the trains/wagons and the materials handling area.
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41.9

The two siding tracks are spaced so that there is 800mm clear distance
between two adjacent standard freight wagons, to allow personnel to walk
between them for inspection if necessary.

There are no trap points included as part of the options design for the sidings
l.e., means to prevent trains from entering or obstructing the mainline when
they are not permitted. It was recognised that the location of the siding, as
well as track layout and gradient would warrant a particular form of trap point,
for example additional rail, buffer stops or a sand drag. As such, it was
assumed that trapping should be included as part of design
development/refinement once a preferred option was selected.

Materials Handling Area Assumptions

For the materials handling area, options for appraisal are based on the following
assumptions:

The assumed concept is that freight trains will arrive from the direction of
Avonmouth (or other suitable construction material sources to the west) and
stop inside the siding area.

The materials handling area would be located adjacent to the rail sidings and
include a flat hardstanding platform to allow a mechanical grab with a
clamshell bucket, to track up and down the length of the train. The grab
would unload the wagons and place materials including sand, gravels and
rip-rap (with a diameter up to approximately 550mm) into one of five
designated concrete container areas for stockpiling specific materials, see
Figure 4.1. The plan dimensions of the concrete areas vary with the capacity
of the stockpile areas (i.e., 220,000m? or 370,000m? for delivery of materials
when needed or one year’s storage volume respectively) and the local
constraints.

Within the materials handling area, plant would be required to help
manoeuvre materials deposited by the crane into stockpiles, as well as into
dumper trucks which would then be used to transport materials to the
required location on site via the internal haul roads. To allow these vehicles to
manoeuvre, the materials handling areas include haul road access around
the bays.

Internal haul roads are included to provide a one-way system allowing
vehicles to load up, take material for placement and then return to load up
again.

An external haul road is included, which links the RSMH to the site
construction haul roads that follow the perimeter of the reservoir footprint.
This is to allow transportation of material via dumper trucks to the desired
location on site for placement.

As shown in Figure 4.1, a wall is included to separate the crane handling
platform from the stockpiling areas, to help reduce the risk of material rolling
back onto the crane area.
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Figure 4.1: Cross Section showing typical layout of the existing railway and the proposed
sidings, crane area and materials handling area.
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4.2 Initial Review of Rail Siding and Material Handling Area Options

4.2.1 This options appraisal study builds on preliminary work undertaken in Gate 2 for
the RSMH requirements for construction of a reservoir.

4.2.2 Asindicated in Figure 3.2, two general areas alongside the Great Western
Mainline (the east and west areas) were identified for option identification and
definition. Within the east and west areas, three RSMH area options were
initially proposed as shown in Figure 4.2:

e RSMH 1 in the east area.
e RSMH 2 and RSMH 3 in the west area.

Figure 4.2: RSMH Area Options 1 to 3
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Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023

RSMH 1 in the East Area

4.2.3 After initial review of RSMH 1, it was put forward to undergo appraisal;
therefore, RSMH 1 is detailed in Section 4.3 below as an option for assessment.

RSMH 2 and 3 in the West Area

4.2.4  Upon initial review of options RSMH 2 and RSMH 3, it was noted both would
require the construction of an embankment for new track taking trains coming
from the west to the sidings, and additional track to allow trains to get back onto
the existing Great Western Mainline.
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4.2.5 Within the west area, the railway siding track should connect back onto the
existing mainline before the Collins underbridge to enable the continued use of
this crossing point. Therefore, excluding options extending to the far east of this
area such as RSMH 2. (As outlined in Section [ it is not necessary to keep the
Butterfly Lane crossing operable as part of the appraisal work.)

4.2.6 RSMH 3 is located close to the existing four track Section of the Great Western
Mainline, this enables the existing northern relief line to be extended for the
railway sidings, possibly making construction and railway operation simpler.
However, RSMH 3 is in an existing fluvial flood zone, as well as close to
sensitive residential units, as shown in Figure 4.3.

Figure 4.3: RSMH 3 located in flood zones and sensitive residential units.

Four-Track Railway

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023 | Contains public
sector information licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.24

RSMH 4 in the West Area

4.2.7  Following the initial review, RSMH 4 was developed. RSMH 4 is located
between RSMH 2 and RSMH 3 and is indicated by the green area in Figure 4.4.
The option avoids the flood zones, is further from the sensitive residential units
and is able to accommodate an embankment for railway in and out of the
sidings to the west of the Collins underbridge.

Figure 4.4: RSMH Area Options 1 to 4

¥ Butterfly Lane Level Crossing @ Bridges Existing gas main Existing HV overhead
[ 11 pinmarsh Farm uncerbridge ™~ ';r;’_’%""’l:a'n;'w@mdga' e RSN\“HJ el
—— r____'_"__‘f_'__, ‘R EhL L]

N\

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023

4.2.8 RSMH 4 was therefore put forward to undergo appraisal along with RSMH 1,
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instead of RSMH 2 and 3, neither of which were taken forward. RSMH 4 is
detailed in Section 4.4 below as two options for assessment because RSMH 4
was split into RSMH 4a and 4b — this is explained in the Section 4.4.

4.3 Option for Assessment - RSMH 1
Location of RSMH 1

4.3.1 RSMH 1 is located approximately 1.5km west of Steventon and 260m south of
the southern edge of the reservoir embankment options. All but one of the
options being considered for the Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion pass
through the area between the reservoir embankment and RSMH 1.

Signalling and Track Modifications for RSMH 1

4.3.2 RSMH 1 would provide the required signalling and track modifications for trains
to either exit to the east or the west. For the trains which exit the site towards
the east they would return to Avonmouth by looping around via Didcot or
Reading. For the trains which exit the site towards the west they would return
directly to Avonmouth.

4.3.3 The connections into the existing two track Great Western Mainline for RSMH 1
are approximately 1.2km apart, see Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6. The possession
works will likely need to happen at night, to minimise disruption on the railway
line during the day. This interaction will require review and approval with
Network Rail, particularly due to the signalling modifications which would be
required.

Figure 4.5: RSMH 1 Layout (220,000m? stockpile capacity)
Note that this layout is indicative only for the purposes of options appraisal’.

Haul Road ;/

(and temp i
bridge over //
S2EH Road) 7

B - East Watercourse Diversion ‘ /” o
Steventon to East Hanney o

" Road Diversion — -
| ——————

Haul Road 40m wide corridor for

(and temp 7 680m Mat Hand Area ~EL 65 85 haul roads and

bridge over T —— 0 compound facilities

S2EH Road) { &1m ' «

/. 116m 117.6m x
Wak _A————i__.
- ~1230m
5 no. bays for materials

Maoderate difference in elevation between storager/handling area
existing railway and proposed RSMH — less Crane platform/area: 680m x 15m (flat)
earthworks required for construction (compared at ~ EL. 66.85

to RSMH4a/b)

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023

" Potential noise mitigation is not shown in the figure.
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Figure 4.6: RSMH 1 Layout (370,000m? stockpile capacity)

Note that this layout is indicative only for the purposes of options appraisal®.

| A

(and temp
bridge over
S2EH Road)

Steventon to East Hanney
_ Road Diversion

e
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existing railway and proposed RSMH — less at ~ EL 66.85 storage/handling area

earthworks required for construction (compared
to RSMH4a/b)

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023 |

Layout of RSMH 1

4.3.4  For the 220,000m? stockpile capacity (storage volume required for delivery of
materials when needed), the area is 600m (length) x 116m (wide) which covers
an area of 69,600m?. Each of the stockpile material areas are 61m x 118m — the
material storage areas are wide compared to the length, due to the constraints
to the north, including the proposed diversion road and East watercourse
diversion.

4.3.5 For the 370,000m?* stockpile capacity (the volume needed to store the number
of materials for one year), the area is 873m (length) x 128m (wide) which covers
an area of 112,181m?. Each of the stockpile material areas are 71m x 156m.
These dimensions enable the rail sidings and materials handling area to be
located such that the track going to siding is in the same position for both
capacity variations, leaving adequate space for noise mitigation measures to the
east®.

Construction Access for RSMH 1

4.3.6 It was assumed that road access to construct RSMH 1 would need to be via a
new access road to the SESRO reservoir and a haul road, so the new access
road would need to be constructed prior to construction of RSMH 1. Once
established, haul roads would need to be constructed with two temporary
bridges over the Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion to maintain

8 Potential noise mitigation is not shown in the figure.

9 Note for the purposes of assessment it has been assumed that a noise bund would be incorporated to
the east of the siding to reduce noise levels reaching Steventon. Further work will be undertaken on the
preferred option to identify and develop the most appropriate noise mitigation method to be incorporated
in the design.
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separation of construction traffic, as shown in Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6. It is
recognised from the SESRO Access and Diversion Roads Options Appraisal
Report that the Steventon to East Hanney road diversion would need to be built
at the start of construction.

Construction of RSMH 1

4.3.7  The relative proximity of RSMH 1 to the Steventon to East Hanney Road
Diversion, which must also be used to route several major utility diversions,
constrains the space available for construction of this option. There is
approximately 80m between RSMH 1 (270,000m? stockpile capacity) and the
diversion road, and 70m between RSMH 1 (370,000m? stockpile capacity) and
the diversion road.

4.3.8 Table 4.2 sets out the average elevations of RSMH 1. For the siding and crane
area, RSMH 1 requires approximately 0.5m of embankment building up. Some
of the material for these embankments may be sourced from that won by
excavating into the existing ground level for the materials handling area;
however, material availability should be explored further using modelling to
undertake a cut/fill balance.

Table 4.1: RSMH 1 - Elevations

Average existing

Average existing railwa
g g y ground level at

Proposed siding and  Proposed materials

embankment elevation e crane area elevation handling area
AOD AOD AOD
(mAOD) (MAOD) (mAOD) (mAQOD)
67.3 | 66.3 | 66.8 | 65.8

4.3.9 Refer to Appendix A for longitudinal Sections of RSMH 1.

4.3.10 There is an existing 16-inch Southern Gas Network (SGN) intermediate gas
main that would require diversion (identified in Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6) for
RSMH 1.

4.4 Options for Assessment - RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b
Location of RSMH 4a and 4b

4.41  The two options, as shown in Figure 4.7 and Figure 4.8, are in the same location
and have the same dimensions but have different signalling requirements.

4.4.2 RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b are located approximately 1km south of East Hanney,
400m from the proposed Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion and 1km
southwest of the largest footprint reservoir option under consideration.
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4.4.3

4.4.4

4.4.5

Signalling and Track Modifications for RSMH 4a and 4b

RSMH 4a provides the required signalling and track modifications for trains to
exit to either the east or the west, while RSMH 4b would only provide the
required signalling and track modifications to allow trains to exit the site to the
east. For the trains which exit the site towards the east they would return to
Avonmouth by looping around via Didcot or Reading. For the trains which exit
the site towards the west they would return directly to Avonmouth.

It is anticipated that the northern line of the existing four track section of the
Great Western Mainline would be extended for 1.2km to allow freight trains to
enter the siding directly, as shown in Figure 4.7 and Figure 4.8. In comparison
to RSMH 1 this would take pressure off the mainline during the connecting
process and would also reduce the risk of impact on the running of passenger
services during operation.

The possession works would need to happen at night, to minimise disruption on
the railway line during the day. The interaction with the existing railway would
require review and approval from Network Rail, particularly due to the signalling
modifications which would be required.

Figure 4.7: RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b Layout (220,000m? stockpile capacity)
Note that this layout is indicative only for the purposes of options appraisal’®.
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19 Potential noise mitigation is not shown in the figure.
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Figure 4.8: RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b Layout (370,000m? stockpile capacity)
Note that this layout is indicative on/y for the purposes of options appraisal’’.

/x EV\J ) \ West
Flood Zone // pOmjwide \ Watercourse
3 Extent Sfev comityiung Diversion
s "~ future W&B \
- o N

Ee.g Replacement
s Cal Floodplain

Oag i, A Stcrage
Srsigp T \

,\\ ‘if'"\ B

s S H\ o

Haul Road below S2EH Road "%- ————

S\

Diversion (potential to be re-used
as bridge overcanal)

Haul Road

540m 35-40m wide corridor

L_ \ _
' for haul roads and . 4
89.6m compound facilities Collins underbridge X
A A A
A
"I- ‘\ B Y -

. Significant dlfference

b A \- ;= in elevation between
[ : ) existing railway and
proposed RSMH —

) moderate earthworks
) j.«f required for

\ construction

N

\ § \\ T
) 4 ) / \ 2
¢ A Y LY
\'\ e Pinmarsh Farm

R kY Margh Co

5 no. bays for materials
storage/handling area 1

Raised crane platform/area: 540m x 15m (flat) f
at~EL. 685 J]

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023 | Contains public
sector information licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.24

Layout of RSMH 4a and 4b

4.4.6 For the 220,000m? stockpile capacity (storage volume required for delivery of
materials when needed), the area is 540m (length) x 127m (wide) which covers
an area of 68,580m?. Each of the stockpile material storage areas are 77m x
90m — the areas are narrow (compared to RSMH 1) as there are less
constraints to the north, so the material areas could be made more square than
rectangular.

4.4.7 For the 370,000m? stockpile capacity (the volume needed to store the amount
of materials for one year), the area is 540m (length) x 168m (wide) which covers
an area of 90,720m?. Each of the stockpile material areas are 118m x 90m.
These dimensions enable the rail sidings and materials handling area to be
located in the same location for both capacity variations, so that both can be
located such that the siding track can connect into the existing Great Western
Mainline in the same locations i.e., 1.2 km apart.

Construction Access for RSMH 4a and 4b

4.4.8 It has been assumed that road access to construct RSMH 4a or RSMH 4b
would need to be via the new SESRO access road, and a further haul road. This
means the SESRO access road would need to be constructed prior to
construction of RSMH 4a and 4b. Once established, haul roads would need to
be constructed to connect to the reservoir site — there is an opportunity for
these to pass under the Steventon to East Hanney bridge that would also be
used to maintain the corridor assigned for the future reinstatement of the Wilts &

" Potential noise mitigation is not shown in the figure.
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Berks Canal.

Construction of RSMH 4a and 4b

4.4.9 The existing Great Western Mainline in this location is on an embankment, and
so RSMH 4a and 4b would need to be routed northwest from the existing
railway through the construction of narrow embankments, to create separation
from the existing railway embankment to minimise interaction with it. It also
means that the sidings and materials handling area doesn’t have to be raised as
high as the railway embankment but is instead closer to existing ground level.

4.4.10 An Autodesk Civil 3D model was created for RSMH 4a and 4b because of the
need for embankment works, see Figure 4.9 which shows the model using
Navisworks. The gradient of the narrow embankments connecting the siding
tracks to the Great Western Mainline is no steeper than 1 in 230.

Figure 4.9: RSMH 4a and 4b embankment modelling

New raised crane platform/area New embankment for railway sidings (blue)

New materials storage/handling area
Slope gradient: negligible

Existing railway embankment

Slope gradient: ~1:230

Driver for update: connect into existing 4 track rail
section but keep siding within Colins underbridge
Extension from existing 4-track section of railway so not required to replace/widen existing bridge

Source: Thames Water Internal, 2024

4.4.11 The existing Great Western Mainline adjacent to RSMH 4a and 4b is on an
embankment, as such, the options would require a sheet pile retaining wall and
earthworks, see Figure 4.10.

J696-DN-A01A-2277-RP-ZD-100008 Classification - Public Page 39 of 95



Rail Siding and Materials Handling Area Options Appraisal Report Revision No. C02
July 2024

Figure 4.10: Cross Section through RSMH 4a and 4b showing the existing railway and
the proposed sidings, crane area and materials handling area.

Materials Handling Area
~10m high max stockpile
~EL74.5
asi0 2 Existing
railway
L 2 27 embankment
Slope 1:2

Wall height 4m

Sheet Pile

Source: Thames Water Internal, 2024

4.4.12 Table 4.2 sets out the average elevations of RSMH 4a and 4b. For the siding
and crane area, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b require approximately 2.5m of
embankment build up. Some of the material for these embankments may be
sourced from that won by excavating into the existing ground level for the
materials handling area; however, material availability should be explored further
using modelling to undertake a cut/fill balance.

Table 4.2: RSMH 4a and 4b - Elevations

A isti
Average existing railway verage existing Proposed siding and  Proposed materials
, ground level at , ,
embankment elevation e crane area elevation handling area
AOD AOD AOD
(mAQOD) (MAQD) (mAQD) (mAQOD)
69.5 | 66.0 | 68.5 | 64.5

4.4.13 Refer to Appendix B for longitudinal Sections of the RSMH 4a and 4b.

4.4.14 There is an existing Southern and Scottish Energy Network (SSEN) overhead
HV line (33kV) which would require diversion.
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5 Option Assessments

This section summarises the option assessments undertaken for the RSMH areas, in
accordance with step 5 of the appraisal methodology. The section starts by outlining the
assumptions taken in the assessments, before individually summarising the performance
of each option when assessed. Further details of the option assessment against
individual criteria are provided in Appendix C to Appendix G.

5.1 Assessment Assumptions

5.1.1 This section sets out the assumptions used in the assessment of RSMH area
options, future changes in assumptions should be reviewed for any potential
effect on the outcome of the options appraisal. Section 1.3 earlier in this report
outlines the backchecking planned for the options appraisals work.

5.1.2 RSMH 1, 4a and 4b have been taken through to full assessment, while RSMH 2
and 3 were discounted ahead of the assessments in the initial review set out in
Section 4.1.

Engineering Assessment Assumptions

5.1.3 The engineering assessment was considered in three themes — design
acceptance, constructability and operability. The following assumptions
informed the assessment:

e [tis assumed that the freight trains delivering materials will be 300m long and
will enter the SESRO rail siding at 15mph.

e Based on a preliminary assessment undertaken at Gate 22, it is assumed
that there is path availability for the freight trains based on the Great Western
Mainline (London to Bristol) December 2019 timetable, and it assumed that 6
hours is enough time for the removal of all materials from the train wagons
and placement into the materials handling storage areas.

e [tis assumed that the existing bridges in the vicinity of the rail siding options
can withstand the load of the trains carrying materials for delivery, without the
need for reinforcement/modification works.

e [tis assumed that the operation of removing materials from train wagons and
appropriate placement in the materials handling areas is the same for all
options.

e As detailed earlier in this report, the footprints for both stockpile capacities
(220,000m?® and 370,000m?) are considered during the assessment of
options against the appraisal criteria.

e For the RSMH 4a and 4b embankment, it is assumed that the raised
embankment areas (if required) can be created from suitable material

12 SESRO Gate 2 Submission Supporting Document A-1: SESRO Concept Design Report. Available
online: https://www.thameswater.co.uk/media-liorary/home/about-us/requlation/regional-water-
resources/south-east-strategic-reservoir/gate-2-reports/A-1---SESRO-Concept-Design-Report. pdf

J696-DN-A01A-2277-RP-ZD-100008 Classification - Public Page 41 of 95


https://www.thameswater.co.uk/media-library/home/about-us/regulation/regional-water-resources/south-east-strategic-reservoir/gate-2-reports/A-1---SESRO-Concept-Design-Report.pdf
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/media-library/home/about-us/regulation/regional-water-resources/south-east-strategic-reservoir/gate-2-reports/A-1---SESRO-Concept-Design-Report.pdf

Rail Siding and Materials Handling Area Options Appraisal Report Revision No. C02
July 2024

5.1.5

5.1.6

5.1.7

excavated either from the materials handling area, or the reservoir borrow pit,
without impacting the cut/fill balance.

e For the purposes of assessment, it has been assumed for all options, that
noise bunds would be incorporated as the principal form of noise mitigation
as this presents a worse case in terms of land take. However, further work
will be undertaken on the preferred option during design development to
identify and develop the most appropriate noise mitigation method to be
incorporated, this may include rescheduling of noise creation activities to
avoid sensitive times as well as physical mitigation methods. It is assumed
that, where the construction of a noise bund may require the creation of an
additional construction access route this will be possible.

e Aninitial assessment was undertaken to explore the feasibility of signalling
modifications required for the options and this indicated that it is possible to
make the required signalling modifications to facilitate the options.

o Utility diversions have been identified for the rail siding options, including
overhead lines and gas mains. For RSHH 1 this includes 16-inch steel
intermediate gas main and for RSMH 4a and 4b this includes an 33kV
powerline. At this stage, detailed discussion with the utility providers
regarding diversion of these utilities for each option has not been undertaken,
instead it is assumed that diversion of these utilities can be achieved.

Cost and Carbon Assessment Assumptions

Capital cost and carbon for each option were derived using the approach
outlined in the Gate 2 reports. Some aspects of the cost and carbon build-ups
needed to be updated or added. Quantities were estimated using information
from ArcGIS and Autodesk Civil 3D models to reflect the differences between
options. Where available, benchmarked unit cost rates from Gate 2 were used,
and where these were not available new rates were developed.

An allowance in the overall capital cost has been made for interaction with
Network Rail and associated possession works.

Environmental Assessment Assumptions

The topics for the environmental assessment were considered separately. The
following assumptions informed the environmental assessment:

Biodiversity and Nature Conservation

e |t was assumed that the Ancient Woodland Inventory and Ancient Tree
Inventory was correct and comprehensive at the time of the optioneering
process. The latter will need to be confirmed once land access is available
and surveys can be carried out to confirm the desktop data.

e The assessment of habitats to be impacted was undertaken using aerial
imagery and UK Habitat information collected for Gate 2, the latter of which
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5.1.9

5.1.10

5.1.11

was collected using desk study information and aerial imagery and has not
been fully ground truthed.

Existing gaps and access points within landscape features will be used where
feasible to minimise vegetation clearance.

Vegetation clearance within The Cuttings and Hutchin’s Copse LWS will be
avoided or kept to an absolute minimum where possible.

Based on analysis of historical maps, the woodland areas within the Cuttings
and Hutchin’s Copse LWS are not considered to be ancient.

Historic Environment

The existing publicly available data regarding buried archaeology is not
complete and is subject to further desk study and non-intrusive and intrusive
surveys to understand the presence, extent and value of buried remains.

Land Quality

Data provided by third parties, including historical maps to undertake these
assessments are accurate.

Landscape and Visual

Lighting would be required for night-time construction works.
Lighting would be required for any night-time operation of the rail sidings.

Vegetation clearance would be required for all options with some mitigation
planting carried out, clear of rail lines, in accordance with best practice
guidelines and using techniques appropriate to the efficient and safe
management of the rail corridor.

Construction would require the typical use of plant and machinery with haul
roads, material storage and other elements of construction infrastructure.

Noise mitigation and screening mounds would be introduced for the
construction and operation of the rail sidings, where required.

The development of some minor above-ground infrastructure would be
required for operation.

Operation would include the movement of a limited number of trucks and
support vehicles and machinery.

Ultimately, temporary rail infrastructure would be removed, and the land
reinstated with an appropriate landscape treatment.

Noise
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e Hours of operation of the sidings are assumed to be 06:00 to 11:30 and

12:45 to 18:15, based on work undertaken at Gate 2'°. It is assumed that
there is potential for material handling between 06:00 to 07:00 and train
arrivals during nighttime hours so the options were assessed using night-time
noise assessment criteria. Construction activities associated with works on
the rail line would require occasional night-time working.

Noise emissions for construction activities (including construction traffic
movements and main construction plant / numbers) are based on Gate 2
assumptions, with updates made following a review by the SESRO
construction advisor, as required.

Property counts do not consider the screening of receptors by nearby
buildings (i.e., noise screening for the second row of properties is not
considered due to the presence of the first row of properties).

5.1.12 Aquatic Environment

e Culverting would be temporary but sufficiently long to span more than one

River Basin Management Plan (RBMP) planning cycle (> 6 years).

Watercourses will be diverted as part of the Early Works programme so they
can continue to be connected and flow into the appropriate diversion
channel. The diversion channels, once connected, will then be isolated from
any other works to allow the riverine habitats to evolve over time without
being disturbed by any ongoing construction activities.

Works should be sequenced appropriately to allow aquatic environmental
benefits to be realised.

Community, Planning and Land Assessment Assumptions

5.1.13 The assessment was considered in several themes: ‘Community and Planning’
and ‘Property and Land’. The following assumptions informed the assessment:

e For the socio-economic assessment, it is assumed that the impact of

removing the Industrial Park off Hanney Road (Steventon Depot) is incurred
by the embankment and not rail option RSMH 1. The embankment's footprint
would affect part of the receptor, with RSMH 1 affecting another part of the
receptor. In order to avoid double counting, it was assumed that the
embankment would incur the negative socio-economic impact of preventing
the Industrial Park from functioning.

The operation of options connecting to the two-track section of the mainline
have the potential to impact on passenger services due to freight trains
slowing down to enter the rail siding or exiting slowly after using it.

In planning terms, there is uncertainty in the possible interaction of the rail
siding options with potential future plans for re-opening Grove Station. For

8 SESRO Gate 2 Submission Supporting Document A-1: SESRO Concept Design Report, Section 3.1.2.2
Rail. Available online: https://affinitywater.uk.engagementhqg.com/strategic-resource-options
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5.2

5.2.1

52.2

5.2.3

5.2.4

5.2.5

5.2.6

the purpose of the appraisal, these interactions have been noted but it has
not been assumed that the SESRO access rail siding options necessarily
conflict with passenger rail site safeguarding policy for this in existing and
emerging local policy.

RSMH 1 Assessment

This section summarises the performance of RSMH 1 considering the appraisal
themes and subthemes. For full details of the assessment of RSMH 1 against
individual criteria refer to Appendix D.

Engineering (Design Acceptance) Performance

RSMH 1 is located approximately halfway along a four-mile two-track section of
the Great Western Mainline on which passenger trains travel up to 125mph.

Freight trains delivering to the SESRO site will be travelling on this two-track
section at speeds up to 75mph (approximately 33.5m/s) so will need to slow
from 75mph to 15mph (approximately 6.7m/s) to enter RSMH 1. Given the size
and weight of the freight trains, assumed be 300m long and weighing up to
1500 tonnes, the deceleration from 75mph to 15mph will take several minutes.
Network Rail states this section of railway is congested, with high numbers of
fast passenger trains, and a number of much slower freight trains operating over
the route. The decelerating freight trains will hold up the passenger trains
travelling behind because on this two-track section there will be no way for
passenger trains to pass around the freight trains decelerating to enter RSMH 1;
therefore, passenger trains, which could be travelling up to 125mph, will be
slowed to significantly lower speeds behind freight trains decelerating to enter
RSMH 1.

The operation of RSMH 1 therefore carries a high risk of disruption to other
services and timetabling on the Great Western Mainline from SESRO freight
trains running at reduced speeds over the two-track railway section as they
decelerate into RSMH 1.

Operating RSMH 1 such that the freight trains exit the site towards the east,
returning to Avonmouth by turning around at Didcot or looping round at
Reading, would impact the highway users of the Causeway and Stocks Lane
MCB-CCTV level crossings. Since RSMH 1 is located close to the level
crossings, freight trains leaving RSMH 1 to the east will not have reached
maximum speed when travelling through these level crossings, increasing the
barrier-down time for trains on the level crossings. This has the potential to
significantly impact highway users of the level crossings as they wait an
extended period of time at the level crossings.

Given the impact on operation of the Great Western Mainline and the potential
impact on highway users of the level crossings, the SESRO project team
understand that RSMH 1 is unlikely to be accepted by Network Rail. As outlined
in Section 1.2, the Great Western Mainline is important infrastructure and
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5.2.12

5.2.13

5.2.14

5.2.15

5.2.16

Network Rail are the key stakeholder in acceptance of any rail siding design.

Engineering (Constructability) Performance

From a health and safety perspective, working close to an operating railway
increases risk but it is considered that this risk can be managed such that works
for RSMH 1 can be constructed safely with enhanced control measures.

In terms of third-party impacts, impact on the existing rail network during
construction of RSMH 1 is inevitable due to the need for possession works.

RSMH 1 does not require extensive earthworks, the installation of sheet piles or
extensive signalling modifications, so the programme is shorter with less risk,
although there is a need to divert an existing gas line.

Considering logistics, RSMH 1 does not require the import of sheet piles for
embankment construction and is close to the reservoir, resulting in short vehicle
movements. It also has surrounding space if additional stockpiling is required so
there is potential for future expansion if needed.

In terms of construction complexity, RSMH 1 does not require significant
embankment works, is located in an area of Gault clay, reducing the likelihood
of unexpected ground conditions and does not require extensive signalling
modifications. RSMH 1 requires diversion of the existing gas pipeline (shown on
Figure 4.5 and Figure 4.6).

Engineering (Operability) Performance

RSMH 1 could be operated safely but will need enhanced control measures
during operation due to its proximity to the Steventon to East Hanney road
diversion.

In terms of operational complexity, RSMH 1 provides less opportunity for
maintenance access to the mainline adjacent to the rail sidings, so there may be
more chance of closure periods for maintenance access.

Considering operational resilience, RSMH 1 could potentially be adopted after
construction to become a car park.

From a transport planning perspective, the risk of disruption to the busy,
strategically important Great Western Mainline during the operation of RSMH 1
is likely to be significant. RSMH 1 has a reliance on the two-track section of
existing railway, which has a high risk of disruption to passenger trains by freight
trains using the rail siding during operational hours compared with options
extending out of the four-track section of existing railway.

Cost and Carbon Performance

Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for rail and
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5.2.18

5.2.19

5.2.20

5.2.21

materials handling options represent approximately 4% of total SESRO costs.
RSMH 1 has the least capital cost and operational cost, due to limited
earthworks and shorter haulage distances.

There was no carbon estimate available for rail options at the time of this options
appraisal, however, initial assessment shows correlation between carbon and
cost, indicating RSMH 1 is likely to have the lowest carbon cost.

Environmental Performance

RSMH 1 performs well against the air quality criteria, Marcham AQMA is located
approximately 4.8km away, and there are no high sensitivity human receptors
within 350m of the RSMH boundary; therefore, no significant impacts are
expected.

For the aquatic environment, RSMH 1 has no interactions with sensitive source
protection zones (SPZ). There are also no risks identified of Water Framework
Directive (WFD) deterioration associated with RSMH 1 but there are moderate
adverse effects on the aquatic environment predicted due to the impact on
headwaters of two WFD waterbodies (mainly the Cow Common Brook and
Portobello Ditch WFD water body; and to a lesser extent the Ginge Brook and
Mill Brook WFD water body). The requirement for temporary culverting of
watercourses creates a low risk of WFD non-compliance given the duration of
the works, but this is considered to be localised and not at a waterbody scale.
This is a precautionary approach as environmental surveys have not yet been
carried out in this area and hence the ecology has not yet been confirmed. If an
issue is identified this could be mitigated proactively by creating a watercourse
diversion around the RSMH area to replace this watercourse. There is also an
opportunity for mitigation and compensation works, which could result in
environmental benefits, for the eastern watercourse diversion, provided works
are sequenced appropriately and new habitats are better quality than the
current baseline.

RSMH 1 performs well against much of the biodiversity and nature conservation
criteria as within the boundary of, or in proximity to, RSMH 1 none of the
following designated sites were identified: Special Area of Conservation (SAC),
Special Protection Area (SPA), Ramsar site, Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI), National Nature Reserve (NNR) and Local Nature Reserve (LNR).
However, priority habitats (such as ponds, hedgerows, woodland assumed to
be lowland mixed deciduous woodland and arable field margins) are present
within RSMH 1. Ancient or veteran trees may be identified during subsequent
surveys of the option footprint or in the vicinity as the site partially comprises
broadleaved woodland.

Considering biodiversity and nature conservation and landscape, RSMH 1
performs poorly because its construction would require the removal of
grassland and a large area of woodland, which is assumed likely to include A or
B grade trees. Hedgerows and waterbodies may also require removal. These
habitats are likely to support protected and notable species such as badgers,
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5.2.23

5.2.24

5.2.25

5.2.26

5.2.27

5.2.28

5.2.29

bats and great crested newts.
RSMH 1 has no predicted impacts on fluvial, pluvial or groundwater flood risk.

RSMH 1 performs well against all the historic environment criteria with no
significant impacts expected on scheduled monuments, listed buildings,
registered parks and gardens, registered battlefields, world heritage sites,
conservation areas, non-designated built heritage, palaeoenvironmental
remains or non-designated historic landscapes. However, the site does lie
within an area of known high value archaeology.

Considering land quality, RSMH 1 intersects the existing Steventon Depot and
lies adjacent to the historical London-Bristol Great Western Mainline, which
represent potential sources of contamination. The potential for unexploded
ordnance (UXQO) disturbance has also been identified within the option area.

From a landscape and visual perspective, the removal of woodland along the
Great Western Mainline for RSMH 1 would erode a key characteristic, which
contributes positively to the landscape character. The loss of woodland would
make Steventon Depot more noticeable in the local landscape (until the depot’s
proposed removal to facilitate SESRO), and the option, including the associated
haul roads, would further erode the rural landscape character and levels of
tranquillity. The rail sidings and associated infrastructure for RSMH 1 would be
visible in local views from public rights of way (PRoW) and the edge of
Steventon, as well as in some panoramic views from The Ridgeway National
Trail. Consequently, RSMH 1 would affect the setting of the North Wessex
Downs National Landscape, although such effects would be unlikely to be
significant. There would also be noticeable changes to visual amenity in
Steventon, in part due to lighting during night-time construction works and some
operational lighting during the winter months.

RSMH 1 performs poorly against the noise criteria because the closest noise
sensitive receptor is between ~600m to 750m from the works site and there is
the potential for significant noise effects.

RSMH 1 performs well against the pollution criteria, considering potential
impacts associated with discharges during construction and operation, because
standard controls would avoid significant effects.

Community, Planning and Land Performance

RSMH 1 performs well against the socio-economic criteria with no significant
socio-economic impacts expected.

From the consenting perspective, RSMH 1 is located close to the reservoir
footprint, reducing overall land take and potential Order Limits extent, and
avoids any potential conflict (but also misses any potential opportunity) with the
possibility of a future Grove Station (see Section 3.3 for planning policy). It
performs well against the consenting criteria: it is within the area safeguarded
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5.3

5.3.1

5.3.2

5.3.3

5.3.4

for the reservoir (policies CP14 and CP14a) in the Vale of White Horse Local
Plan 2031 and equivalent area in the consultation draft Joint Local Plan 2041
and does not conflict with local policy allocations.

From a transport planning perspective, this option is not assumed to provide a
benefit to the local plan proposals for a Grove Station as the four track is not
extended and the option location is to the east of the local plan safeguarded
station options (see Section 3.3).

The location requires the relocation of an existing 16-inch steel intermediate gas
main, introducing an additional interface with Southern Gas Network (SGN).
This would require an Undertrack Crossing (UTX) beneath the GWR mainline,
which introduces Network Rail as a further stakeholder who would also likely
need to accept any diversion proposals, increasing the risk of acceptance. This
diversion is likely to take approximately 18 months. In terms of land, a diversion
and UTX of the gas main would need to connect into the existing intermediate
gas main running parallel south of the GWR mainline. This would require Order
Limits to be extended to cover this.

For property and land acquisition, RSMH 1 requires agricultural land Grades 3
and 4. RSMH 1 will require the land used by the storage depot, but this land is
required as part of the SESRO project for the reservoir itself.

RSMH 4a Assessment

This section summarises the performance of RSMH 4a considering the
appraisal themes and subthemes. For full details of the assessment of RSMH 4a
against individual criteria refer to Appendix E.

Engineering (Design Acceptance) Performance

RSMH 4a extends from the four-track section of the Great Western Mainline,
rather than having a reliance on the two-track section of existing railway.

On the four-track section, the freight trains into RSMH 4a will use the up-relief, a
track for use by freight trains only with maximum speeds of 40mph allowed.
Freight trains delivering materials to RSMH 4a will therefore be travelling at
speeds up to 40mph and will need to slow from 40mph to 15mph to enter
RSMH 4a. The deceleration from 40mph to 15mph will not take as long as if the
freight trains were using the two-track section, on which they would be travelling
up to 75mph. The decelerating freight trains using the up-relief will not hold up
passenger trains on the railway since with four tracks the freight trains will be
using a separate track (the up-relief), meaning that the passenger trains
travelling up to 125mph on the line will not be interrupted freight train
movements into RSMH 4a.

RSMH4a therefore has a lower risk than RSMH 1 of causing disruption to other
services and timetabling of the Great Western Mainline during operation of the
rail siding because RSMH 4a relies on services joining and leaving at the end of
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5.3.6

5.3.7

5.3.8

5.3.9

5.3.10

5.3.11

5.3.12

the four-track section, not via the middle of the four-mile two-track section of the
mainline as per RSMH 1.

Operating RSMH 4a such that the freight trains exit the site towards the east,
returning to Avonmouth by looping around via Didcot or Reading, may impact
the highway users of the Causeway and Stocks Lane MCB-CCTV level
crossings as freight trains pass through these crossing and again pass the
crossings from Didcot via Foxhill Junction, heading back to Avonmouth.
However, due to the location of RSMH 4a, the speed of the freight trains when
passing these crossings is likely to be closer to the maximum permitted freight
train speed, and not considered likely to significantly impact the barrier-down
time of the level crossings compared to existing barrier-down times.

RSMH 4a therefore carries a much lower risk than RSMH 1 of being rejected by
Network Rail.

Engineering (Constructability) Performance

From a health and safety perspective, working close to an operating railway
increases risk but it is considered that this risk can be managed such that works
for RSMH 4a can be constructed safely with enhanced control measures.

In terms of third-party impacts, impact on the existing rail network during works
for RSMH 4a is inevitable due to the need for possession works.

RSMH 4a requires earthworks to suit the existing railway at the proposed option
location, which involves the construction of an embankment via imported
material from the main site and import of sheet piles for a retaining wall. The
option also requires modifications to the existing overhead gantries and
significant signalling modifications. These requirements affect programme
duration and risk.

Considering logistics, RSMH 4a requires the import of sheet piles for
embankment construction and is further from the reservoir, resulting in longer
vehicle movements. It also has limited surrounding space if additional
stockpiling is required so there is limited potential for future expansion.

In terms of construction complexity, RSMH 4a requires embankment works and
is located in an area with the Lower Greensand/ Kimmeridge Clay, which
increases the risk of unexpected ground conditions. RSMH 4a requires drainage
of the area between existing rail embankment and new embankment for rail
siding. RSMH 4a requires modifications to overhead gantries and requires
significant signalling modifications. However, from an engineering point of view
all of these are manageable.

Engineering (Operability) Performance

RSMH 4a can be operated safely but will need enhanced control measures
during operation due to its proximity to the diverted PRoW.
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5.3.16
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5.3.20

In terms of operational complexity, there is an opportunity for the access route
to be constructed through the raised embankment for RSMH 4a to improve
access to each side of the rail siding, which would be better for maintenance.

Considering operational resilience, RSMH 4a has potential for facilitating a
future Grove station; although it is noted that this would require further
consideration during SESRO design development.

Due to being further from the reservoir, the operation of RSMH 4a would be
more energy intensive.

From a transport planning perspective, the impact on the Great Western
Mainline during the operation of RSMH 4a is likely to be limited. RSMH 4a
extends from the four-track section of the existing railway, minimising disruption
to passenger trains during the operations of the rail siding compared with the
option to extend out of the two-track section of existing railway. RSMH 4a also
provides the flexibility for freight trains (delivering construction materials to the
SESRO site) to exit to either the east or west (depending on the final design).

Cost and Carbon Performance

Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for rail and
materials handling options represent approximately 4% of total SESRO costs.
Option 4a results in a total project cost of 0.5% more than the lowest cost
RSMH option. RSMH 4a has a higher capital cost due to additional earthworks
and signalling modifications. However, the difference is not a significant
proportion of the overall cost of the project.

There was no carbon estimate available for rail options at the time of this options
appraisal however, initial assessment shows correlation between carbon and
cost, indicating RSMH 4a is likely to have a higher carbon cost of than RSMH 1.

Environmental Performance

Considering potential impacts on air quality from RSMH 4a, the closest sensitive
receptor, Bradfield Barns, is located ~180m northwest. There are also between
1-10 low sensitivity human receptors within 350m of the option works boundary.
RSMH 4ais also located within The Cuttings and Hutchin's Copse LWS, which
is considered a low sensitivity receptor. Potential effects of construction
activities would likely lead to a negligible change in air quality and there are no
proposed dust-generating operational activities that could not be managed
using normal good practices.

For the aquatic environment, RSMH 4a allows only the minimum environmental
benefits to be realised and is only likely to have minor adverse impacts on
nearby WFD waterbodies with no risk to attaining WFD objectives. However,
RSMH 4a provides no specific space for aquatic improvements and ponds
would be lost as a result of the option. The haulage road also potentially reduces
flexibility in design of the western watercourse diversion. There is no interaction

J696-DN-A01A-2277-RP-ZD-100008 Classification - Public Page 51 of 95



Rail Siding and Materials Handling Area Options Appraisal Report Revision No. C02
July 2024

5.3.21

5.3.22

5.3.23

5.3.24

5.3.25
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with any SPZ.

RSMH 4a performs well against much of the biodiversity and nature
conservation criteria as within the boundary of, or in proximity to, RSMH 4a
none of the following designated sites were identified: SAC, SPA, Ramsar site,
SSSI, NNR and LNS. However, RSMH 4a lies partly within a LWS and priority
habitats (such as ponds, hedgerows, woodland assumed to be lowland mixed
deciduous woodland and arable field margins) have been identified within the
option site boundary. Ancient or veteran trees may be identified during
subsequent surveys of the option footprint or in the vicinity as the site partially
comprises broadleaved woodland.

Considering biodiversity and nature conservation and landscape, RSMH 4a
performs poorly because the construction of this option will require the removal
of grassland and a large area of woodland, which is assumed likely to include A
or B grade trees. Hedgerows and waterbodies may also require removal. These
habitats are likely to support protected and notable species such as badgers,
bats and great crested newts.

RSMH 4a has no predicted impacts on fluvial, pluvial or groundwater flood risk.
RSMH 4ais close to fluvial flooding area but is currently designed to avoid it.

RSMH 4a performs well against several of the historic environment criteria with
no significant impacts expected on scheduled monuments, registered parks and
gardens, registered battlefields, world heritage sites, conservation areas, non-
designated built heritage, palaeoenvironmental remains or non-designated
historic landscapes. However, there is a listed building located ~400m south of
RSMH 4a, which may result in setting changes and archaeology is known to be
present.

Considering land quality, RSMH 4a lies adjacent to the London-Bristol Great
Western Mainline, which is a potential source of contamination. The potential for
UXO disturbance has also been identified within the option area.

From a landscape and visual perspective, the removal of vegetation belts and
woodland along the Great Western Mainline for RSMH 4a would erode a key
characteristic, which contributes positively to the landscape character. The
option, including its associated haul roads, would introduce new infrastructure
into a part of the landscape generally unaffected by infrastructure so would
erode the rural landscape character and levels of tranquillity. The rail sidings
and associated infrastructure for RSMH 4a would also be locally visible from
some PRoW, a small number of isolated residential properties and the edge of
East Hanney, although, if required for noise mitigation, noise bunds (assumed
for the purposes of options appraisal) would help to provide partial screening of
the material storage. There would also be noticeable changes to the visual
amenity of the local community in the vicinity of East Hanney, in part due to
lighting during night-construction works and some operational lighting during
the winter months for RSMH 4a.
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RSMH 4a does not perform well against the noise criteria because the closest
noise sensitive receptor is between ~170m to 180m from the works site, so
there is the potential for significant noise effects during both construction and
operational phases of the siding.

Considering the pollution criteria, the construction of RSMH 4a performs well
against the pollution criteria, considering potential impacts associated with
discharges during construction and operation, because standard controls would
avoid significant effects.

Community, Planning and Land Performance

From a socio-economic perspective, the option requires severance to a local
PRoW, but it is assumed this can be redirected during the operation of the
RSMH area. The proposed redirection of the Wilts & Berks Canal would be
beneficial to improve linkages with the canal and severed PRoW.

From the consenting perspective, RSMH 4a increases overall land take for the
SESRO project and the Order Limits extent (compared with the Gate 2
Indicative design), being located away from the reservoir footprint. RSMH 4a is
also hypothetically in conflict with (or providing a legacy opportunity for) a future
Grove Railway Station and safeguarded areas for the station (policies CP19a)
that are included in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 (see Section 3.3
for further information).

From a transport planning perspective, RSMH 4a would have a positive
influence on the proposals for the OCC/VoWH Grove Station options included in
local plans (discussed in Section 3.3), and this has been recognised as a
potential benefit by Network Rail. It is assumed that extending the northernmost
existing track of the Great Western Mainline by 1.2km would provide benefit by
having additional track in the vicinity of the safeguarded station option locations.

RSMH 4a lies outside the area safeguarded for the reservoir (policies CP14 and
CP14a) in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 and equivalent area in the
consultation draft Joint Local Plan 2041 and lie slightly further away from the
area that may be used for Steventon to East Hanney road diversion (depending
on option chosen for that). The land required for RSMH 4a or 4b including haul
road is therefore likely to require a somewhat greater Order Limits extent,
overall, than RSMH1. However, the difference is quite small in the context of the
overall land-take and the differences between reservoir footprint options. The
differences between rail-siding-specific footprints between the various options
are also small in that context.

This location requires the potential removal or diversion of an existing Southern
and Scottish Energy Network (SSEN) overhead HV line (33kV). This diversion of
the overhead line is likely to take approximately 4 to 6 months, although this
may be longer due to the complexities of the line crossing the GWR mainline,
and interfacing with Network Rail on the diversion.
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and 4 and its construction is likely to have a significant impact on residential
units.

RSMH 4b Assessment

This section summarises the performance of RSMH 4b considering the
appraisal themes and subthemes. For full details of the assessment of RSMH 4b
against individual criteria refer to Appendix F.

Engineering (Design Acceptance) Performance

RSMH 4b extends from the four-track section of the Great Western Mainline,
rather than having a reliance on the two-track section of existing railway.

On the four-track section, the freight trains into RSMH 4b will use the up-relief, a
track for use by freight trains only with maximum speeds of 40mph allowed.
Freight trains delivering to RSMH 4b will therefore be travelling at speeds up to
40mph and will need to slow from 40mph to 15mph to enter RSMH 4b. The
deceleration from 40mph to 15mph will not take as long as if the freight trains
were using the two-track section, on which they would be travelling up to
75mph. The decelerating freight trains using the up-relief will not hold up
passenger trains on the railway since with four tracks the freight trains will be
using a separate track (the up-relief), meaning that the passenger trains
travelling up to 125mph on the line will not be interrupted freight train
movements into RSMH 4b.

RSMH 4b therefore has a lower risk than RSMH 1 of causing disruption to other
services and timetabling of the Great Western Mainline during operation of the
rail siding because RSMH 1 relies on services joining and leaving via the middle
of the four-mile two-track section of the mainline.

Trains exit RSMH 4b to the east. Operating RSMH 4b such that the freight trains
exit the site towards the east, returning to Avonmouth by looping around via
Didcot or Reading, may impact the highway users of the Causeway and Stocks
Lane MCB-CCTV level crossings as freight trains pass through these crossing
and again pass the crossings from Didcot via Foxhill Junction, heading back to
Avonmouth. However, due to the location of RSMH 4b, the speed of the freight
trains when passing these crossings is likely to be closer to the maximum
permitted freight train speed, and not considered likely to significantly impact
the barrier-down time of the level crossings compared to existing barrier-down
times.

RSMH 4b therefore carries a much lower risk than RSMH 1 of being rejected by
Network Rail.

Engineering (Constructability) Performance

From a health and safety perspective, working close to an operating railway
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increases risk but it is considered that this risk can be managed such that works
for RSMH 4b can be constructed safely with enhanced control measures.

In terms of third-party impacts, impact on the existing rail network during works
for RSMH 4b is inevitable due to the need for possession works.

RSMH 4b requires earthworks to suit the existing railway at the proposed option
location, which involves the construction of an embankment via imported
material from the main site and import of sheet piles for a retaining wall. The
option also requires modifications to the existing overhead gantries. These
requirements affect programme duration and risk.

Considering logistics, RSMH 4b requires the import of sheet piles for
embankment construction and is further from the reservoir, resulting in longer
vehicle movements. It also has limited surrounding space if additional
stockpiling is required, so there is limited potential for future expansion.

In terms of construction complexity, RSMH 4b requires embankment works and
is located in an area with the Lower Greensand/ Kimmeridge Clay, which
increases the risk of unexpected ground conditions. RSMH 4b requires drainage
of the area between existing rail embankment and new embankment for rail
siding. RSMH 4b requires modifications to overhead gantries. However, from an
engineering point of view all of these are manageable.

Engineering (Operability) Performance

RSMH 4b can be operated safely but will have enhanced control measures
during operation due to its proximity to the diverted ProW. In terms of access
and egress that can be provided, RSMH 4b has an opportunity for an access
route to be constructed through the raised embankment to improve access to
each side of the rail siding.

In terms of operational complexity, there is an opportunity for the access route
to be constructed through the raised embankment for RSMH 4b to improve
access to each side of the rail siding, which would be better for maintenance.

Considering operational resilience, RSMH 4b has potential for facilitating a
future Wantage and Grove station, although it is noted that this would require
further consideration during SESRO design development.

Due to being further from the reservoir, the operation of RSMH 4b would be
more energy intensive.

From a transport planning perspective, the disruption to the busy, strategically
important Great Western Mainline during the operation of RSMH 4b is likely to
be limited. RSMH 4b extends from the four-track section of the existing railway,
minimising disruption to passenger trains during the operations of the rail siding
compared with the option to extend out of the two-track section of existing
railway. RSMH 4b does not, however, allow freight trains (for construction
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material deliveries to the SESRO site) to exit to the west of the rail siding.

Cost and Carbon Performance

Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for rail and
materials handling options represent approximately 4% of total SESRO costs.
RSMH 4b results in a total project cost of 0.41% more than the lowest cost
RSMH option. RSMH 4b has a higher capital cost due to additional earthworks
and signalling modifications. However, the difference is not a significant
proportion of the overall cost of the project.

There was no carbon estimate available for rail options at the time of this options
appraisal however, initial assessment shows correlation between carbon and
cost, indicating RSMH 4a is likely to have a higher carbon cost of than RSMH 1.

Environmental Performance

Considering the potential impacts on air quality, the closest sensitive receptor,
Bradfield Barns, is located ~180m north west of RSMH 4b. There are also
between 1-10 low sensitivity human receptors within 350m of the option works
boundary. RSMH 4b is also located within The Cuttings and Hutchin’s Copse
LWS, which is considered a low sensitivity receptor. Potential effects of
construction activities would likely lead to a negligible change in air quality and
there are no proposed dust-generating operational activities that could not be
managed using normal good practices.

For the aquatic environment, RSMH 4b has no interactions with sensitive SPZ. It
is only likely to have minor adverse impacts on nearby WFD waterbodies with no
risk to attaining WFD objectives. However, RSMH 4b allows only the minimum
environmental benefits to be realised because it provides no specific space for
aquatic improvements and ponds would be lost as a result of the option. The
haulage road also potentially reduces flexibility in design of the western
watercourse diversion.

RSMH 4b performs well against much of the biodiversity and nature
conservation criteria as within the boundary of, or in proximity to, RSMH 4b
none of the following designated sites were identified: SAC, SPA, Ramsar site,
SSSI, NNR and LNS. However, RSMH 4b lies partly within a LWS and priority
habitats (such as ponds, hedgerows, woodland assumed to be lowland mixed
deciduous woodland and arable field margins) have been identified within the
option site boundary. Ancient or veteran trees may be identified during
subsequent surveys of the option footprint or in the vicinity as the site partially
comprises broadleaved woodland.

Considering biodiversity and nature conservation and landscape, RSMH 4b
performs poorly because the construction of this option will require the removal
of grassland and a large area of woodland, which is assumed likely to include A
or B grade trees. Hedgerows and waterbodies may also require removal. These
habitats are likely to support protected and notable species, such as badgers,
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5.4.23

5.4.24

5.4.25

5.4.26

5.4.27

5.4.28

5.4.29

bats and great crested newts.

RSMH 4b has no predicted impacts on fluvial, pluvial or groundwater flood risk.
RSMH 4b is close to fluvial flooding area but is currently designed to avoid it.

RSMH 4b performs well against several of the historic environment criteria with
no significant impacts expected on scheduled monuments, registered parks and
gardens, registered battlefields, world heritage sites, conservation areas, non-
designated built heritage, palaeoenvironmental remains or non-designated
historic landscapes. However, the closest listed building to RSMH 4b is located
~400m south of the option, which may result in setting changes and
archaeology is known to be present.

Considering land quality, RSMH 4b lies adjacent to the London-Bristol Great
Western Mainline, which is a potential source of contamination. The potential for
UXO disturbance has also been identified within the option area.

From a landscape and visual perspective, the removal of vegetation belts and
woodland along the Great Western Mainline for RSMH 4b would erode a key
characteristic, which contributes positively to the landscape character. The
option, including its associated haul roads, would introduce new infrastructure
into a part of the landscape generally unaffected by infrastructure so would
erode the rural landscape character and levels of tranquillity. The rail sidings
and associated infrastructure for RSMH 4b would also be locally visible from
some PRoW, a smaller number of isolated residential properties and the edge of
East Hanney, although if required for noise mitigation, noise bunds (assumed for
the purposes of options appraisal) would help to provide partial screening of the
material storage. There would also be noticeable changes to the visual amenity
of local the community in the vicinity of East Hanney, in part due to lighting
during night-construction works and some operational lighting during the winter
months for RSMH 4b.

RSMH 4b does not perform well against the noise criteria because the closest
noise sensitive receptor is between ~170m to 180m from the works site, so
there is the potential for significant noise effects during both the construction
and operation phases.

Considering the pollution criteria, the construction of RSMH 4b performs well
against the pollution criteria, considering potential impacts associated with
discharges during construction and operation, because standard controls would
avoid significant effects.

Community, Planning and Land Performance

From a socio-economic perspective, RSMH 4b requires severance to a local
ProW but it is assumed this can be redirected during the operation of the RSMH
area. The proposed redirection of the Wilts & Berks Canal would be beneficial to
improve linkages with the canal and severed PRoW.
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5.4.30

5.4.31

5.4.32

5.4.33

5.4.34

From the consenting perspective, RSMH 4b increases overall land take for the
SESRO project and the Order Limits extent (compared with the Gate 2
Indicative Design), being located away from the reservoir footprint. RSMH 4b is
also hypothetically in conflict with (or providing a legacy opportunity for) a future
Grove Station and safeguarded areas for the station (policy CP19a) that are
included in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 (see Section 3.3 for further
information).

From a transport planning perspective, RSMH 4b would have a positive
influence on the proposals for the OCC/VoWH Grove Station options included in
local plans (discussed in Section 3.3), and this has been recognised as a
potential benefit by Network Rail. It is assumed that extending the northernmost
existing track of the Great Western Mainline by 1.2km would provide benefit by
having additional track in the vicinity of the safeguarded station option locations.

RSMH 4b lies outside the area safeguarded for the reservoir (policies CP14 and
CP14a) in the Vale of White Horse Local Plan 2031 and equivalent area in the
consultation draft Joint Local Plan 2041 and lie slightly further away from the
area that may be used for Steventon to East Hanney road diversion (depending
on option chosen for that). The land required for RSMH4b or 4a including haul
road is therefore likely to require a somewhat greater Order Limits extent,
overall, than RSMH1. However, the difference is quite small in the context of the
overall land-take and the differences between reservoir footprint options. The
differences between rail-siding-specific footprints between the various options
are also small in that context.

This location requires the potential removal or diversion of an existing Southern
and Scottish Energy Network (SSEN) overhead HV line (33kV). This diversion of
the overhead line is likely to take approximately 4 to 6 months, although this
may be longer due to the complexities of the line crossing the GWR mainline,
and interfacing with Network Rail on the diversion.

For property and land acquisition, RSMH 4b requires the take of Grade 3 and 4
agricultural land and will likely impact the two properties to the west and north.
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6 Preferred Option

This section summarises step 6 of the appraisal methodology and draws on the
assessments of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b with the aim to identify a preferred
option for master planning and consultation. It is noted that RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b are
two variations of RSMH 4, allowing for two variations in approach to railway signalling.

0.1 Comparison of RSMH 1, 4a and 4b

Comparison of Engineering Performance

Revision No. C02

6.1.1  For the engineering themes of design acceptability, constructability and
operability, the tables below present a comparison of the performance of RSMH
1, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b, after their assessment against the appraisal criteria
(reported in Section 5) and workshop discussion.

Table 6.1: Design Acceptance Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 1, RSMH
4a and RSMH 4b

Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Network Rail

RSMH 1 is located approximately halfway along a four-
mile two-track section of the Great Western Mainline.
On the two-track section, freight trains will need to
arrive and depart from this siding via the mainline and
there is no way for passenger trains to pass around the
freight trains, which will run at significantly reduced
speeds for approach to and departure from RSMH 1.
There is therefore a high risk of disruption to other
services and timetabling on the Great Western
Mainline from the operation of RSMH 1 with other
services held up by the decelerating/accelerating
freight trains into RSMH 1 on the two-track section.
Given this impact, the SESRO project team understand
that RSMH 1 is unlikely to be accepted by Network
Rail.

RSMH 4a and 4b extends from the four-track section
of the mainline, rather than having a reliance on the
two-track section. This will allow freight trains to arrive
into RSMH 4a and 4b via the separate track for freight
trains only (the up-relief), which is on the four-track
section. The risk of disruption to passenger services is
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Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

therefore reduced as passenger trains will not be held
behind freight trains decelerating into RSMH 4a or 4b.

RSMH 1 therefore carries a much higher risk of being
rejected by Network Rail than RSMH 4a and 4b due to
its high risk of impacting the Great Western Mainline (a
busy, strategically important national rail route).
Network Rail acceptance of a proposed rail siding
design is critical because without it, a siding (if
constructed) could not be connected to the existing
network and used for its intended purpose.

Table 6.2: Constructability Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a

and RSMH 4b

Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Health and
Safety

All options require working close to an operating
railway, which increases risk, but it is considered that
this can be managed to construct all options safely
and therefore the health and safety subtheme is not a
material differentiator between RSMH 1, 4a and 4b.

Third Party
Impact

For all options, impact on the existing railway during
construction of the rail siding is inevitable due to the
need for possession works. Despite a greater number
of hours estimated for possession works for RSMH 4a,
all options are considered to score similarly against
this subtheme and therefore it is not considered a
material differentiator between RSMH 1, 4a and 4b in
this appraisal.

Logistics

RSMH 4a and 4b are further from the reservoir than
RSMH 1, resulting in an increased distance for vehicle
movements. RSMH 4a and 4b also require the import
of sheet piles for embankment construction which is
not needed for RSMH 1.
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RSMH RSMH

Subtheme Narrative 1 4a/4b

RSMH 1 is the preferred option for logistics, as it has
more surrounding space if additional stockpiling is
required, it is also closer to the reservoirr.

RSMH 4a and 4b require extensive earthworks and
the installation of sheet piles. RSMH 1 does not
Programme | require these things, so its duration and risk are lower, 4
as such RSMH 1 is the preferred option for
programme.

RSMH 4a and 4b require drainage of the area
between the existing rail embankment and the new
embankment for the rail siding, as well as
modifications to the existing overhead gantries.

RSMH 4a and 4b require embankment works and are
located in an area over the Lower Greensand/ v
Kimmeridge Clay, which increases the risk of
unexpected ground conditions. RSMH 1 is the
preferred option because it does not require
significant earthworks and is located in an area of
Gault clay, reducing the likelihood of unexpected
ground conditions.

Construction
Complexity

Table 6.3: Operability Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and
RSMH 4b

RSMH RSMH

Subtheme Narrative 1 4a/4b

All options will have enhanced control measures
during operation, for works occurring in close
proximity to a live railway. For RSMH 1, additional
enhanced control measures shall be required due to
the proximity to the proposed Steventon to East
Health and N v
Safety Har.mey Q|v§r5|on Roaq and RSI\/IH 4a.and 4b due to

their proximity to the diverted Public Right of Way
(PRoW). RSMH 4a and 4b have an opportunity for the
access route to be constructed through the raised
embankment to improve access to each side of the

rail siding and, as such, are preferred over RSMH 1.
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Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Operational
Complexity

RSMH 1 provides less opportunity for maintenance
access under the rail sidings which may result in
increased closure periods for maintenance. RSMH 4a
and 4b present an opportunity for an access route to
be constructed through the raised embankment to
improve access to each side of the rail siding, so they
are preferred over RSMH 1.

Operational
Resilience

All options have the potential for reuse by other
schemes, RSMH 4a and 4b have potential for
facilitating a future Grove Station, car park or platform
(see Section 3.3 for planning policy), pending further
consideration during SESRO design development.
However, due to being closer to the reservoir, the
operation of RSMH 1 would be less energy intensive
and so is the preferred option.

Transport
Planning

RSMH 1 relies on the two-track section of the
mainline, so is likely to be more disruptive to
passenger trains during the operation of the rail siding
than RSMH 4a and 4b, which extend from the four-
track section.

6.1.2 The comparisons for the three engineering themes are summarised below:

e Design Acceptance: RSMH 1 carries a much higher risk of being rejected by
Network Rail than RSMH 4a and 4b.

e Constructability: RSMH 1 is less complex and logistically it is easier to
construct than RSMH 4a and 4b because it does not require the import of
sheet piles, the construction of an embankment or significant earthworks and
it also has potentially better ground conditions than RSMH 4a and 4b. For
these reasons, the programme for RSMH 1 is also shorter with less risk
compared to RSMH 4a and 4b. While RSMH 4a and 4b perform less well
than RSMH 1 under some constructability subthemes, constructing RSMH 4a
and 4b is considered feasible.

e Operability: RSMH 1 is located closer to the reservoir resulting in shorter
haulage distances for the large number of vehicle movements required
during the construction of the reservoir / operation of the rail siding; however,
RSMH 4a and 4b present an opportunity to construct an access road
through the raised embankment and provide better access for maintenance.
Considering third-party impact during its operation, RSMH 1 is also likely to
result in a high risk to disruption to passenger services on the Great Western
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Mainline (compared to RSMH 4a and 4b) since it relies on the two-track
section of the mainline rather than the four-track section.

6.1.3  On balance of the engineering themes and subthemes, it is considered from an

engineering standpoint that RSMH 1 should not be progressed further through
the options appraisal given its high risk of rejection by Network Rail compared to
RSMH 4a and 4b. The risk that Network Rail will reject a rail siding design is a
critical consideration since without their acceptance, a rail siding could not be
constructed.

Comparison of Cost and Carbon Performances

For the cost and carbon theme, the table below presents a comparison of
RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and 4b, after their assessment against the appraisal criteria
(reported in Section 5) and workshop discussion.

Table 6.4: Cost & Carbon Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a
and RSMH 4b

Subtheme Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Cost

RSMH 1 has the least capital cost and operational
cost, due to limited earthworks and shorter haulage
distances. However, the initial high level estimates of
CAPEX costs for the options are a small proportion of
the overall cost of the SESRO project. None of the
costs are therefore considered to be disproportionate
or so great in comparison with the other options that
one option is an unreasonable preference if it performs
well in the other subthemes. Cost is therefore not seen
as a material differentiator between options when
identifying a preferred option.

Carbon to have the lowest carbon cost. However, for the same

There is no carbon estimate available for rail options at
this time, however, initial assessment shows correlation
between carbon and cost, indicating RSMH 1 is likely

reasoning as with cost, carbon cost is not considered
to be a material differentiator between options at this
stage.

6.1.5

Overall, RSMH 4a has the largest cost and RSMH 1 has the lowest cost. Neither
capital cost nor carbon cost are, however, considered as material differentiators
between options, when identifying a preferred option, because among the
indicative high-level cost estimates none are disproportionately large in
comparison with the other options such that one option is an unreasonable
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preference if it performs well in the other subthemes.

Comparison of Environmental Performances
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6.1.6  For the environmental performance theme, the table below presents a
comparison of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b, after their assessment against
the appraisal criteria (reported in Section 5) and workshop discussion.

Table 6.5: Environmental Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a

and RSMH 4b

Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Air Quality

From an air quality perspective, RSMH 1 is the
preferred option as Marcham AQMA is located
approximately 4.8km away, and there are no high
sensitivity human receptors within 350m of the
RSMH boundary; therefore, no significant impacts
are expected. RSMH 4a and 4b are similarly located
(170-180m) from high sensitivity human receptors,
and both are located within the LWS. Nevertheless,
the construction of RSMH 4a and 4b would likely
lead to a negligible change in air quality.

Aquatic
Environment

From an aquatic environment perspective, RSMH 1
is the preferred option as risk is mitigable and could
provide environmental benefit, whereas RSMH 4a
and 4b only allow the minimum environmental
benefits to be realised.

Biodiversity
and Nature
Conservation

All options contain priority habitats such as ponds,
hedgerows, woodland assumed to be lowland mixed
deciduous woodland, and arable field margins within
the option site boundary. Desk study indicates that
no ancient woodland would be affected by any of the
options. Desk study indicates that no ancient or
veteran trees would be affected by any of the
options, but surveys may potentially indicate trees
that could be classified as ancient or veteran tree.
RSMH 4a and 4b are the least preferred options as
they lie partly within a LWS.

Biodiversity
and Nature
Conservation

All options will require the removal of a large area of
woodland which is assumed likely to include A or B
grade trees. There are also grassland, hedgerow,
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Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

and
Landscape

and waterbody habitats in all option footprints which
are likely to support protected and notable species
such as badgers, bats and great crested newts.
RSMH 4a and 4b are the least preferred options as
they would require some land take from the LWS
which is an area of high conservation value due to
the presence of priority woodland habitat. The
waterbodies present within the LWS also provide
habitat for a population of great crested newts.

Flood Risk

All options have no impact on fluvial, pluvial or
groundwater flood risk, so the flood risk subtheme is
not considered a material differentiator between
options in this appraisal.

Historic
Environment

RSMH 1 is the least preferred option due to the
presence of high value archaeology. RSMH 4a and
4b are equal as they are both located within
approximately 400m of a listed building and have
known archaeology present.

Land Quality

All options lie adjacent to the historical London-
Bristol Great Western Rail Mainline, which is a
potential source of contamination, and there is the
potential for UXO in the area. RSMH 1 also crosses
Steventon Depot, which is a potential source of
contamination. Therefore, options RSMH 4a and 4b
are preferred from a Land Quality perspective as
these options will not disturb the potential source of
contamination at Steventon Depot.

Landscape
and Visual

All options require the removal of vegetation belts
and woodland along the GWR train line which would
erode a key characteristic. The loss of woodland for
the RSMH 1 option would also make Steventon
Depot more noticeable in the local landscape (until
the depot’s proposed removal to facilitate SESRO).

All options, including their associated haul roads,
would introduce new infrastructure and erode the
rural landscape and levels of tranquillity. The rail
sidings and associated infrastructure would also be
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Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH
1

RSMH
4a/4b

visible in local views from some Public Rights of Way
(PRoW).

RSMH 1 will also be visible from the edge of
Steventon, along with some of the panoramic views
from The Ridgeway National Trail, and consequently
would affect the setting of the North Wessex Downs
National Landscape. RSMH 4a and 4b would be
visible from some isolated residential properties and
the edge of East Hanney, although noise bunds
(assumed only for the purposes of options appraisal)
would help to provide partial screening of the
material storage.

Landscape and visual is not a material differentiator
between RSMH 1, 4a and 4b.

Noise

RSMH 1 is marginally the preferred option during
construction given the increased separation distance
to the closest noise sensitive receptors; however, all
options have the potential to result in significant
adverse noise impacts. There is no material
differentiator in relation to the operational noise
impacts, with all options potentially resulting in
significant adverse effects for many sensitive
receptors. Further work is required for all options to
determine further noise mitigation options. Such
potential impacts predominantly arise from the
material handling works at the sidings.

Pollution

No potential significant effects are likely for any
option because emissions to land and water can be
controlled through standard good practice
construction methods and mitigation, therefore, the
pollution subtheme is not considered a material
differentiator between the options in this appraisal.

6.1.7  Overall, RSMH 1 is the preferred option from a terrestrial and aquatic
environment standpoint as it does not encroach upon the Cuttings and
Hutchin’s Copse LWS. However, it is acknowledged that RSMH 1 is the least
preferred option from a land quality perspective as this option crosses the
Steventon Depot, which is a possible source of contamination, and from the
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heritage perspective due to the presence of high-quality archaeology. RSMH 4a
and 4b are the least preferred options for most environmental subthemes due to
land take and potential impacts upon the LWS and local receptors.

Comparison of Community, Planning and Land Performances

6.1.8 For the community, planning and land theme, the table below presents a
comparison of the performance of RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b, after their
assessment against the appraisal criteria (reported in Section 5) and workshop
discussion.

Table 6.6: Community, Planning and Land Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of
RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b

Subtheme

Narrative

RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Socio-
Economic

RSMH 1 is the preferred option as no significant
impacts are expected from a socio-economic point of
view. RSMH 4a and 4b are the least preferred options
because they will sever a PRoW during construction,
which is expected to be reinstated during operation of
the reservoir. The proposed redirection of the Wilts &
Berks Canal would be beneficial to improve linkages
with the canal and severed PRoW. RSMH 4a and 4b
negatively impact this reinstatement and detract from
its benefits.

Consenting

From the consenting perspective, there are no very
strong differentiators between RSMH1, 4a and 4b.
RSMH4a and 4b are slightly less favoured from the
point of view of being located further from the reservoir
footprint (increasing overall land take and being outside
the area safeguarded for SESRO in local policy) and
hypothetically being in conflict with (or providing a
legacy opportunity for) the possibility of a future Grove
Station.

Transport
Planning

RSMH 4a and 4b would have a positive influence on the
proposals for the OCC/VoWH Grove Station options
included in local plans (discussed in Section 3.3), and
this has been recognised as a potential benefit by
Network Rail. It is assumed that extending the
northernmost existing track of the Great Western
Mainline by 1.2km would provide this benefit by having
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RSMH RSMH
1 4a/4b

Subtheme  Narrative

additional track in the vicinity of the safeguarded station
option locations.
RSMH 1 would not provide this benefit.

Property have a significant impact on residential units. RSMH 1
and Land will require the land used by the storage depot but, for
Acquisition | the purposes of this options analysis, this has been

All options require agricultural land, Grades 3 and 4.
The construction of RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b is likely to

ignored because the land is required for the reservoir
itself.

6.1.10

6.1.11

6.1.12

6.1.13

The comparisons for the subthemes in Table 6.6 are summarised below:

e Socio-economic: RSMH 1 is the preferred option while RSMH 4a and 4b are
the least preferred options.

e Consenting: There are no very strong differentiators between RSMH 1, 4a
and 4b, although RSMH4a and 4b are slightly less favoured.

e Transport Planning: RSMH 4a and 4b are more likely to help in facilitating a
future Grove Station compared to RSMH 1.

e Property and Land Acquisition: There is little difference between RSMH 4a
and RSMH 4b, with both likely to impact the two properties to the north and
west. However, RSMH 1 only has an impact on the storage depot that will be
removed for the reservoir itself.

Overall for Community, Planning and Land, RSMH 4a and 4b are located further
from the reservoir increasing land take than RSMH 1, and closer to nearby
residential units with related adverse impact.

Comparison Outcomes

In this options appraisal, RSMH 1 was discounted as the preferred option due to
the much higher risk of being rejected by Network Rail than RSMH 4a and 4b
due to its high risk of impacting the Great Western Mainline (a busy,
strategically important national rail route).

The risk that Network Rail would not accept RSMH 1 is a critical consideration
such that RSMH 1 cannot be taken forward, despite its preferable performance
over RSMH 4a and 4b in other subthemes. Without agreement from Network
Rail the option could not be constructed off the mainline. There is a much lower
risk that Network Rail will not accept RSMH 4a and 4b.

It was, however, acknowledged that RSMH 1 performs better than both RSMH
4a and 4b for most of the environmental subthemes due to the land take and
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6.1.14

6.1.15

6.1.16

6.2

6.2.1

6.2.2

potential impacts upon the LWS and local receptors from RSMH 4a and 4b.
Further work was therefore undertaken to investigate alternative layouts that
avoid encroaching onto the LWS with the aim to improve the environmental
performance and minimise impact on the LWS, while keeping the risk of
rejection from Network Rail much lower than RSMH 1.

RSMH 4a and 4b are in the same location and performed very similarly in
assessment, the difference between the two options being the signalling
arrangements — while RSMH 4a has the flexibility for freight trains to enter and
exit to the east and west, freight trains could only exit RSMH 4b to the east. For
the purposes of this options appraisal only, RSMH 4b was taken forwards for the
investigation of alternative layouts; however, options could be investigated in the
future with a signalling arrangement to allow freight trains to enter and exit to
the east and west.

RSMH 4b was taken forwards for the purposes of options appraisal over RSMH
4a for the following reasons:

e Engineering — RSMH 4b requires less complex signalling modifications than
RSMH 4a. Although this means freight trains will only be able to exit to the
east, an acceptable alternative in terms of timetabling and operation is that
they will be able to return west to Avonmouth by looping around via Didcot or
Reading.

e Cost and Carbon — Although not considered a material differentiator between
options, RSMH 4b has a lower capital cost and carbon associated with it than
RSMH 4a. This is due to the fewer signalling modifications required, which
means a shorter programme, but it also means less possession works, which
incur costs to Network Rail.

On this basis, alternative layouts of RSMH 4b were investigated, as outlined in
the section below.

Development of Additional Option RSMH 5

Alternative layouts were investigated to reduce the potential environmental
impact of RSMH 4b by avoiding the Cuttings and Hutchin’s Copse LWS. In so
doing, an additional option, RSMH 5, was developed and defined for
assessment.

Location of RSMH 5

RSMH 5 is approximately 1km south of East Hanney, 400m from the proposed
Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion and 900m southwest of the reservoir.
A main consideration for the location of RSMH 5 is the need to avoid the
Cuttings and Hutchin’s Copse LWS.
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Signalling and Track Modifications for RSMH 5

6.2.3 Compared to RSMH 4b, RSMH 5 has been developed as follows: The gradients
down from and up to the GWR line have been made steeper (but within
operable limits), the take-off point moved further west, and an additional siding
rail spur added. These adjustments help to move RSMH 5 away from the LWS.

6.2.4 As with RSMH 4b, RSMH 5 would only provide the required signalling and track
modifications to allow the trains to exit the site to the east, requiring trains
exiting RSMH 5 to return to Avonmouth by looping around via Didcot or
Reading.

6.2.5 ltis anticipated that the northern line of the existing 4 track section of the Great
Western Mainline would be extended for ~900m to allow freight trains to enter
the siding directly. The siding connections into the existing Great Western
Mainline would be ~900m apart. This interaction would require review and
approval with Network Rail, particularly due to the signalling modifications which
would be required. The possession works would likely need to happen at night,
to minimise disruption on the railway line during the day.

Figure 6.1: Layout of RSMH 5 (370,000m? capacity)
Note that this layout is indicative only for the purposes of options appraisal™.

Significant difference G \_“s\}:‘_____‘ 50m wide corridor for % West
in elevation between Flood Zone e Steyg = future W&B Canal Watercourse
existing railway and L P on 1 b Diversion
proposed RSMH — s st g, ﬂn Replacement
moderate earthworks P e 5 5 no. bays for materials Y Roag 0
Zi":{rii:ig:l -~ | storage/handling area "efsfb,,

»

\

Mat. Hand |
Area ~EL.65 "
Flood Zone 20
2 Extent e R \ '\1
Haul Road below S2EH
Road Diversion (potential
to be re-used as bridge

over canal)/
3 /
‘ i
'-‘ 35-40m wide corridor | |
for haul roads and

compound facilities

se bund (from A338) . Local Wildlife Site

Construction road needed for noiS
Raised crane platform/area: 620m x 15m (flat) at ~EL. 68.75

Source: Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2023 | Contains public
sector information licensed under the Open Government Licence v3.24

Layout of RSMH 5

6.2.6  Options that would turn the railway siding into the SESRO site for trains to stop
perpendicular to the existing railway were initially considered and ruled out
because they would either need to be in a flood zone or their length would

4 Potential noise mitigation is not shown in the figure.
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6.2.7

6.2.8

6.2.9

6.2.10

6.2.11

impinge on the footprint of the reservoir embankment, resulting in potential
elongation of the construction programme as all material would need to be
imported and the rail siding demolished before the affected embankment
section could be constructed. As such, all rail siding options considered during
the initial assessments are parallel to the existing railway'. RSMH 5 explores an
alternative option, with the rail siding at an angle to the existing railway, allowing
a reduction in the total east-west length of the siding whilst also avoiding
impacts on the flood zone and the footprint of the reservoir embankment.

For RSMH 5, the area for materials handling is not rectangular, as it is in the
other options, in order to limit impact on the floodplain shown in Figure 6.1. The
area required has been based on the area for the other options for the
370,000m? stockpile capacity (the volume needed to store the materials for one
year). The area for materials handling adjacent to the rail siding would be
separated into bays for storing different material types, shown indicatively on
Figure 6.1.

To achieve connection back into the Great Western Mainline to the west of the
LWS, whilst also aiming to avoid flood plain as well as providing the same area
of materials handling, there is an additional spur of ~315m off the main rail
siding as shown on Figure 6.1. The spur is currently 80m from the Cuttings and
Hutchin’s Copse LWS (on Figure 6.1), but this could be adjusted and refined
with further design work, particularly if the stockpile capacity of the materials
handling area is reduced as this would give scope to adjust the layout of the
materials handling area.

Construction Access for RSMH 5

It has been assumed that road access to construct the rail siding would need to
be via a new road - the SESRO main access road and a haul road. This means,
as per other RSMH options, it is assumed that SESRO main access road would
need to be constructed prior to construction of RSMH 5. Once established, haul
roads would need to be constructed, which may pass under the Steventon to
East Hanney bridge that would also be used for the Wilts and Berks Canal
corridor.

Construction of RSMH 5

The existing Great Western Mainline in this location is on an embankment, and
so RSMH 5 would need to be routed slightly north from the existing railway, to
create separation from the existing railway embankment and so that the sidings
and materials handling area is closer to existing ground level.

The existing Great Western Mainline adjacent to RSMH 5 is on an embankment,
as such, the RSMH 5 option would require a sheet pile retaining wall and
earthworks. The site crosses an area of flood zone, shown in Figure 6.1, which

'8t is noted that, whilst a rail siding at an angle to the existing railway may have been possible for RSMH
2, this would not have changed the acceptability of the option.
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6.2.12

6.2.13

6.3

6.3.1

6.3.2

6.3.3

6.3.4

would require some replacement floodplain storage.

An existing unmanned level crossing passes through the site, however Network
Rail have developed separate plans to remove this and relocate the footpath.

This location requires the potential removal or diversion of an existing Southern
and Scottish Energy Network (SSEN) overhead HV line (33kV). This diversion of
the overhead line is likely to take approximately 4 to 6 months, although this
may be longer due to the complexities of the line crossing the GWR mainline,
and interfacing with Network Rail on the diversion.

Comparison of RSMH 4b and 5

RSMH 5 was assessed against the same criteria as the other three options
(RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and RSMH4b), in accordance with appraisal step 5. For full
details of the assessment of RSMH 5 against individual criteria refer to Appendix
H.

A workshop was held to discuss the comparison of RSMH 5 and RSMH 4b with
the aim to identify a preferred option between RSMH 4b and RSMH 5.

The table below provides a comparison (by subtheme) of the performance of
RSMH 4b and RSMH 5, after the development of RSMH 5 from RSMH 4b, the
assessment of RSMH 5 against the appraisal criteria and RSMH 5 workshop.

Comparison of Engineering Performance

For the engineering themes of design acceptability, constructability and
operability, the tables below present a comparison of the performance of RSMH
4b and RSMH 5, after their assessment against the appraisal criteria and
workshop discussion.

Table 6.7: Design Acceptance Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 4b and
RSMH 5

Subtheme Narrative

RSMH 5 has similar key characteristics in its interaction with the Great
Western Mainline as RSMH 4b with both RSMH 4b and 5 extending out
of the four-track section of the mainline rather than having a reliance
on the two-track section.

Network Rail | At this stage of design development, there is therefore considered no

greater risk of Network Rail rejecting RSMH 5 compared with RSMH
4b.

RSMH 5 therefore carries a much lower risk than RSMH 1of being
rejected by Network Rail.
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Table 6.8: Constructability Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 4b and RSMH
5

Subtheme Narrative

RSMH 4b and 5 both require working close to an operating railway
Health and which increases risk, but this can be managed. This subtheme is
Safety therefore not considered a material differentiator between the two
options.

Impact on rail is inevitable due to need for possession works, however
RSMH 4b and 5 are considered to score similarly against this
subtheme. Both options require potential access to land south of the
GWR mainline for removing/diverting the existing overhead 33kV
power line.

Third Party
Impact

RSMH 4b and 5 are similar in that both have limited space for
expanding the stockpile area if required. Both options are further from
the reservoir (compared with RSMH 1), resulting in longer vehicle
Logistics movements and both options require the import of sheet piles for
embankment construction. Both options require noise mitigation to the
south with a worst case (assessed) option of the requirement for a
noise mitigation south of the railway’®.

RSMH 5 requires slightly more rail track to be laid and earthworks due
Programme | to the rail 'spur’, however this is not a material differentiator with
respect to programme.

RSMH 4b and 5 are similar in that they require drainage of the area
between existing rail embankment and new embankment for the rail
siding, as well as modifications to the existing overhead gantries. The
signalling modifications are the same for both options. RSMH 4b and 5
require embankment works and are located in an area over the Lower
Greensand/ Kimmeridge Clay, which increases the risk of unexpected
ground conditions. RSMH 5 requires more embankment to be created
and track to be laid but overall, there are no material differentiators
between the two options.

Construction
Complexity

Table 6.9: Operability Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 4b and RSMH 5

Subtheme Narrative

'8 For the purposes of assessment, it has been assumed for all options, that noise bunds would be
incorporated as the principal form of noise mitigation as this presents a worse case in terms of land take.
However, further work will be undertaken on the preferred option to identify and develop the most
appropriate noise mitigation method to be incorporated.
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All options will have enhanced control measures during operation, for
works occurring in close proximity to a live railway. There will need to
be enhanced control measures for RSMH 4b and 5 due to their

Health and proximity to the diverted Public Right of Way (PRoW). RSMH 4b and 5

Safety have an opportunity for the access route to be constructed through the
raised embankment to improve access to each side of the rail siding.
The health and safety subtheme is therefore not considered a material
differentiator between the two options.

. There is an equal opportunity for RSMH 4b and 5 to provide an access
Operatlo.nal route to be constructed through the raised embankment which could
Complexity | . . .

improve access to each side of the rail siding.

RSMH 4b and 5 both have potential for facilitating a future Grove
Operational | station, pending further consideration during SESRO design
Resilience development. The operational resilience subtheme is therefore not

considered a material differentiator between the two options.

Both RSMH 4b and RSMH 5 extend from the four-track section and

operate with the same signalling requirements, resulting in a lower
Transport likelihood of disruption to passenger trains during operation of the rail
Planning siding (in comparison to RSMH 1). There are therefore no strong

differentiators between RSMH 4b and 5 from a transport planning

perspective.

6.3.5 The comparisons for the three engineering themes are summarised below:

e Design Acceptance: At this stage of design development, there is considered
to be no greater risk of Network Rail rejecting RSMH 5 compared with RSMH

4b.

e Constructability: RSMH 5 requires slightly more rail track to be laid and
earthworks due to the rail 'spur’, however this is not a material differentiator
with respect to programme. In other constructability subthemes the options
perform similarly.

e Operability: In all operability subthemes RSMH 5 performs similarly to RSMH

4.

6.3.6  On balance options RSMH 4b and 5 perform similarly over all of the engineering
themes and subthemes.

Comparison of Cost and Carbon Performances

6.3.7 For the cost and carbon theme, the table below presents a comparison of
RSMH 4b and RSMH 5, after their assessment against the appraisal criteria and
workshop discussion.
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Table 6.10: Cost and Carbon Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 4b and RSMH 5

Subtheme Narrative

Cost

RSMH 5 has a higher capital cost due to additional earthworks and
signalling requirements than Option 4b. However, the difference is not
a significant proportion of the overall cost of the project.

Carbon

There is no carbon estimate available for rail options at this time, but
initial assessment shows correlation between carbon and cost. This
would indicate that RSMH 4b is likely to have a lower carbon cost than
RSMH 5; however, for the same reasoning as with cost, carbon cost is
not considered to be a material differentiator between options at this
stage.

6.3.8

6.3.9

Neither capital cost nor carbon cost are currently considered as material
differentiators between options, when identifying a preferred option, because
among the indicative high-level cost estimates none are disproportionately large
in comparison with the other options such that one option is an unreasonable
preference if it performs well in the other subthemes.

Comparison of Environmental Performances

For the environmental performance theme, the table below presents a
comparison of RSMH 4b and RSMH 5, after their assessment against the
appraisal criteria and workshop discussion.

Table 6.11: Environmental Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of RSMH 4b and RSMH

5

Subtheme Narrative

From an air quality perspective, both RSMH 4b and RSMH 5 are
similarly located (170-180m) from high sensitivity human receptors;
however, RSMH 4b is located within The Cuttings and Hutchin's
Copse LWS and RSMH 5 is located 80-100m to the west of this LWS,

Air Quality which is considered a low sensitivity receptor. The construction of

RSMH 4b and 5 would likely lead to a negligible change in air quality
and there are no proposed dust-generating operational activities for
either RSMH 4b or RSMH 5 that could not be managed using normal
good practices.

Aquatic
Environment

The footprint of both RSMH 4b and RSMH 5 are within the headwaters
of two main WFD waterbodies: the Cow Common Brook and
Portobello Ditch (GB106039023360) and Childrey Brook and
Norbrook at Common Barn (GB106039023380). Both RSMH 4b and
RSMH 5 result in approximately 450m of watercourse lost within the
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Cow Common Brook and Norbrook at Common Barn WFD waterbody
as a result of the screening bund south of the railway'’. RSMH 4b
would result in an additional approximately 50 m of ditch lost within the
Cow Common Brook and Portobello Ditch WFD water body north of
the RSMH footprint. Whilst these losses would not affect WFD
compliance and the 50m is no significant differentiator between the
two options, it does affect the overall amount of mitigation required by
the project.

Both options will require dewatering. It has been assumed that the
most likely route taken will be to direct water west or north into the
East Hanney Ditch catchment (part of the Childrey Brook and Nor
Brook at Common Barn WFD water body). Both options require a
haulage road which goes east and crosses at least one watercourse
l.e., an unnamed tributary of the Cow Common Brook (Cow Common
Brook & Portobello Ditch WFD water body).

Whilst the exact layout / location of the site dewatering is not a material
differentiator between these two options for the aquatic environment,
successful implementation of best practice pollution prevention
measures is critical for any RSMH option to attain WFD compliance for
the Cow Common Brook waterbody and the Childrey Brook WFD
waterbody; as any downstream pollution e.g. sediments could
compromise WFD compliance of the western watercourse system as a
whole by affecting the water quality or ecology.

It is noted that the haulage road’s crossings extending east for both
options will, at some point, need to cross the western watercourse
diversion. These should use a bridge rather than a culvert and have
sediment mitigation measures to prevent impacts on the aquatic
environment.

Both RSMH 4b and 5 contain priority habitats such as ponds,
hedgerows, woodland assumed to be lowland mixed deciduous
Biodiversity woodland and arable field margins within their site boundaries. Desk
and Nature | study indicates that no ancient woodland would be affected by any of
Conservation | the options. Desk study indicates that no ancient or veteran trees
would be affected by any of the options, but surveys may potentially
indicate trees that could be classified as ancient or veteran tree.

7 Screen bunds assumed for appraisal purpose, alternative screening options to be investigated during
design development.
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RSMH 4b is the least preferred option, however, because it lies partly
within The Cuttings and Hutchin's Copse LWS while RSMH 5 is located
80-100m from this LWS.

Biodiversity
and Nature
Conservation
and
Landscape

RSMH 5 is the preferred option because, although the construction of
RSMH 5 will require the removal of some vegetation along the Great
Western Mainline and tree belts along Old Man’s Lane, it is not located
within the LWS. Hedgerows and waterbodies may also require
removal. These habitats are likely to support protected and notable
species such as badgers, bats, and great crested newts. RSMH 4b is
the least preferred option as it would require some land take from the
LWS, which is an area of high conservation value due to the presence
of priority woodland habitat.

Flood Risk

No impact on fluvial, pluvial or groundwater flood risk for both RSMH
4b and 5. RSMH 5 s slightly within a fluvial flooding area but includes
mitigation using a local replacement flood storage area, so flood risk is
not considered a material differentiator between the options.

Historic
Environment

Option 5 is preferred due to the lack of known archaeology.

Land Quality

Both options lie adjacent to the London-Bristol Great Western
Mainline, which is a potential source of contamination. RSMH 4b is the
least preferred, however, because the potential for UXO disturbance
has been identified within the option area, whereas RSMH 5 is of
relatively low risk from UXO.

Landscape
and Visual

Both options require the removal of vegetation belts and woodland
along the Great Western Mainline, which would erode a key
characteristic.

Both options, including their associated haul roads, would introduce
new infrastructure and erode the rural landscape and levels of
tranquillity. The rail sidings and associated infrastructure would also be
visible in local views from some Public Rights of Way (PRoW).

Both options would be visible from some isolated residential properties
and the edge of East Hanney, although the noise bunds (assumed only
for the purposes of options appraisal) would help to provide partial
screening of the material storage.

Landscape and visual is, therefore, not considered a material
differentiator between RSMH 4b and 5.

Noise

Noise is not a material differentiator in relation to the operational noise
impacts, with all options potentially resulting in significant adverse
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effects for multiple sensitive receptors. Further work is required for all
options to determine further noise mitigation options.

Pollution

No potential significant effects are likely for any option because
emissions to land and water can be controlled through standard good
practice construction methods and mitigation, therefore, the pollution
subtheme is not considered a material differentiator between the
options in this appraisal.

6.3.10 Overall,

RSMH 5 is the preferred option from an environmental standpoint

because it does not encroach on The Cuttings and Hutchin’s Copse LWS, has
lack of known archaeology and has a low risk from UXO, although it is
acknowledged that many subthemes are not considered differentiators between

the two

options.

Comparison of Community, Planning and Land Performances

©6.3.11 For the community, planning and land theme, the table below presents a
comparison of the performance of RSMH 4b and RSMH 5, after their
assessment against the appraisal criteria and workshop discussion.

Table 6.12: Community, Planning and Land Subtheme Narratives for Comparison of
RSMH 4b and RSMH 5

Subtheme

Narrative

Socio-
Economic

Both RSMH 4b and 5 sever a PRoW during construction, which is
expected to be reinstated during operation of the reservoir. The
proposed redirection of the Wilts & Berks Canal would be beneficial to
improve linkages with the canal and severed PRoW. However, RSMH 5
encroaches further onto land that appears to have equestrian uses so
is not the preferred option from a socio-economic perspective.

Consenting

From the consenting perspective, both RSMH 4b and 5 are located
outside the area safeguarded for SESRO in local policy and require a
greater Order Limits extent than would be required for other RSMH
options, but RSMH 5 would require the acquisition of additional land
that appears to have equestrian uses. Both RSMH 4b and 5 could in
theory either conflict with or help deliver a possible future Grove
Station, as sought by local policy. From the consenting criteria there
are otherwise no strong differentiators between RSMH 4b and 5.

Transport
Planning

RSMH 4b and 5 have a potential to influence the proposals for the
OCC/NoWH proposed Grove station. From a transport planning
perspective there are no strong differentiators between RSMH4b and
RSMH5.
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The differences between RSMH 4b and RSMH 5 relate to RSMH 5
being further west. This places it closer to two residential properties,
Property and J . P . .p g
Land both of which are moderately substantial and have amenity land
Acquisition around them and appear to have equestrian uses. This will increase
9 the impact on the more southerly property. There is also a higher
probability of property having to be acquired as a result of RSMH 5.
6.3.12 The comparisons in Table 6.12 are summarised below:

6.3.13

6.3.14

6.3.15

6.4

6.4.1

e Socio-economic: From a socio-economic perspective, RSMH 4b is the
preferred option over RSMH 5 as the latter encroaches further onto land that
appears to have equestrian uses.

e Consenting: From a consenting perspective, RSMH 4b is preferred over
RSMH 5 as it would require the acquisition of additional land that appears to
have equestrian uses.

e Transport Planning: From a transport planning perspective there are no
strong differentiators between RSMH4b and RSMH5.

e Property and Land Acquisition: RSMH 5 is further west which places it closer
to two residential properties, increasing the potential impact on both.

Comparison Outcomes

As set out in its option definition (Section 6.2), RSMH 5 uses an additional siding
rail spur off the main rail siding to move RSMH 5 away from the Cuttings and
Hutchin’s Copse LWS. In comparison, RSMH 5 is therefore preferred under
several environmental subthemes, such as Biodiversity and Nature
Conservation, reflecting the increased distance from and reduced potential to
impact the LWS compared to RSMH 4b, which encroaches on the LWS.

The assessment of RSMH 5 identified, however, that the option encroaches to a
greater extent on land associated with residential properties in this area which
also appear to have equestrian uses. This affects the performance of RSMH 5
under the socio-economic, consenting, and property and land acquisition
subthemes compared with RSMH 4b.

On balance, RSMH 5 is provisionally preferred over RSMH 4b, acknowledging
that further work will be needed to understand and minimise the potential impact
of RSMH 5 on properties and land. This may involve small adjustments to the
layout of RSMH 5 but the key elements defining this option (such as the concept
of providing an additional rail spur to enable the alignment of the siding at an
angle to the main track) will remain.

|dentification of the Preferred Option

Figure 6.2 summarises the development of options for assessment and the
comparisons undertaken between options to identify the preferred option for
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master planning and consultation.

6.4.2 RSMH 5 was identified as the provisionally preferred option over RSMH 1,
RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b because:

e RSMH 1 was discounted as the preferred option due to the high risk that
Network Rail would not accept RSMH 1.

e RSMH 4b was provisionally preferred over RSMH 4a for the development of
RSMH 5, as it requires less complex signalling modifications. However,
RSMH 4a and 4b perform similarly and an option could be developed in the
location of RSMH 5 that uses the signalling principles of either RSMH 4a or
4p. This will be discussed further with Network Rail during the design
development stages.

e RSMH 5 was preferred over RSMH 4b under several environmental themes
and the concept of having an additional spur off the main rail siding
(compared to the parallel track) gives greater flexibility to refine the design
going forwards. However, this is subject to further work being undertaken to
understand and minimise the potential impact of RSMH 5 on the properties
and land to the west.

6.4.3 Design development will be required to identify the optimum configuration of the
RSMH 5 design, balancing operational requirements for the RSMH area with
impact on the operational railway, local wildlife / habitat, and local properties
(including the land that appears to have equestrian uses).
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Figure 6.2: Identification of the Preferred Option for the RSMH Area
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Source: Thames Water Internal, 2024
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7 Conclusions and Next Steps

This section provides conclusions from this option appraisal report and recommendations
for future work.

7.1 Conclusions

7.1.1  An assessment methodology was established as outlined in Section 2 and
detailed fully in the SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report.
The process followed for identifying the preferred option is summarised below:

e Appraisal step 1: The purpose of this appraisal study was to identify a
preferred location and indicative layout for the RSMH area to facilitate the
delivery of construction materials to the SESRO site by rail. The preferred
option is for master planning and consultation.

e Appraisal step 2: Constraints on the definition of options for the RSMH area
were identified, as outlined in Section 3. Two areas within the general extents
of the SESRO location (the area defined by A roads and the railway) were
identified within which location options for the RSMH area were developed in
step 4.

e Appraisal step 3: The SESRO Criteria Table was developed for all the options
appraisals of associated infrastructure for the reservoir and is included in the
SESRO Option Appraisal Context and Methodology Report.

- Four specific criteria, detailed in Section 2.4, were developed for the
assessment of the RSMH area options only, relating to topics such as
design acceptability (to Network Rail), construction complexity, logistics
and 3 party impact.

e Appraisal step 4: Options were defined and developed to a sufficient level of
detail for them to be assessed, as presented in Section 4 and summarised
below:

- RSMH 1 was developed in the eastern area and two options (RSMH 2 and
3) were initially developed for the western area.

- Initial screening of the options determined that RSMH 2 and 3 should be
amalgamated for assessment into RSMH 4. Two variants to RSMH 4 (a
and b) were then developed that are at the same location but that have
different signalling arrangements, meaning freight trains for RSMH 4a can
exit both east and west but can only exit east for RSMH 4b.

- Three options (RSMH 1, 4a and 4b) were therefore developed for
assessment against the appraisal criteria.

e Appraisal step 5: Technical specialists assessed the options against
developed criteria, based on their expertise and the assessment
methodology. The performance of individual options against the assessment
criteria are summarised in Section 5 for RSMH 1, 4a and 4b.

e Appraisal step 6: Following the individual option assessments, a workshop
was held to bring together specialists to discuss the performance of options
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7.1.2

7.1.3

7.1.5

RSMH 1, RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b in assessment, including key
differentiators between options. Figure 6.2 summarises the process,
including the development of options and comparisons between options, to
identify a preferred option for master planning and consultation. The
assessment and comparisons focussed on determining the preferred location
for the RSMH area. Section 6 presents the appraisal narratives, comparing
the performance of options and identifying the key differentiators between
options, as well as presenting the definition of RSMH 5, which was an option
developed following the comparison of RSMH 1, 4a and 4b. The outcome of
the options appraisal is summarised below.

e Appraisal steps 7 and 8: Appraisal steps 7 and 8 will be undertaken as part of
the next steps set out below in Section 7.2.

RSMH Area - Appraisal Outcome

Although RSMH 1 performs better in assessment than both RSMH 4a and 4b in
many subthemes, there is a high risk that Network Rail would not accept RSMH
1 due to its potential for impact on the operation of the existing railway, such
that RSMH 1 was discounted as the preferred option and not taken forwards in
the options appraisal as shown in Figure 6.2.

Since there were environmental concerns for RSMH 4a and 4b, centred around
the impacts from the options impinging on the LWS, RSMH 5 was developed
from RSMH 4b to avoid impinging on the LWS. RSMH 5 was then individually
assessed against the appraisal criteria and its performance in assessment was
compared with RSMH 4b to identify a preference between the two options.

The comparison of RSMH 5 and RSMH 4b identified that while having the
additional spur that avoids the LWS delivers environmental benefits for RSMH 5
compared with RSMH 4b, RSMH 5 encroaches to a greater extent on land to
the west that appears to have equestrian uses. However, RSMH 5 was
identified as the provisionally preferred option over RSMH 4b because it is
preferred under several environmental themes and the concept of having an
additional spur off the main rail siding gives greater flexibility to refine the design.
Further work will be undertaken to understand and minimise the potential
impact of RSMH 5 on the properties and land to the west.

Preferred Option for the RSMH Area

RSMH 5 (detailed in Figure 7.1 below) is identified as the provisionally preferred
option for master planning and consultation, acknowledging that further work
will be needed to refine the design.
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Figure 7.1: RSMH Area Provisionally Preferred Option for Master Planning and
Consultation
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7.2 Next Steps

7.2.1  As set out in the SESRO Design Development Process in Figure 1.1, the next
stage on from the option appraisal of associated infrastructure is to develop the
Gate 3 Interim Landscape and Environmental Master Plan and material for the
non-statutory public consultation in 2024. For this master plan, the outcomes of
this appraisal should be reviewed against the other appraisals, as outlined in
Section 2.8 of this report. As the rail siding is not a permanent feature of the
project, it is not directly incorporated into the masterplan; however, the
preferred option will be considered within the development of the masterplan as
it will influence the route of the watercourse diversions in this area.

7.2.2  Further study, engineering feasibility and design development will be undertaken
to refine the design of a RSMH facility in the west area based on the
configuration of the RSMH 5. This will include a more detailed study of the
constraints in the west location area (identified in Figure 3.2), consideration of
feedback from the summer 2024 consultation and design development to
optimise the design (layout, size and shape) of the RSMH (including further
consideration of the materials handling requirements / stockpile capacity). This
study will seek to optimise the size and shape of the option footprint and will
inform the design for consultation in 2025.

7.2.3  Further study and design development referenced in the above paragraph will
be undertaken in tandem with further liaison with Network Rail to ensure the
acceptability of the design in terms of connections to the Great Western
Mainline and signalling arrangements.
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1.2.4

Steps for further study and design development include but are not limited to
the following.

e A study of the area within and surrounding RSMH 4a, 4b and 5 will be

undertaken to map the constraints and better understand the area, including
further investigation into existing utilities and confirmation of existing land
uses, to inform engineering feasibility and design development of RSMH 5.

The design of RSMH 5 will be developed to identify the optimum
configuration, balancing operational requirements for the RSMH area
(including materials handling / stockpiling requirements) with impact on the
operational railway, local wildlife / habitat, and local properties and land uses.

The preliminary assessment undertaken at Gate 2 to estimate the capacity
available for two freight train deliveries a day within the timetable for the
Great Western Mainline will be reviewed and updated.

For the purpose of this options appraisal, nominal noise mitigation has been
included in all options; however, all options perform poorly in terms of noise
impact. Further work will be undertaken to identify the most suitable noise
mitigation to be incorporated. This may include restrictions on working hours
as well as physical noise barriers.

Further work following on from the initial assessment, which explored the
feasibility of signalling modifications required for the options, will be
undertaken, including progressing with the design development of RSMH 5 to
resolve any concerns regarding the potential impact on passenger services.

Further discussion with Network Rail including:

- Confirmation of the assessment of the options and the identification of the
preferred option as outlined in this report.

- Confirmation of Network Rail requirements for the preferred option to be
incorporated into the design development stage.

- Ongoing liaison throughout the design development stage.

RSMH 5 will be taken forwards for formal sign off by Network Rail at project
milestone ES2, which is defined as ‘constraints identified and project
feasibility confirmed’. This is part of the ‘Strategic Development & Project
Selection’ phase of Network Rail's project management process PACE
(Project Acceleration in a Controlled Environment). After ES2, the design will
be developed/refined under the same National Rail framework, using National
Rail feedback, to get their sign off at project milestones ES3 (‘Single option
identified and endorsed’) and ES4 (‘Approval in Principal’), before RAPID
Gate 4 in Q1 2026.

Many of the assessments under the environment and community, planning
and land themes in this options appraisal are based on desktop studies. For
the preferred option, these will be validated (particularly in relation to
environmental issues) with field surveys and contact with relevant
stakeholders. As shown in Figure 1.1, environmental appraisal / impact
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assessment will be undertaken as part of the upcoming stage 5 (design
development) in the SESRO Design Development Process.

7.2.5 As more information is identified and designs are developed it is likely that
information and options definition will diverge from the information used for this

appraisal. In this instance, further backchecking of this options appraisal will be
required as outlined in Section 1.3.

J696-DN-A01A-2277-RP-ZD-100008 Classification - Public Page 86 of 95



Rail Siding and Materials Handling Area Options Appraisal Report Revision No. C02
July 2024

Appendix A RSMH 1 Indicative Longitudinal Section

7.2.6  Figure 7.2 shows that the crane platform for RSMH 1 is 1m higher than the
materials handling area. It also shows that the track off the Great Western
Mainline slopes down to the level (flat) siding area and the track which connects
back onto the railway slopes down again. A suitable trapping arrangement will
be required to ensure that in the event of brake failure, trains would be
prevented from rolling onto the mainline. If this option is selected, further details
of trapping arrangement will be developed during the design development
stage.

Figure 7.2: RSMH 1 Indicative Longitudinal Section
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Appendix B RSMH 4a and RSMH 4b Indicative Longitudinal
Section

7.2.7  Figure 7.3 shows that the crane platform for RSMH 4a and 4b are 4m higher
than the materials handling area. It also shows that the track off the Great
Western Mainline slopes down to the level (flat) siding area and the track slopes
up to connect back onto the railway.

Figure 7.3: RSMH 4a and 4b Longitudinal Section
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Appendix C RSMH 5 Indicative Longitudinal Section

7.2.8 Figure 7.3 shows a crane platform for RSMH 5 ranging from 2 - 5m higher than
the sloped materials handling area. It also shows that the track off the Great
Western Mainline slopes down to the level (flat) siding area and the track slopes
up to connect back onto the railway.

Figure 7.4: RSMH 5 Indicative Longitudinal Section
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Appendix D RSMH 1 Criteria Workbook
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Revision No.

Method of Assessment RAG escription of RAG Narrative
eptance
The SESRO project team understand that RSMH 1 is unlikely to be
accepted by Network Rail given the impact on operation of the
Great Western Mainline and the potential impact on highway users
of the level crossings.
The operation of RSMH 1 carries a high risk of disruption to other
Network Rail - Risk that Network Rail . High risk that Network Rail would not services apd ume}ablmg gn e e eror] .
ENG1 ) Expert judgement R ) SESRO freight trains running at reduced speeds over the two-track |Design Acceptance
would not accept the option accept the option " . N
railway section as they decelerate into RSMH 1.
Since RSMH 1 is located close to the level crossings, freight trains
leaving to the east will not have reached maximum speed when
travelling through the Causeway and Stocks Lane MCB-CCTW level
crossings, increasing the barrier-down time for trains on the level
crossings.
Constructability
Safety - Risk of endangering Look at programme and list types of construction
construction workers or members of |involved. Identify any that could potentially score red or Working next to the railway increases risk, while the option is
) . ) \Works can be constructed safely but ) " N .
CON1 |the public during constructione.g.  |amber. A enhanced control measures reguired considered to be deliverable, it would requires extra control Health and Safety
water, ground, height, rail, road and |{Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. d measures. Option 1 doesn't have a raised embankment.
utilities Tunnelling = Amber
Unlikely to extend the duration of the
Programme - Duration, longest " . . relevant area of works (e.g. road, rail |Option 1 does not necessitate significant earthworks, which has a
. Compare differences in the programmes which would o . n I : .
/shortest, but also consider whether . " . siding or intake/offtake construction) |positive impact on the construction programme duration.
CON2A ) . materialise from different options. Consider earthworks G L N ) N ) Programme
the longer duration has an impact on seasons compared to the Gate 2 SESRO Additionally, this option does not require the construction of a
the overall scheme programme ) programme and unlikely to impact on|raised embankment or retaining walls
overall SESRO Gate 2 programme.
Programme - Opportunities for " . . The option has limited po_te‘ntla_l to There is a potential opportunity for the acceleration of the
. Compare differences in the programmes which would introduce programme efficiencies N . N .
CON2B  |construction programme I~ ) A . construction programme for Option 1 if construction access off the |Programme
) S materialise from different options. and reduce the construction e .
acceleration through efficiencies existing Steventon to East Hanney Road is allowable.
programme
Option 1 requires a Gas diversion which would probably require 18
months minimum which would need approval from SGN and
Network Rail for a undertrack crossing (UTX).
A415 to SESRO Access Road / perimeter haul roads must be
Programme - Dependencies i.e. constructed to gain access to the rail siding; and Steventon to East
proximity or physical relationships  |ls the options on the critical path? Will it impact other Several major dependencies/ Hanney Road diversion interconnecting haul roads must pass over
CON2C . s A ) . y ) N L . Programme
between elements of scope that critical activities? multiple minor dependencies or under (with temporary bridges). In addition, Option 1 has a close
introduce programme dependencies proximity to the reservoir embankment and watercourse diversion.
Contaminated land remediation on the MOD / industrial area.
Connection to the existing Network Rail infrastructure at either end
of the siding requires possessions. Further Network Rail possessions
will be required for the online OLE, signalling and S&C installation.
coNzD  [Programme - Risk Are _tljere items in the cqnstructlon which have a G Minor programme risk URIIOH 1 does not have s|g_n|f|cant earthworks. No items anticipated| Programme
significant programme risk to introduce programme risk.
Programme - Use of existing assets to: 9 A
- . - . - Option 1 s likely to be able to make use of the made ground at the
CON2E  |reduce the amount of construction |Identify if any existing assets can be used G Option makes use of existing assets | Pt IS IKely u . g ! Programme
required industrial units. However, could have contaminated land impacts.
Option 1 has adequate space for the estimated amount of material
delivery required. While the Steventon to East Hanney Road
Logistics - Space available for Determine space constraints using GIS and options diversion is likely to need to be constructed in the area between the| . .
CON3A . N y N G Adequate space P N p Logistics
construction and materials storage  [layouts from option definition. siding and the reservoir embankment, there is more scope for
extending the length of the siding to the east to create more space
than to the north.
Logistics - Suitable and efficient
access _for construction workers, . : : Adeq_u.?\te access s available with no Option 1 includes 40m width around the materials handling areas
deliveries and waste removal Determine method of access using GIS and options or minimal additional road length L N N .
CON3B |, : PV N o G . N for haul roads / welfare facilities. The location of the option lends  |Logistics
including minimisation of lengths of  |layouts from option definition. required for construction of the K :
N . itself well to a one-way system for material placement.
new roads for access during option.
construction
conac Logistics - Imp_ort of maten_als or Use quantity estimates to assess different options. G No (Qr minimal) import of materials |Option 1 requires the |mpqn of materials fo_r concrete wall, Logistics
resources during construction required. however does not require import of sheet piles.
For River Thames Connectivity: One
main site location is used for
construction of the option.
Logistics - Haulage distance required . . . For Rail: There is a minimal distance |The haulage distance from the materials handling area to the outer
) : A Determine length using GIS and options layouts from ) " . . ) L -
CON3D  |for construction materials arrival on option definition G (<250m) from the materials handling [perimeter haulage road is approximately 200m. This is regardless (Logistics
site to the placement location P ) area to the outer perimeter haul of the reservoir footprint option selected.
road.
For WTW: No or minimal haulage
distance required.
- " Use vehicle movement estimates to assess different Construction unlikely to add vehicle |Option 1 does not require earthworks / sheet piles, which is unlikely| . .
CONSE  |Logistics - Vehicle movements 3 G p P 3 Logistics
options. movements. to add vehicle movements required for construction.
Logistics - Capacity and layout for Sufficient capacity for required Option 1 has been developed to store up to ~1 year of imported
stockpiling at the materials handling Determine space using GIS and options layouts from storage, but there is limited material.
CON3F  |area to reduce the risk of programme option defin?!ion 9 P Y A additional capacity, and the double |For Option 1, there is scope for extending the length of the siding to |Logistics
disruption and minimise double P ) handling of material cannot be the east to create space than to the north, which could be restricted
handling of material entirely minimised by the Steventon to East Hanney Road and utility diversions.
Due to no earthworks requirement it is considered that Option 1
ConsF(uctlon Complex|_ty - Temporary Temporary Works requirements ha_s low temporary works complexity. There will be_ terr!porary
conditions/works requirements e.g. L . bridges over the Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion - but not
i minimal and can be used in the 5 q 2
CON4A slope stability and Expert Judgement G . major. Construction complexity
" : permanent state and no extension to | - . S A -
moisture outside of placement the programme Itis very likely that the option will require diversion of the existing
seasons. prog intermediate pressure gas main, including an undertrack crossing
(UTX)
Construction Complexity - Minimise
the pymber and complexity of . Option requﬂes a moqerately Some risk of modifications required for level crossings in Steventon
additional structures/assets required " ’ . . complex (mitigation likely) and/or )
I - Determine using GIS and options layouts from option o for Option 1. . .
CON4C  |or modifications to the existing - A moderate number of additional ) " . . Construction complexity
N " definition. s Option 1 will require 2 bridges over the Steventon to East Hanney
structures/assets in order to facilitate structures and/or modification to p—
: N o diversion road.
the option, e.g. bridges, culverts, existing structures.
crossings
Construction Complexity - Volume I . . N I . . N
CON4D  |and / or complexity of rail signalling |Review technical study to determine RAG A Mot_igrate modlflcatlons and . Cos_t e e onaligpec fcatiopekasouatetlvi R s Construction complexity
" ) : infr required option amount to £4.65m.
interventions required
3rd Party Impact - Potential to Based on Costain estimate would require ~268hr possession.
CON5B  |disrupt existing rail network during ~ |Expert judgement A Disruption likely to be moderate Gas main diversion would refer a UTX and so discussions with 3rd Party Impact
enabling works and construction Network Rail.
.qund N Terrain of site, and Use of lidar and civil 3D models to assess Terrain is favourable to the design of RSMH1 is at the same elevation as the railway - reducing the . .
CON7A  |implications for the need for . N G assets and therefore reduces the . Construction complexity
N amount/location of earthworks required N amount of earthworks required.
earthworks and engineered slopes amount of earthworks required
CON7B Gmu.".d - Risk of unexpected Use of expert judgement based on comparable areas G tow exposur_e_to tisk of unexpected Likely to be within Gault Clay Construction complexity
conditions |ground conditions.
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Ground conditions are unlikely to
Ground - Impact of ground conditions gﬁ;ﬁl ec::; a)irtr:]pllizltyoorf“de:lgn and
CON7C  |on the complexity of design and Use of expert judgement L ) N yony Part of Option 1 site is likely to be made ground Construction complexity
) minimal (if any) impact on cost or
construction . N
requirement for materials that are
difficult to source
Ground - Risk of ground settlement . Risk of settlement of the existing railway line caused by the rail
" N . No risk of ground settlement . N " " . .
CON7D |above line of tunnel affecting other  |Use of expert judgement . siding and materials handling area would be possible to prevent Construction complexity
affecting other structures N
structures/houses through design.
Operability
Safety - Risk of endgpgermg Look at operational a;tlvmes and public access. Identify This option will have enhanced control measures during operation.
operational staff, visitors or any that could potentially score red or amber. Works can be operated safely but . P
OPS1A . N y . . B . . Option 1 would have a close proximity to the Steventon to East Health and Safety
of the public during Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. enhanced control measures required A s )
: L Hanney Road Diversion (with temporary access bridges above).
operation Tunnelling = Amber
Safety 5 Access and‘evgress for‘ . . Access / egress would be controlled for all options. Option 1
operational staff, visitors, deliveries . Access/egress can be provided, N 5
OPS1B N Expert judgement L : . provides less opportunity for access route to be constructed Health and Safety
and waste removal during normal however it is challenging / restricted -
) " underneath the rail sidings.
operations and emergencies
Majority of maintenance activities Option 1 provides less opportunity for maintenance access under
. . . could be undertaken during P N . .
(OPS2A  |Maintenance - Ease of maintenance |Expert judgement . the rail sidings. Therefore, may be more chance of closure periods |Operational Complexity
moderate closure periods and / or .
Ny o for maintenance access.
with moderate disruption
Reliability - Footprint of the option
within flood zones (as an indication
(OPS4A  |of the potential for damage and the |Review GIS supported by expert judgement Option is outside the flood zone Option 1 is outside the flood zone 2/3. Operational Resilience
challenge of operation / maintenance
during flood events)
Could re-build the storage units.
May be an opportunity for Option 1 to be partially converted to car
parking (depending final transport strategy).
Sustainability - Reuse of assets or May also be an opportunity for Option 1 to become the location for
ops7A temporary works for permanent Expert judgement Some potential for reuse of the T2ST water treatment works (if it is determined that this cannot Operational Resilience
items, e.g. materials storage slab, pert judg assets/temporary works be at the same location as the potential SWOX / SWA treatment P
haulage roads, compound car park works)
The additional track that would be laid as part of Option 1 could be
utilised in a future scheme to extend the 4-track from Wantage
towards Steventon.
ops7e Operal?mty - Power required for Calculated power requirement for the option Option requires limited amount of  [Due to the s_horte_r haulage distances ft_)r Q;_mon 1itis likely to be Operational Resilience
operational energy use energy to operate less energy intensive to operate the rail siding.
3rd Party Impact - Potential to . . . o
(OPS8B  |disrupt existing rail network during  |Expert judgement Disruption likely to be significant A.S Optlgn ElEseniie Z-Frack s.ectlon . thgre BlLety tp l?e‘ Transport Planning
operation disruption to passenger trains during operation of the rail siding.
Relative Costs
CAPEX estimated to result in an Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for
: : increase of <1% of the CAPEX for the |rail and materials handling options represent c 4% of total SESRO
cosL Capex cost of the option Cost estimate calculation for each option. overall SESRO project compared to  |costs. Option 1 has the least capital cost and operational cost, due e
the lowest cost option to limited earthworks and shorter haulage distances.
Opportunity for cost-sharing with Unlikely for cost sharing with other rail infrastructure activities at
other SROs, NSIPs and local non-SRO .- - 5 3 o
. . Limited opportunities identified for |Option 1. However, may be a potential for the site to be used by
COS3 schemes/plans, e.g. STT, T2ST, Cost estimate calculation for each option. : o 5 o Cost
. cost saving. the T2ST water treatment works and / or industrial units could be
SWOX/Farmoor, Abingdon flood rebuilt
storage
Carbon Costs
Carbon costs associated to the Capex No carbon estimate available for rail |No carbon estimate available for rail options at this time, however
CAR1 of the option P Carbon estimate calculation for each option. options at this time, assume initial assessment shows correlation between carbon and cost, Carbon
P correlate to CAPEX indicating option 1 is likely to have the lowest carbon cost.
Opportunity for mitigation e.g. . "
CAR3 smaller earthworks may lead to less |Carbon estimate calculation for each option. ngh Ilkgllhgodoﬁsnr}r:agnltude of Option 1 has the lowest fill requirement. Carbon
carbon ' PP v
[Environmental Performance
Minimise impacts on Special Area of Tgosr;azl;w:g ?szgn:t:g:;z:v lrtil:lltn B A S e oyt Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1A . P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. N prop ) P P proposed RSMH 1 site. The closest SAC to the rail siding is 11.5Km _y
Conservation OR no indirect impact on statutory N A Conservation
" ) to the east (Little Wittenham SAC).
designated site
Minimise impacts on Special Tgosr;azl;w:g ?szgn:t:g:;z:v lrtil:lltn B P it e LU Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1B ) P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. N prop ) P P proposed RSMH 1 site. The closest SPA to the rail siding is Thames _y
Protection Area OR no indirect impact on statutory 3 Conservation
: - Basin Heaths SPA located 41Km to the south-east.
designated site
No statutory designated sites within |There are no Ramsar sites or potential Ramsar sites within the
. . 100m of proposed option footprint  |boundary of the proposed RSMH 1 site. The closest Ramsar to the  |Biodiversity and Nature
ENviC impacts on Ramsar Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory [rail siding is South-west London Waterbodies located 57Km to the  [Conservation
designated site south-east.
No statutory designated sites within |There are no SSSI's within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 1
Minimise impacts on Site of Special . 100m of proposed option footprint  |site. The site is also not located within the Impact Risk Zone (IRZ) of |Biodiversity and Nature
ENVID Scientific Interest Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory  [any SSSI. The closest SSSI to the rail siding is Barrow Farm Fen SSSI [Conservation
designated site located 6Km to the north.
Minimise impacts on National Nature Tgosr;azl;w:g ?szgn:t:g:;z:v lrtil:lltn ST G s AT el Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1E P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. N prop ) P P site. The closest NNR to the rail siding is located 8Km to the north. _y
Reserve OR no indirect impact on statutory Cothill NNR Conservation
designated site i
No statutory designated sites within |There are no LNR within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 1 site.
Minimise impacts on Local Nature . 100m of proposed option footprint  |The closest LNR to the rail siding is located 7.5Km to the south-east |Biodiversity and Nature
ENVIF Reserve Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory  [of the site. The site is called Mowbray Fields and is located near Conservation
designated site East Hagbourne.
Minimise impacts on Ancient Natural England Ancient Woodland Maps and . . Historic mapping indicates that there is no ancient woodland Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2A ) No ancient woodland impacted N ;
\Woodland Professional Judgement. present on-site Conservation
There are no known ancient or veteran trees present in the vicinity
Development in close proximity with except an Ancient Yew in Steventon several hundred metres to the
Minimise impacts on Ancient and Woodland Trust Ancient Tree Inventory map search and .p o . P ty SE on the other side of the rail line. However, survey may identify |Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2B N . potential indirect impact to ancient e . v
Veteran Trees professional judgement trees that could be classified as ancient or veteran. Amber score  [Conservation
or veteran trees p p 3 2 ; R
given on a precautionary basis pending survey as the site partially
comprises broadleaved woodland.
ENV2C impacts on Protected Trees |Check against published TPO dataset. No protected trees impacted No protected trees would be impacted. Landscape & Visual
Direct impact on vegetation within  |Construction of the RSMH 1 rail siding will require the removal of a
L . Check against baseline resources and based upon high large proportion of construction large area of woodland and grassland habitat. Woodland is
Minimise impacts on vegetation N P, . . . . 5 N,
) . level knowledge of site from previous site visits. footprint, which is of high assumed to be likely to include A or B grade trees. Hedgerows and  |Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2D  |(including trees, woodland, hedges N " A f 3 9 . v
and shrubs) arboricultural/amenity value (e.g. A |other habitat types including waterbodies may also require Conservation and Landscape
Professional judgement. or B grade) or biodiversity habitat in |removal. These habitats likely support protected and notable
good condition. species including badgers, bats and great crested newts.
Minimise impacts on Local Wildlife  |Professional Judgement and LWS Citation provided by . T_here R B TE b_ou_n(_iary o eproncseci el Biodiversity and Nature
ENV3 Sites (LWS) TVERC. No impacts to LWS site. The closest LWS to the rail siding is located 340m to the west - S ———-
) | The Cuttings and Hutchin's Copse LWS.
Permanent infrastructure more than
Minimise impacts on Scheduled Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's ’500m from designated heritage asset | This option would not physically affect any scheduled monuments
ENV4A  |monuments or activities which could (Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of and/or no likely setting effects. or change their setting. The nearest such designation is 3.1kmto  [Historic Environment
lead to a loss of significance heritage assets Construction area not located within |the north-east of the option
100m of designated heritage assets
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Minimise impacts on listed buildings

Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's

Permanent infrastructure more than
500m from designated heritage asset

This option would not physically affect any listed buildings and
would likely result in minimal changes to the listed buildings

type and quantum)

Framework Directive.

mitigation feasible

ENVA4B  |or activities that could lead to aloss (Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of and/or no likely setting effects. a 5 q Historic Environment
- 3 3 .. [clustered together in Steventon, with the nearest to the option
of significance heritage assets Construction area not located within |~
N N being 570m to the south east
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than
Minimise impacts on Registered Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's 500m from designated heritage asset | This option would not affect any Registered Parks and Gardens
ENVAC  |Parks and Garden or activities that  |Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of and/or no likely setting effects. either physically or in terms of changes to their setting. The nearest |Historic Environment
could lead to a loss of significance heritage assets Construction area not located within |RP&G is 4.8km to the north-east
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than
Minimise impacts on Registered Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's 500m from designated heritage asset q SRR - 2
inimise imp; A o lonatJu g . incorporat gv stort g " 0 ) tag There are no Registered Battlefields in the vicinity (with the nearest | . . .
ENVAD or activities that could  [Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of and/or no likely setting effects. . N . . Historic Environment
— 3 3 ... |lying 20km to the east) so no impacts would occur from this option
lead to a loss of significance heritage assets Construction area not located within
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than
Avoid impacts on World Heritage Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's 500m from designated heritage asset | There are no World Heritage Sites in the vicinity so no impacts
ENVAE  |[Sites or activities that could lead to a |Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of and/or no likely setting effects. \would occur from this option. The nearest to the option is Blenheim |Historic Environment
loss of significance, including setting [heritage assets Construction area not located within |Palace 23km to the north
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than q a q
L . y . . . - . y ) Steventon Conservation Area lies approximately 570m south east
Minimise impacts on conservation Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's 500m from designated heritage asset . . N ) .
. N ) . " " " ) of this option, which has potential to change the setting of the S .
ENVA4F  |areas which could result in loss of Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of and/or no likely setting effects. N . P - . Historic Environment
- 3 3 .. [asset, though visual intrusion is likely to be minimal given the local
significance heritage assets Construction area not located within [
100m of designated heritage assets pograpny
Extensive loss of non-designated built
heritage of low value within the
Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's permanent infrastructure zone and
Minimise loss to non-designated built ] g L P 9 " g adverse changes to withina500m  [There are no known non-designated assets within the option S .
ENV5A N Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of . . T Historic Environment
heritage 3 area from the edges of the footprint so no direct physical impacts would occur
heritage assets .
permanent infrastructure OR more
limited effects on non-designated
built heritage of medium value
Extensive scale of loss or damage to
low value remains within the
construction area and adverse
: : - . changes to similar buried remains in
A . Professional judgement, based on Historic England's P -
Minimise loss to paleoenvironmental | - -~ P, ) a 1km area around the permanent  [Resource currently unknown and would require investigation to . .
ENV5B . guidance on the establishing the significance of heritage N . - Historic Environment
remains assets infrastructure from temporary and  |establish presence, extent and significance
permanent changes to local
hydrogeological regimes OR more
limited effects on remains of medium
value
Extensive scale of loss or extensive
changes to low value non-designated
historic landscapes within the
Minimise loss to non-designated Prgfesslonal Judgemen_t, k?ased cn_H|§t_or|c England_s construction area a_nd extensive No known non-designated designed landscapes present withinthe | . . .
ENV5C P guidance on the establishing the significance of heritage changes to the setting of the same . Historic Environment
historic landscapes N option
assets resource outside the permanent
infrastructure OR more limited
effects on non-designated historic
landscapes of medium value
Permanent infrastructure and
: : . : construction area will result in
Professional judgement, incorporating the use of the : Lo . .
o ) N extensive loss and / permanent Direct impacts on two known clusters of high value archaeological
A . IEMA's Principles of Cultural Heritage Assessment in the . N o ! )
Minimise loss of non-designated . ) damage to non-designated buried remains as detected from aerial interpretation and mapping . .
ENV5D ) . UK and the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists . ; ) ) . L Historic Environment
archaeological remains . and extant archaeological remains  |studies, with an emphasis on the cluster within the eastern half of
standard and guidance document for desk based . U . L .
worthy of national significance which |the option location.
assessment | .
can't be adequately mitigated
through preservation by record
ENV6A M_|n|m|se loss of fluvial flood storage Measure using GIS Site is outside flood zone 2 and 3 RSMH 1 is not in any flood zone Flood Risk
within Flood Zone 2 or 3
RSMHL1 is not located in an rea with existing pluvial flooding.
impacts of pluvial flood . No predicted impacts on pluvial flood |Although the materials handling area shall be hardstandin, q
ENV6B . imp: pluvi Expert judgement . pred mp: pluvi L{g terials. ! 9 o ing, Flood Risk
risk. risk assuming the drainage is designed correctly it is not expected to
have an adverse impact on pluvial flooding.
impacts of groundwater No predicted impacts on Option is not considered to have a significant impact on
ENV6C : P 9 Checking existing national and local records P P Ny groundwater flood risk. The options are considered to score Flood Risk
flood risk. groundwater flood risk A . PN
similarly against this criteria.
Disturbance of potentially
i land with one or more
of the following properties:
Minimise disturbance of potentiall -Unlikely to have significant cost or | This option intersects Steventon Depot, a historical military depot,
ENV7A ) P Y Checking existing national and local records program implications as well as being adjacent to the London — Bristol Great Western Rail |Land
contaminated land " P, P 2 3 ot
-Unlikely to cause significant harm  |trainline which represent potential sources of contamination.
to potential receptors
-Can be easily mitigated and
remediated
P " Not within authorised and historic
Minimise disturbance of potentially i autorises nistort
) e . landfills or previous industrial sites or . . - I .
contaminated land specifically in . - . . R There is no authorised or historical landfill within 250m of this
ENV7B . ) P Checking existing national and local records within 250m of authorised and . Land
relation to authorised and historic B N S . [option
. historic landfills or previous industrial
landfills N
sites
Disturbance of a low quantity of UXO
Minimise disturbance of land with which can be easily managed / A pre-desk study assessment from Zetica acquired for Gate 2
ENV8 known potential for Unexploded Checking existing national and local records remediated. Unlikely to have identified various potential UXO risks across the SESRO areaand  |Land
Ordnance (UXO) significant cost or program recommended a detailed UXO survey .
implications
Minimise loss of terrestrial priority Habitats within the site of the RSMHL1 include those which are
" N " Use of aerial imagery, MAGIC maps and Professional - " " classified as priority habitats under the NERC Act (2006). Priorit, Biodiversity and Nature
ENV9OA  |habitats (use narrative to describe ‘alimagery, P ! Priority habitat directly impacted sitied priority habi U ( DRI lodlversity U
Judgement habitats likely to be present include ponds, hedgerows, lowland Conservation
type and quantum) " ) ) .
mixed deciduous woodland and arable field margins.
The headwaters of two watercourses will be directly impacted by
the proposed works. There is the opportunity for mitigation and
Minimise loss of aquatic priority . . - . " . ion works, for example by diverting some of the
ENVOB  |habitats (use narrative to describe Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Priority habitat directly impacted but ahead of the works as part of the WWD and EWD Aquatic Environment

Early Works programme so these watercourses can continue to be
connected and flow into the EWD. These are small scale channels
and thus mitigation should be possible.
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Reduce effects on North Wessex

National Landscape and its setting

Removal of woodland along the GWR Main Line would erode a key
characteristic which currently contributes positively to the local
landscape character and setting of the North Wessex Downs
National Landscape. Loss of woodland would open up intervisibility
between National Landscape and rail sidings/material storage and

degree that there is a risk of
deterioration; or compromise the
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives

legislation

Directive objectives for this
waterbody

ENV10A |Downs National Landscape and its  [Professional judgement. likely to be affected. Effect is unlikely A 7 Landscape & Visual
settin to be significant associated haul roads and noise bund, as well as the Steventon
9 9 Depot. However, due to the distance and presence of solar farms
locally within this part of the National Landscape setting, the effect
on the landscape character and tranquillity of the National
Landscape and its setting would be unlikely to be significant.
Removal of woodland along the GWR Main Line would erode a key
characteristic which currently contributes positively to the local
landscape character.
Loss of woodland would make the Steventon Depot more
Reduce effects on local landscape . . Effect on local character is { in the local The rail siding ial storage 3
ENV10B character Professional judgement. likely to be significant. and associated haul roads and noise bund would increase the I RRAURE
presence of existing infrastructure and further erode the generally
rural landscape character and levels of tranquillity which would also
be affected by noise. Effect on local landscape character potentially
significant.
Material storage, noise bund, infrastructure at rail sidings and
haulage traffic would be visible within some panoramic views from
- . The Ridgeway National Trail. This would add to the presence of
Reduce effects on panoramic views Effect on panoramic views from P . L
" . N . existing infrastructure in the panoramic views, such as solar farms,
from national trail, open access land . . national trail, open access land and . .
ENV11A B . o Professional judgement. . N L . and views towards the Steventon Depot would also be opened up  |Landscape & Visual
and important viewpoints in the important viewpoints in National . S
National Landscape Landscape unlikely to be significant. due to vegetation loss. However, the effect on panoramic views
P P Y 9 " |from the National Landscape is unlikely to be significant due to the
distance and small proportion of the wider views which would be
affected.
Material storage, noise bund, infrastructure at rail sidings and
haulage traffic would be visible in local views from public rights of
way (PROWSs), including the Vale Way Long Distance Path, and the
Reduce effects on sensitive local Effect on local views of sensitive edge of Steventon. However, existing vegetation would filter many
ENV11B Visual receptors Professional judgement. visual receptors unlikely to be views (including those from the long distance path) and the more  |Landscape & Visual
P significant. open views are already affected by the presence of infrastructure
such as pylons and overhead lines, a large solar farm and the GWR
Main Line. As such, the effect on these views is unlikely to be
significant.
Minimise disturbance/encroachment |Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of Site is located further than 1km from Marchgm AN BERERES M BN D .
N . s N " : : approximately 4.8 km north of the works boundary. The anticipated| . R
ENV12  [into Air Quality Management Area  |activities, air quality management areas (AQMAs) were IAQMA OR no construction traffic P N pplon 3 Air Quality
N I o construction and operational activities would likely lead to a
(AQMA) identified in close proximity to the proposed works. must go through an AQMA I )
change in air quality.
.M inimise dlsturbance/encroachmg nt N Site is within Zone 3 or not withina | The nearest SPZ is south of the town of Wantage, approximately q 3
ENV13 [into Groundwater Source Protection [Magic maps Aquatic Environment
SPZ south west of the scheme - approx. 7.5 km away from RSMH1.
Zone (SPZ)
RSMH1 is located within the headwaters of this WFD waterbody.
The works would result in temporary culverting of a short section of|
headwater tributaries that flow into the Cow Common Brook and
Mere Dyke system.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality The culverting would be sufficiently long time to cover more than
Elements within the ‘Cow Common Moderate adverse impacts likely: low one RBMP cycles and thus it would be hard to argue that this is a
Brook and Portobello Ditch* WFD Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water risk to ability to attaianater v temporary deterioration of quality. There is no easy mitigation for
ENV14A |waterbody (GB106039023360) toa |F Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain y o L this effect and thus a low risk of WFD non-compliance relatedto  [Aquatic Environment
L o Framework Directive objectives for . N L . . N
degree that there is a risk of legislation this particular activity. However, this is considered to be localised
L . this waterbody
deterioration; or compromise the and therefore not at a waterbody scale.
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives That said, there is the opportunity for compensation works, for
example by diverting some of the watercourses ahead of the works
as part of the WWD and EWD Early Works programme so these
watercourses can continue to be connected and flow into the EWD.
These are small scale channels and thus mitigation should be
possible.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the ‘Ock and
tributaries (Land Brook confluence to professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
ENV14B Thames)' WFD waterbody Framework EJJire!itive and Biodiversity Net gam to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH1 does not interact e B e
(GB106039023430) to a degree that L y Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody. q
P AN legislation
there is a risk of deterioration; or waterbody
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive
objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the ‘Thames Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
(Evenlode to Thame)' WFD Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water L P Vi N - . .
A T to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH1 does not interact . .
ENV14C |waterbody (GB106039030334) to a [Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain N o . . - N N Aquatic Environment
L L Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
degree that there is a risk of legislation
A . waterbody
deterioration; or compromise the
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Sandford Brook Minor adverse impacts likely: no risk
(source to Ock)' WFD waterbody Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water L P Vi N - . .
A T to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH1 does not interact . .
ENV14D |(GB106039023410) to a degree that |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain N o . . - N v Aquatic Environment
R A L Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
there is a risk of deterioration; or legislation
. o " waterbody
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive
objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the ‘Childrey Brook Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
and Norbrook at Common’ WFD Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Wate?Framewz}k No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH1 does not interact
ENV14E |waterbody (GB106039023380) to a |[Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain 9 P P Aquatic Environment

directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
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Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Ginge Brook and
Mill Brook' WFD waterbody

Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water

Moderate adverse impacts likely; low
risk to ability to attain Water

RSMH1 is located within the headwaters of this WFD waterbody.

The works would result in temporary culverting of a short section of
headwater tributaries that flow into the Ginge Brook and Mill Brook
system.

The culverting would be sufficient duration to span more than one
RBMP cycle and thus it would be hard to argue that this is a
temporary deterioration of quality. There is no easy mitigation for

and smoke as a consequence of the
construction of the option

proximity to the proposed works.

significant effect is unlikely / air
quality impacts are negligible. An
appropriate level of mitigation may
still be required to reduce risk of
impacts occurring.

not anticipated. It is considered that there are no proposed dust-
generating construction activities that could not be managed using
normal good practices (see IAQM construction dust guidance, 2016)
to prevent significant effects at any off-site receptor. Given that
relatively low numbers of plant and items of machinery would be
used and the anticipated number of construction traffic required
(whether accessing the site via the SESRO access road or via East
Hanney / Steventon), the potential effects would likely lead to a
negligible change in air quality. The appraisal score assigned is also

icable to issioning ition).

ENV14F |(GB106039023660) to a degree that |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain o L this effect and thus a risk of WFD non-compliance related to this  |Aquatic Environment
R A L Framework Directive objectives for ) o L 3 .
there is a risk of deterioration; or legislation this waterbod particular activity. However, this is considered to be localised and
compromise the ability to attain Y therefore not at a waterbody scale.
Water Framework Directive
objectives That said, there is the opportunity for compensation works, for
example by diverting some of the watercourses ahead of the works
as part of the WWD and EWD Early Works programme so these
watercourses can continue to be connected and flow into the EWD.
These are small scale channels and thus mitigation should be
possible.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within one of WFD
waterbodies downstream of the
River Thame to a degree that there
is a risk of deterioration; or
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
objectives. These WFD waterbodies  [Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water L P Vi . - . .
N N L P to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH1 does not interact . .
ENV14G |include: Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain " -~ . . - N N Aquatic Environment
. o Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
- Thames Wallingford to Caversham - (legislation \waterbod
\WFD waterbody GB106039030331 d
- Thames (Reading to Cookham) -
\WFD waterbody GB106039023233
- Thames (Cookham to Egham) - WFD
waterbody GB106039023231
- Thames (Egham to Teddington) -
\WFD waterbody GB106039023232
Maximise potential for future " . . q 2 APy
. N . . Site allows some additional No specific space for environmental benefits and removes Biodiversity and nature
ENV15A |environmental benefits (terrestrial), |Professional Judgement . ) " . . " )
. N environmental benefits to be realised [woodland but there may be potential for environmental benefits ~ |conservation
e.g. increase tree planting
See comment on ENV14A.
Maximise potential for future Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Site allows some additional
ENV15B  |environmental benefits (aquatic), e.g. |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain . " i |Wider environmental benefits may be realised for the EWD Aquatic Environment
N N environmental benefits to be realised 2 A A
increase wetlands area legislation provided the works are sequenced appropriately and new habitats
are better quality than the current baseline.
ihertedwaercouses o ter EARITERCIEVILL
habitats can be of sufficiently high Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Site allows some flexibility in routing
ENV16 . . Y hig Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain watercourses / Good quality habitat |Benefits may be realised for the EWD provided the works are Aquatic Environment
quality to contribute to catchment o 3 " N ’ )
A legislation options are available sequenced appropriately and new habitats are better quality than
Water Framework Directive 5
- the current baseline..
objectives
ENVL7 Mlnlmlse dlsturbgnce/encruachment Checking existing national and local records Site is located more than 250m from No LGS present Bmdwermy and nature
into Local Geological Sites (LGS) LGS conservation
Based on information available at Gate 2, worst-case Noise and vibration impacts would be predicted to be np greater
L . . Lo - than those presented for ENV18B. However, construction would be
Minimise impacts associated with construction impacts from the rail sidings were L N N
. o ) . . N ' . o anticipated to be during normal hours of construction (e.g. not at
Noise and Vibration as a predicted to be associated with material handling (see Potential for significant effects but N N : N ) .
ENV18A . . . > " I ) night), with the exception of occasional possession works on the Noise
consequence of the construction of ~ [ENV18B). Impacts arising during other construction likely to be mitigated if they occur : B
) railway, and the nearest property is ~600m from the scheme. As
the option works are predicted to be no greater than those such, an AMBER rating is considered appropriate for both stockpile
presented for ENV18B (AB Mar24) o 9 g e A
capacity options.
Indicative assessment with noise sensitive properties
within RAG bands identified based on predicted
construction noise levels during Gate 2 assessment (inc.
bunding around sidings). Red band is from works site to
the SOAEL+5dB distance, and Amber is from SOAEL+5dB
distance to the SOAEL.
Rail 5"""953 R_ed 675m, Amber 676»120?',"‘ Green . Closest noise sensitive receptor to the 220,000m3 stockpile option
1210m. This is based on worst-case activity, Material N M ) "
" - y is approximately 750m from the works site, while the closest
Handling, which includes potential for works between . .
. . P 3 . receptor to the 370,000m3 stockpile option is approx. 600m away.
06:00 to 07:00 and was assessed using night-time noise N ) - H
- f At these distances, and with provision of screening bunds (to
assessment criteria at Gate 2 as a precautionary . . . - .
L . . y . S completely block line of sight), there is the potential for significant
Minimise impacts associated with approach. The noise emission for the activity is based 5
. i - : . - " . noise effects.
ENvV18E Noise and Vibration as a on G2 assumptions, with update made following review Significant effects likely which would o
consequence of the operation of the |by Cosl_aln (Jl_3 05Jun). _ - ‘ be difficult to mitigate Total property counts: Option 220,000m3 Red=0, Amber=350+;
option Professional judgement used in assigning a single RAG N . _
y . ) S Option 370,000m3 Red=7, Amber=500+.
rating for each option under review, which includes a
review of the number of properties in each ban_d and [An AMBER rating is considered appropriate for the smaller stockpile
how close they are located to the RAG boundaries. . . . L ) N
) y capacity option, while RED rating is considered appropriate for the
Property counts do not consider screening of receptors - 8 ;
- ) larger stockpile capacity option.
by nearby buildings, screening at second row of
properties by first row of properties. This will resultina
precautionary assessment of noise impacts.
NOTES: buildings to be demolished are excluded from
assessment, RAG bands based on assessment approach
for residential properties but all NV sensitive receptors
identified at Gate 2 are included in analysis. (AB Mar24)
There are 0 high sensitivity human receptors (i.e. dwellings) and
between 1 - 10 low sensitivity human receptors (e.g. public
footpaths) within 350 m of the RSMH1 works boundary. Its
assumed the adjacent Steventon storage facility will be demolished
prior to works commencing. No human receptors are evident within
Based on the on the scale of the 50 m of proposed haulage route. There are no statutory designated;
activities and number, proximity and |[sites in the vicinity of RSM1. Construction activities include the
sensitivity of nearby sensitive material storage bays, sidings and screening mound. Less
Minimise impacts associated with Air . receptors (including the nearby earthworks are required for RSMH1 as it will be at the same
Quality including dust, smell, fumes Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of Marcham AQMA), the potential for a |elevation as the existing railway. At this stage, a raised crane area is
ENV19A 9 ! ! activities, sensitive receptors were identified in close , the p 9 v ge. Air Quality
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Minimise impacts associated with Air
Quality including dust, smell, fumes

Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of

Based on the on the scale of the
activities and number, proximity and
sensitivity of nearby sensitive
receptors (including the nearby
Marcham AQMA), the potential for a

The material storage capability for RSMHL is anticipated to be
220,000 m3 (small handling area) and 370,000 m3 (large handling
area). Based on the number and sensitivity of nearby receptors, it is
considered that there are no proposed dust-generating operational
activities that could not be managed using normal good practices
(IAQM construction dust guidance, 2016) to prevent significant
effects at any off-site receptor. Operation related vehicles include

terrestrial and aquatic habitats in
affected areas due to emergency
release of water

likely to be mitigated if they occur

ENV19B activities, sensitive receptors were identified in close P : . . a A Air Quali
and smoke as a consequence of the ro?::n;it © thlew o ode wuv:,ks \dentitiedt significant effect is unlikely / air one crane, dumper trucks and support vehicles. Given that Qe
operation of the option P Y prop ) quality impacts are negligible. An relatively low numbers of plant and items of machinery would be

appropriate level of mitigation may [used and the anticipated number of operational traffic required, the
still be required to reduce risk of potential effects would likely lead to a negligible change in air
impacts occurring. quality. **Note emissions from the anticipated 2 trains per day not
considered as it would likely lead to a negligible change in air
quality.
Minimise impacts associated with Noticeable change to visual amenity of local community in vicinity

ENV20A V|sua|‘Arnen|ty including light Professional judgement. Noticeable changes to visual amenity |of Steventon, in part due to lighting during night-time construction Landscape & Visual
pollution, as a consequence of the of local community works.
construction of the option

Noticeable change to visual amenity of local community in vicinity
S . . of Steventon, in part due to presence of some lighting during winter
Minimise impacts associated with . -
Visual Amenity including light Noticeable changes to visual amenit) [IEES 2T TR, GEES U s it 5

ENV20B . 019 Professional judgement. g Y |taller and therefore more noticeable than the adjacent low-level  [Landscape & Visual

pollution, as a consequence of the of local community L . N .
: ) buildings and infrastructure at Steventon Depot, which is relatively
operation of the option A
well screened by woodland in views from Steventon.
Minimise impacts associated with
solid discharge during construction,
e.g. aggregate spills during transport . . Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts (Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from construction likely to .

ENV21A from rail to site, sediment runoff Professional judgement likely to be mitigated if they occur be readily controlled using standard construction mitigation folition
from soil erosion due to excavation
of borrow pit
Minimise impacts associated with
solid discharge during operation, e.g.

ENV218 relegse of sediment into sur(uundmg Professional judgement Impacts unllk‘el‘y‘ or aqverse impacts Spllla99§ of solids and sgdlment in runoff fmrq oper‘aponvllkely to Pollution
environment for the reservoir likely to be mitigated if they occur be readily controlled using standard construction mitigation
maintenance such as dredging, debris
removal
Minimise impacts associated with
liquid discharge during construction, " : q Rt . " q

: : : Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts (Spillages of liquids unlikely and readily controlled using standard a

ENV22A |e.g. discharge of groundwater to Professional judgement " pacts unlt e v mp: pillag . 'qL!'. umikely ol using Pollution

) ) likely to be mitigated if they occur construction mitigation
during the excavation of the borrow
pit
Minimise impacts associated with
liquid discharge during operation,
e.g. the extent and severity of altered : : Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts (Spillages of liquids unlikely and readily controlled using standard a
ENV22B g X verity Professional judgement pacts unlikely, v mp: pillag uids Unfikely ol using Pollution

mitigation

Community and Planning Considerations

Distance to the nearest property that

Closest property to the 220,000m3 stockpile option is

tourism, sustainable travel,
connecting people with nature and
environmental education

project objectives is needed to conclude if the designs
align with these.

incentives of the overall scheme

CPC1 \willstay during construction (metres) GIS 501m plus from the nearest property |approximately 750m from the works site, while the closest Socio-Economic
Y 9 property to the 370,000m3 stockpile option is approx. 600m away.
Minimise impacts on local
community during construction
associated with disturbances of " .. |Site does not directly affect any community assets or community
" 5 . " . Community access/use of community L N :
community assets such as schools,  [GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links . ) N access. Only buildings affected are businesses at a business/storage y .
CPC2 B . ) M assets is not disrupted during . B Socio-Economic
hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, with residences. . park (to be demolished) but these are not considered assets or
G construction N
libraries, youth centres, Country residential.
Parks, allotments, green open spaces
and disruptions to recreation
Minimise impacts on local
community during operation
associated with disturbances of " .. |Site does not directly affect any community assets or community
" 5 . " . Community access/use of community L N :
community assets such as schools,  [GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links . ) N access. Only buildings affected are businesses at a business/storage y .
CPC3 B . ) M assets is not disrupted during . B Socio-Economic
hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, with residences. N park (to be demolished) but these are not considered assets or
G operation N
libraries, youth centres, Country residential.
Parks, allotments, green open spaces
and disruptions to recreation
Are public rights of way disrupted or GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals No recreational resource / right of
CPC4A P 9 Y P and other forms of regional or nationally important way are disrupted or affected. Sites [Site does not directly affect recreational resource or PROW. Socio-Economic
adversely affected? . N ) S
receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes). with no recreational activities
Focus of the intervention (rail sidings) is to provide transport
infrastructure for freight. Although this option minimises negative
impacts on recreational resources and PRoW, it does not
specifically improve these either. There is a possibility that
Are there opportunities to create or . . . footpaths in close proximity to the south of the trainline could be
. " . GIS analysis of PRoW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals Links to a recreational resource / k N . AT "
improve linkages of Public Rights of N 3 . ) ) improved along with their connectivity with the reservoir, therefore|, . .
CPC4B N and other forms of regional or nationally important right of way of national or regional " e Socio-Economic
Way (PRoW) and recreational . . creating a positive effect.
routes? receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes). importance can be enhanced
This option avoids severance with the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal
that Option 4 creates and requires redirection of PRoW. Therefore,
option 1 creates/improves linkages of PROW with recreational
routes.
Focus of the intervention (rail sidings) is to provide transport
infrastructure for freight. Although this option minimises negative
impacts on recreational resources and PRoW, it does not
. . . GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals, . o . spemflcally_ improve !hgse_ Gz IEeEE posslbl!lty ot
Maximise potential opportunity for N : . Option allows significant additional ~ [footpaths in close proximity to the south of the trainline could be . .
CPC5 ) N other forms of regional/nationally important receptors . ) . s N . L ) : Socio-Economic
recreational benefits . . recreational benefits to be realised  |improved along with their connectivity with the reservoir ,
(e.g. National Cycle Routes), and community assets. " L
therefore creating a positive effect.
This option avoids severance with the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal
that Option 4 creates and requires redirection of PRoW.
Focus of the intervention (rail sidings) is to provide transport
- . infrastructure for freight. This option minimises negative impacts on
Support the realisation of socio- . ) ;
L . 5 . " . recreational resources and PRoW, therefore supporting socio-
economic incentives on SESRO, GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, private . . . .
including employment, skills, i and busil Also of overall Site supports the social-economic e BRI (i, A D)
CPC6 g employ y ' N PP connecting people with nature). Socio-Economic

However, the site directly impacts businesses located just off
Hanney Road, on the site of the proposed sidings which will be
demolished anyway as part under the reservoir and access lost.
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RSMH1 is at the closest location to the likely reservoir footprint and
P s embankment construction works area and lies within the area
Minimise overall SESRO Order Limits N N . . f g
L Spatial comparison of land that would likely be included . - . currently safeguarded in the VoWH Local Plan. The potential
extent and land acquisition, without |- P . . . Requires minimum Order Limits L . .
CPC7 . in the DCO Order Limits, including construction working Steventon to East Hanney road diversion route (depending on Consenting
compromising SESRO needs and . 3 extent .
roject benefits areas, access and highways or PRoW interactions. option chosen for that) and works area to construct that would be
proj closely adjacent. RSMH1 is likely to require the least overall Order
Limits extent relative to the other rail siding options.
No land use allocation conflicts with VOWHDC Local Plan. Lies
: " " Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other policy within the SESRO safeguarded area in policies CP14 and CP14a. No
Aim for consistency with published N . " s y ) . N
. " . areas, and review of policy wording, in existing and any . land use conflicts with the consultation draft Joint Local Plan 2041. .
CPC8 and (insofar as possible) emerging . Low or no impact " 5 3 M .1 |Consenting
Local Plan land use allocations lemerging Local Plan documents and any Supplementary No land use allocation conflicts with the Oxfordshire County Council
Planning Documents. Minerals and Waste Local Plans. Not within the area of the South
Oxfordshire District Council Local Plan.
Aim for consistency with any adopted|Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other policy RSMH1 is within the area of the draft Steventon Neighbourhood
CPC9 i d Plan policy i eas, and review of policy wording, in any made Low or no impact Plan. The plan is still being drafted and consulted upon, and has not |Consenting
to the land area affected Neighbourhood Plan. been submitted for examination or made.
Requires development of minor
Avoid development of infrastructure above-ground infrastructure within
within specifically designated areas N N . . . . the designation, which is sympathetic |Not located within a specifically designated area, such as Green
. . " Spatial comparison with designated sites, their settings, . . .
CPC10  |or their setting, as applicable (e.g. and the nature of development works expected with surroundings and access, or Belt, AONB, Common Land or Open Space. However, an adverse  |Consenting
Green Belt, AONB, Common Land, P s likely to have a less than significant |effect on the AONB setting is expected (see ENV10).
Open Space) impact on the setting (where
applicable)
Avoid encroachment on any . . " .
S Spatial comparison of allocated sites and review of R " ’
safeguarded land in minerals and " HER . . Not located in minerals safeguarding area or on asite allocated for .
CPC11 . . policy wording in existing and any emerging Waste and Low or no impact y Consenting
waste policy, unless the minerals can |~ minerals or waste uses.
- o Minerals Local Plan documents.
be beneficially utilised as a result
- . . - No NSIPs currently registered. No known proposals from Network
Ab'!“y fo '"Feg.”.“e w'.th existing Rail — the East West Rail proposal does not affect the site. No
nationally-significant infrastructure, N .
statutory undertakers' major Low or no interaction with existin: RIED St e (R il gy~ SO (s siis
b Y g Review of NSIP projects on PINS's register; review of : 9 \blan will be published in 2024 which will detail the A34
infrastructure, or any proposed . . . i . infrastructure or proposed Nationally | . L . . . .
CPC12 ) SO Network Rail and National Highways investment plans; A y improvements project. Existing gas main and high-voltage line Consenting
future Nationally Significant N N . Significant Infrastructure Project S :
3 spatial review of statutory undertakers' assets. require diversion. However, these are not part of the national gas
Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) (such as (NSIP) N N
- " or electricity grid backbones. Telecoms line follows same path as
that of National Highways, Ren 1 L y
. " Great Western Main Line, likely to be similarly affected (if any
Environment Agency, Network Rail) R N
effect) by all rail siding options.
Minimise the consenting complexity
due to the need for additional
consents and licenses that may be
required outside the Development . Basic Asset Protection Agreement required with Network Rail. Not
s Review of the nature of expected development works . " 3 ¥ .
Consent Order (DCO), e.g. additional . " . One or more additional likely to add to extent or complexity of FRAP. Possible Notice of .
CPC13 . ) b against the list of other consents and licenses developed N . i oy o Consenting
Flood Risk Activity Permit, consent/license required Demolition to the LPA for storage park buildings. Likelihood of at
. y at Gateway 2. N - o
Environmental Permit, least one protected species relocation licence (reptiles).
abstraction/discharge Licence,
European protected species licence,
etc
Located partly on the existing freight yard and light industrial
. A ‘Steventon Storage' site. However, this site would also be affected
Avoid or minimise the need for any - . " N . .
) . - L " Other existing development requires |by the likely reservoir footprint and embankment construction
consequential development Review of existing development within the likely land- . o o - . N .
CPC14 P ) . planning permission to relocate or  |area. Existing gas pipeline and HV mains would need to be diverted Consenting
consenting (i.e. displacement or take, its nature and scale. .
" alter as pass through RSMH1. However, this can form part of the DCO
alteration of other development) ) 5 "
associated development or potentially be delivered through
statutory undertaker permitted development.
Minimise interfaces/reliance on
external governing/third parties (e.g. The location of RSMH 1 is likely to be unpreferred by Network Rail
Removing the canal removes a . N . . Multiple complex interfaces with as it is on section of 2 track railway and may cause interruption to
. Review GIS layers for services against the options. . . . . - 0
CPC15  [stakeholder, reducing interfaces and others may complicate or delay passenger trains as freight trains slow down to enter the siding. Consenting
i R Expert Judgement. 5 q o i S
permissions required from Network progress The location also requires the relocation of an existing gas main -
Rail, National Highways, National introducing an additional interface with National Grid
Grid)
potential for contribution to long- Network Rail have expressed the need to update the track in this
CPC16 : N 9 Expert judgement Small contribution area to be 4 track. The sidings at the location of RSMH1 would Consenting
term infrastructure aims ; - L
partly contribute to this, but not significantly.
: . : - RSMH 1 would have a smaller influence than RSMH4a/b on the
Influence the location and layout of Option partially supports existing and
o . proposals for the OCC/VoWH proposed Wantage and Grove
development to maximise the use . planned public transport : .
CPC18 . Expert judgement : station. Transport Planning
and value of existing and planned infrastructure between key . .
. . - After construction, the area could be turned into a car park or bus
sustainable transport investment destinations P o o
stop area for visitors wishing to access the site.
Property & Land Acquisition
Minimise loss of sensitive properties,
i.e. residential, commercial, green .
PRP1 belt, common land, historical or Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. Mod_e_rate or terr!porary foss of [Enpltspie: |Evei) e eizel e, e e e Property & Land Acquisition
" . sensitive properties be removed as part of the overall scheme.
community assets due to project
delivery
Minimise loss of land allocated within|
the Local Plan for alternative higher
value / social / cultural value uses, No permanent or temporary loss of
PRP2 i.e. residential, historical or " |Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. allocated land for higher value / No allocations / planning applications listed. Property & Land Acquisition
y N ! 5 social value properties
community assets due project
delivery
Minimise permanent loss of best and Review of agricultural grading layer on ArcGIS, based on Results in loss of any Grade 2
PRP3 most versatile agricultural land . g N 9 g laye DA agricultural land or >50% Grade 3 Land is allocated as grade 3 Property & Land Acquisition
2019 Provisional Agricultural Land Classification .
(grades 1,2 and 3) agricultural land
Assessment of Land ?”d Property Land acquisition costs I!kEIY to bve Commercial land values can range from £250,000 - £500,000 in the
asset costs and associated . . . moderate. Local or regional business L . P S . .
PRP4 . Review of land use / designation on ArcGIS 3 . .. |area. Additionally, a business extinguishment claim is likely which  [Property & Land Acquisition
compensation due under the or other facilities affected in addition .
N N could be in excess of the land value.
Compensation Code to agricultural land
Assessment of special land
g?:'(:)eratf:j’('sﬁ;' ?r::lgu jipnecljatlilit Nature and number of SCL is medium |Church Commissioners identified.
PRP5 " gory ) 9 Y Review of affected landowners / low and may represent delivery Additional sensitive parties may also include the Hillesden Trust and [Property & Land Acquisition
infrastructure, national asset " o
) 3 risks Oxford University
protection agencies and Crown
bodies
P . Landowr.wers unable t? access their Immediate access to the A34 from the east of the site would enable
Minimise disruptions of landowners . - . . . - land during construction and P . . y
. ) Review location in conjunction with existing road N high impact on sensitive land uses during construction phase. -
PRP6 access to their land required for operation phases, but access can be " . ) ) Property & Land Acquisition
network N N _- . |Further detail required on access across site and construction
temporary works provided using reasonable mitigation
methodology.
measures
RSMH 1 (App. D Rev. C02) J696-DN-A01A-ZZZZ-RP-100008 Classification - Public Page 7
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Criteria

Criteria Descriptior

Method of Assessment

Description of RAG

Narrative

Revision No. C02

Network Rail - Risk that Network

Low to Medium risk that Network

RSMH 4a extends from the four-track section of the mainline. The

ing freight trains on the four-track section of railway will use the
up-relief, so passenger trains on the line will not be interrupted by
movements into RSMH 4a.

conditions

ground conditions.

ENG1 Rail would not accept the option Expert judgement Rail would not accept the option Due to the location of RSMH 4a, the spet.ad of‘lhe fre.:lghl lralps (lf exiting |Design Acceptance
to the east) when passing the level crossings is not likely to significantly
impact the barrier-down time of the level crossings compared to existing
barrier-down time.
RSMH 4a therefore carries a lower risk of being rejected by Network Rail.
Constructability
Safety - R!Sk of endangering Look at and list types of involved. Working alongside the railway increases risk. Although this option is
construction workers or members Works can be constructed safely but L y L
. . " Identify any that could potentially score red or amber. feasible, it necessitates additional control measures. Construction of a
CON1 of the public during construction . . ; . . enhanced control measures . 5 . ) 3 Health and Safety
N . Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. Tunnelling = raised embankment alongside the requirement for multiple signal
e.g. water, ground, height, rail, road required .
. [Amber changes introduces further safety requirements.
and utilities
ikely to extend the duration of the Option 4a necessitates the construction of a retaining wall alongside
y relevant area of works (e.g. road, o } . . .
Programme - Duration, longest P significant earthworks, which negatively impacts the construction
. " . - rail siding or intake/offtake : y . o .
/shortest, but also consider whether |Compare differences in the programmes which would materialise g program duration. Additionally, Option 4a involves extensive signalling
CON2A N N " 5 construction) compared to the Gate L N L L N Programme
the longer duration has an impact  |from different options. Consider earthworks seasons. 2 SESRO programme but unlikely to requirements to facilitate trains exiting the sidings in both directions,
on the overall scheme programme . prog . y further increasing the potential for delays in the construction
impact on the critical path of the ——
Gate 2 SESRO programme. prog .
. [ The option has limited potential to |There is a potential for the of the
Programme - Opportunities for N N N S N N N o
. Compare differences in the pi which would introduce programme efficiencies  [programme for Option 4a if construction access off the existing Steventon
CON2B construction programme N N . . Programme
- from different options. and reduce the construction to East Hanney Road (or Old Mans Lane) is allowable. Noise bund would
acceleration through efficiencies N "
programme need a separate access to the south side of the railway.
Option 4a requires a HV diversion which crosses over a railway line, likely
to require 4-6 months minimum.
oo [A415 to SESRO Access Road / perimeter haul roads must be constructed
Programme - Dependencies i.e. to gain access to the rail siding; and Steventon to East Hanney Road
proximity or physical relationships  Is the options on the critical path? Will it impact other critical Several major dependencies/ gain acc N g Y Ro
CON2C . . . 3 diversion interconnecting haul roads must pass over or under (with Programme
between elements of scope that activities? multiple minor dependencies . 5 .
introduce programme dependencies| temporary bridges). Connection to the existing Network Rail
prog P infrastructure at either end of the siding requires possessions. Further
Network Rail possessions will be required for the online OLE, signalling
and S&C installation.
Option 4a necessitates significant earthworks, multiple noise mitigation
Are there items in the construction which have a significant : features, and a separate construction road (with access off the public
CON2D Programme - Risk ) Moderate programme risk o N . . Programme
programme risk road). Furthermore, additional signalling works are required at this
location, introducing additional programme risk.
Programme - Use of existing assets Option does not make use of
CON2E to reduce the amount of Identify if any existing assets can be used ezslin aseets Option 4a or 4b is within a green field site. Programme
ion required 9
Option 4a or 4b provide the required amount of space which is estimated
conaa Logistics —‘Space avallab.\e for Del.ermlng spéce constraints using GIS and options layouts from Limited / restricted space Tcr materials dellveg, However, lhen.e m{cl{\d be limited additional space s
construction and materials storage  [option definition. if volumes were to increase. The site is limited to the west by an area of
floodplain, and to the east by access bridges.
Option 4a includes a 40m width around the materials handling areas for
haul roads and welfare facilities. The location of the main construction
Logistics - Suitable and efficient cr.)mpourjd in the north-east ccmc!cr of the ;ESRO‘ along wuthpucn 4a
. : situated in the south-west of the site, a
access for construction workers, Due to restricted access, an . S .
- . . " " road that spans the entire site, encircling the reservoir. Unless the SESRO
deliveries and waste removal Determine method of access using GIS and options layouts from additional length of road is likely y ) .
CON3B N " y y ) - y site were to expand beyond the G2 boundary, or the construction Logistics
including minimisation of lengths of [option definition. required for construction of the . 3 . .
new roads for access durin option compound were to relocate, this option would require the maximum
N 9 P possible length of construction road for deliveries and access to the main
construction compound. It should be noted that the majority of this
access road is not "new" as a construction road is likely to span the full
perimeter of the reservoir.
Large amount of import materials ~ [Option 4a requires the import of materials for the sheet pile retaining
Logistics - Import of materials or : " " " required and/or one or several wall. This would need to be imported to the site by road. The fill required | . .
CONSC resources during construction Use quantity estimates to assess different options. logistical challenges identified for  [to form the embankment will need to be extracted from the main Logistics
the import of material. construction site and transported to the rail siding location.
For River Thames Connectivity: Two
main site locations are used for the
construction of the option.
Logistics - Haulage distance required Determine length using GIS and options layouts from option For Rail: There is a 250m to 2km The haulage distance from the materials handling area to the outer
CON3D for construction materials arrival on definition o 9 P 3 P distance from the materials perimeter haulage road is approximately 800m for the largest footprint | Logistics
site to the placement location ) handling area to the outer option, up to 1600m for the smallest footprint option.
perimeter haul road.
For WTW: Moderate haulage
distance required.
[CONSE Logistics - Vehicle movements Use vehicle movement estimates to assess different options. Construction likely 1o add vehicle - (BTTIEIo] 4'? require earlhworks/ el Wh"?h ISt Logistics
number of vehicle required for construction.
Lag\st\g - Capacity and \‘ayout lor» Sufficient capacity fo( re.qmred Option 1 and 4a/b have been developed to store up to ~1 year of
stockpiling at the materials handling . . storage, but there is limited N . 3 e
) Determine space using GIS and options layouts from option iy imported material. For Option 4a/b, there is limited scope for expanding L
CON3F area to reduce the risk of B additional capacity, and the double ' . Logistics
3 .. _|definition. . : the area due to flood zone to the west and north and railway bridge to
programme disruption and minimise| handling of material cannot be
: : P the east.
double handling of material entirely minimised
Construction Complexity - . |As there are more earthworks requirements for Option 4 a/b the
o Temporary Works requirements N "
 Temporary conditions/works . [temporary works would be more complicated than Option 1 - but not
minimal and can be used in the P o
CON4A eg. Expert significantly enough to score differently. Construction complexity
- . . permanent state and no extension [~ " i AT -
slope stability and moisture outside o the programme Itis very likely that the option will require diversion of the existing
of placement seasons. prog! overhead 33kV powerline which crosses the GWR mainline.
Construction Complexity - Minimise
the ﬁymberand complexity of Option requires a complex and/or  [Some risk of a need for adjustments to existing bridges to the east of the
additional structures/assets " T m a e
. I . . y . - high number of additional site to facilitate Option 4a/b. Due to additional embankment would
CON4C required or modifications to the Determine using GIS and options layouts from option definition. - N Construction complexity
. . structures and/or modifications to  |require culvert / drainage underneath. There may be a need for
existing structures/assets in order to existing structures. adjustments to existing gantry towers for Option 4a/b.
facilitate the option, e.g. bridges, 9 : I g gantry P :
culverts, crossings
Construction Complexity - Volume Significant modifications and Option 4a involves extensive signalling requirements to facilitate trains
CON4D and / or complexity of rail signalling [Review technical study to determine RAG assessment gnif . . exiting the sidings in both directions. Cost estimate for signalling Construction complexity
N ! additional infrastructure required o 5 N . 5
interventions required modifications associated with this option amount to £5.47m.
3rd Party Impact - Potential to
[CONSB disrupt existing rail network during [Expert judgement Disruption likely to be moderate Based on Costain estimate would require ~322hr possession. 3rd Party Impact
enabling works and construction
. " Terrain is unfavourable to the Option 4a or 4b require embankment works to build the rail siding up to
Ground - Terrain of site, and o . 3 3 d /
o Use of lidar and civil 3D models to assess amount/location of design of assets and therefore an appropriate elevation (due to the railway being on an embankment at
CON7A for the need for . N y . . Construction complexity
. earthworks required increases the amount of earthworks | this location). They may also require drainage of the area between
earthworks and engineered slopes - . L
required existing rail embankment and new embankment for rail siding.
" : . Option 4a/b overlaps in the materials handling area with the Lower
coNTB Ground - Risk of unexpected Use of expert judgement based on comparable areas High exposure to risk of unexpected &

Greensand/ Kimmeridge Clay, which increases the risk of

ground
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Ground conditions are unlikely to
Ground - mpctof ground o contasonon el oy
CON7C conditions on the complexity of Use of expert judgement . " only Option 4a/b requires filling in of a pond. Construction complexity
. minimal (if any) impact on cost or
design and construction .
requirement for materials that are
difficult to source
Ground - Risk of ground settlement Risk of settlement of the existing railway line caused by the rail siding and
3 . No risk of ground settlement . . - y
CON7D above line of tunnel affecting other [Use of expert judgement y materials handling area is similar for all options and would be possible to |Construction complexity
affecting other structures )
structures/houses prevent through design.
Operability
o . y . . Enhanced control measures during operation required. Option 4a is
Safety y Risk of enda@gerlng Look at upergllunal activities and public access. dentify any that Works can be operated safely but |closer in proximity to diversion of the public right of way (Old Mans Lane),
operational staff, visitors or could potentially score red or amber. . .
(OPS1A " N N o ; . N enhanced control measures however it may be possible for the haul road to pass under a permanent (Health and Safety
members of the public during Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. Tunnelling = N N
y Amber required bridge for the Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion, rather than have
temporary bridges.
Zat:}t;/(i.oﬁzie:;fafns\;?;::5;2;'\ veries Access / egress would be controlled for all options. Opportunity for
OPS1B P ! ) Expert judgement |Access/egress can be provided access route to be through the raised for Health and Safety
and waste removal during normal . : i
3 ! Option 4a/b to improve access to each side of the rail siding
operations and emergencies
Majority of mai menance»actlymes Opportunity for access route to be constructed through the raised
. could be undertaken during limited 3 . : . . y
OPS2A - Ease of Expert . . embankment for Option 4a/b to improve access to each side of the rail  |Operational Complexity
closure periods and / or with limited sidin
disruption 9
Reliability - Footprint of the option
within flood zones (as an indication . " . . y .
3 . . With relatively minor adjustments to the shape / location of the noise y "
4 N N
(OPS4A of the potential for damage and the [Review GIS supported by expert judgement Option is outside the flood zone bund, Option 4a/b would be outside the flood zone 2/3, Operational Resilience
challenge of operation /
maintenance during flood events)
- Reuse of assets or Due to the location of Option 4a, this option could be used to support or
0PS7A temporary works for permanent Expert judgement Some potential for reuse of facilitate the construction of a future Wantage and Grove Station. e =T
items, e.g. materials storage slab, pert judg assets/temporary works Network Rail may wish to keep the rail sidings should they see benefit to P
haulage roads, compound car park their operations in leaving them in after construction.
ops78 Opera?lllty - Power required for Calculated power requirement for the option Option requires moderate amount  (Due to ghe Icrjger haulage distances for Option 4a/b it is likely to be more Operational Resilience
energy use of energy to operate energy intensive to operate the rail siding.
Option 4a extends from the 4-track section, minimising disruption to
3rd Party Impact - Potential to passenger trains during operation of the rail siding. Option 4a also
(OPS8B disrupt existing rail network during (Expert judgement Disruption likely to be limited provides flexibility for trains to arrive or exit to both the east and west,  |Transport Planning
operation reducing impact on the operating railway. There may be some disruption
caused to users of the PROW.
Relative Costs
Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for rail and
CAPEX estimated to result in an materials handling options represent ¢ 4% of total SESRO costs. Option
" " . increase of <1% of the CAPEX for  [4a results in a total project cost of 0.5% more than the lowest cost RSMH
cost Capex cost of the option Cost estimate calculation for each option. the overall SESRO project compared |option. Option 4a/b have a higher capital cost due to additional Cost
to the lowest cost option and signalling modifications. However, the difference is not a
significant proportion of the overall cost of the scheme.
Opportunity for cost-sharing with
other SROs, NSIPs and local non- - et P - -
cos3 SRO schemes/plans, e.g. ST, T25T, |Cost estimate calculation for each option. t;n:tlt:ac\l/&pponunmes identified for If::r;aslie:"c;;lce of cost sharing with other rail infrastructure activities Cost
SWOX/Farmoor, Abingdon flood 9 P :
storage
Carbon Costs
5 No carbon estimate available for rail [No carbon estimate available for rail options at this time, however initial
Carbon costs associated to the " " N g 3 - 3
CARL Capex of the option Carbon estimate calculation for each option. options at this time, assume assessment shows correlation between carbon and cost, indicating option|Carbon
P P correlate to CAPEX 4ais likely to have the highest carbon cost.
Opportunity for mitigation e.g. . " .
CAR3 smaller earthworks may lead to less |Carbon estimate calculation for each option. Limited likelihood and magnitude of Options 4a/b have a higher fill requirement. Carbon

carbon

mitigation opportunity.

[Environmental Performance

Minimise impacts on Special Area of

No statutory designated sites within
100m of proposed option footprint

There are no SAC's or potential SAC's within the boundary of the

Biodiversity and Nature

of significance

Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets

designated heritage asset;
mitigation may be required but
option still feasible

ENVIA : Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. o . proposed RSMH 4assite. The closest SAC to the rail siding is 8.5Km to the .
Conservation OR no indirect impact on statutory q Conservation
N north (Cothill Fen SAC).
designated site
Minimise impacts on Special T((;O?:\a;:mrrg rieszglatzgsl;szlvv::;n [ers oo S o poteNUaSPAS Wiltinihe bowderyofthe Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1B . P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p‘ P . P P proposed RSMH 4assite. The closest SPA to the rail siding is Thames Basin ly
Protection Area OR no indirect impact on statutory Conservation
N Heaths SPA located 43Km to the south-east.
designated site
Tg;;a;\;torrg ?Szgr‘:tzzsl;szlw ‘:I:Iln There are no Ramsar sites or potential Ramsar sites within the boundary D
ENV1C Minimise impacts on Ramsar Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p‘ P . P P of the proposed RSMH 4a site. The closest Ramsar to the rail siding is .
OR no indirect impact on statutory . Conservation
- South-west London Waterbodies located 60Km to the south-east.
designated site
No statutory designated sites within [There are no SSSI's within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 4a site.
Minimise impacts on Site of Special y 100m of proposed option footprint [The site is also not located within the Impact Risk Zone (IRZ) of any SSSI.  |Biodiversity and Nature
ENVD Scientific Interest Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory  [The closest SSSI to the rail siding is Frilford Heath ponds and Fens SSSI Conservation
designated site located 5.6Km to the north.
Minimise impacts on National T((;O?:\a;:mrrg rieszglatzgsl;szlvv::;n [Hhers aeno NN witine boundary ofthe propased RSMI o site. Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1E P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p‘ P . P P The closest NNR to the rail siding is located 8.1Km to the north. Cothill ly
Nature Reserve OR noindirect impact on statutory ||\ Conservation
designated site 3
Minimise impacts on Local Nature T((;O?:\a;:mrrg rieszglatzgsl;szlvv::;n [Fiereareno MR thin U1g Doy iy ol o e Cscd RN 8 e e Biodiversity and Nature
ENVIF P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p‘ P . P P closest LNR to the rail siding is located 8.5Km to the south-east of the site. ly
Reserve OR no indirect impact on statutory R 3 B Conservation
N The site is called Mowbray Fields and is located near East Hagbourne.
designated site
ENv2A Minimise impacts on Ancient Natural England Ancient Woodland Maps and Professional No ancient woodland impacted ﬂlstonc mapping indicates that there is no ancient woodland present on- BIOdI\/eI‘SIFy and Nature
Woodland Judgement. |site Conservation
Development in close proximity with There are no ancient or veteran trees recorded by the Woodland Trusts
Minimise impacts on Ancientand  [Woodland Trust Ancient Tree Inventory map search and P - . P y Ancient Tree Inventory on or close to this option. However, survey may [Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2B 3 . potential indirect impact to ancient | § o y b )
Veteran Trees professional judgement identify trees that could be classified as ancient or veteran. As such, this |Conservation
or veteran trees " : N
option scores amber on a precautionary basis pending survey.
ENV2C xwer;;mse impacts on Protected Check against published TPO dataset. No protected trees impacted No protected trees would be impacted. Landscape & Visual
o : .. |Construction of the RSMH 4a rail siding and associated noise bunding will
Direct impact on vegetation within .
. . . y require the removal of a large area of woodland with some grassland and
. . . Check against baseline resources and based upon high level large proportion of construction ) . " .
Minimise impacts on vegetation y . I L 5 agricultural land lost too. Woodland is assumed to be likely to include A . .
knowledge of site from previous site visits. footprint, which is of high . . . Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2D (including trees, woodland, hedges . or B grade trees. Hedgerows and other habitat types including )
arboricultural/amenity value (e.g. A N ) " Conservation and Landscape
and shrubs) . . Lo = " |waterbodies may also require removal. These habitats likely support
Professional judgement. or B grade) or biodiversity habitat in s "
-~ protected and notable species including badgers, bats and great crested
good condition.
newts.
RSMH 4a is located within The Cuttings and Hutchin's Copse LWS. The site|
Enva M\mm\se impacts on Local Wildlife Professional Judgement and LWS Citation provided by TVERC. LWS}lmpacted and mitigation not  [is deslgnatgd forlhe pre‘sence c’ ppnds aqd wet woodland with ancient BIOdI\/eI‘SIFy and Nature
Sites (LWS) feasible 'woodland indicator species. Initial inspection confirmed woodland Conservation
indicator species and ponds suitable for GCN.
Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on Scheduled than 500m from designated
P s Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's Good heritage asset and/or no likely No scheduled monuments present or in immediate vicinity, with the L .
ENV4A monuments or activities which . . " . " " o q Historic Environment
A Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets setting effects. Construction area  [nearest lying 4.6km to the north-east of the option
could lead to a loss of significance s
not located within 100m of
heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure within
500m of designated heritage asset
Minimise impacts on listed buildings professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's Good with potential for setting effects. No listed buildings lie within the option footprint or adjacent to it so no
ENV4B or activities that could lead to a loss Judg y P 9 9 Construction area located within direct physical impacts would occur. Nearest listed building lies Historic Environment

approximately 350m south of the option and setting changes might occur
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Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on Registered than 500m from designated
EnvaC parksand G':rden or acl?vil\es that Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's Good heritage asset and/or no likely No Registered Parks and Gardens present within the option or in the TS B e
P Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets setting effects. Construction area  |immediate vicinity, with the nearest RP&G 7.7km to the north-east
could lead to a loss of significance o
not located within 100m of
designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on Registered than 500m from designated
N P L g Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's Good heritage asset and/or no likely No Registered Battlefields present within the option or in the immediate | . . N
ENV4D Battlefields or activities that could y - " - : : g 7 Historic Environment
— Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets setting effects. Construction area |vicinity, with the nearest being 22.4km to the east
lead to a loss of significance .
not located within 100m of
designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more
|Avoid impacts on World Heritage than 500m from designated
N P o g Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's Good heritage asset and/or no likely No World Heritage Sites present, with the nearest being Blenheim Palace | . . N
ENVAE Sites or activities that could lead to af y - " - : : Historic Environment
N . "[Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets setting effects. Construction area  |23km to the north
loss of significance, including setting -
not located within 100m of
designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more
" : " than 500m from designated No Conservation Areas present within the option but the East Hanney
Minimise impacts on conservation - . e . N " N ¥ A
; . Professional judgement, incorporating Historic England's Good heritage asset and/or no likely Conservation Area lies approximately 1km to the north-west. The option | . . .
ENV4F areas which could result in loss of y - " - : : g— g o forcrerrerc Historic Environment
significance Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets setting effects. Construction area  |is unlikely to result in setting changes to the designation given the local
v not located within 100m of topography and distance between the two
designated heritage assets
Extensive loss of non-designated
built heritage of low value within
the permanent infrastructure zone . o . . .
Minimise loss to Professional jt Historic England's Good and adverse changes to within a .No known non Fjeslgnated I hentage D E DR ar S .
ENV5A . ) y ; " ) immediately adjacent to it but this would have to be borne out with Historic Environment
built heritage Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the setting of heritage assets 500m area from the edges of the .
. detailed assessment
permanent infrastructure OR more
limited effects on non-designated
built heritage of medium value
Extensive scale of loss or damage to
low value remains within the
construction area and adverse
changes to similar buried remains in
Minimise loss to Professional judgement, based on Historic England's guidance on a 1km area around the permanent  [Resource presently unknown and would require investigation to establish| . = . .
ENV5SB . T P - N P Historic Environment
paleoenvironmental remains the establishing the significance of heritage assets infrastructure from temporary and  [presence, extent and significance
permanent changes to local
hydrogeological regimes OR more
limited effects on remains of
medium value
Extensive scale of loss or extensive
changes to low value non-
designated historic landscapes
Minimise loss to Professional j based on Historic England's guidance on within the construction area and
ENVSC L L N 9 g extensive changes to the setting of [No known designed landscapes within the option footprint Historic Environment
historic landscapes the establishing the significance of heritage assets )
the same resource outside the
permanent infrastructure OR more
limited effects on non-designated
historic landscapes of medium value
Permanent infrastructure and
construction area will result in the
Professional judgement, incorporating the use of the IEMA's loss and / permanent damage to . . y . y
. o . . . . No known archaeological remains at the location of the main option area,
Minimise loss of non-designated Principles of Cultural Heritage Assessment in the UK and the non-designated buried and extant : . y S .
ENVSD ) " y . . N but connecting rail routes cross through two high value clusters of non-  [Historic Environment
archaeological remains Chartered Institute for Archaeologists standard and guidance archaeological remains worthy of . . 3
. S designated archaeological remains, leading to partial loss.
document for desk based assessment. regional significance which can only
be partially mitigated through
preservation by record
enven  [Minimise loss of fluvialflood storage |y e using i Site is outside flood zone 2and 3 |RSMH 4a/b is not in any flood zone Flood Risk
within Flood Zone 2 or 3
RSMH 4a/b is not located in an area with existing pluvial flooding.
ENVeR M\mm\se impacts of pluvial flood Expert judgement No predicted impacts on pluvial A\tr,ough‘the materials handhr!g area shall be hardstanding, assuming the Flood Risk
risk. flood risk drainage is designed correctly it is not expected to have an adverse
impact on pluvial flooding.
Minimise impacts of groundwater No predicted impacts on Option is not considered to have a significant impact on groundwater
ENV6C P g Checking existing national and local records P P flood risk. The options are considered to score similarly against this Flood Risk
flood risk. groundwater flood risk o
criteria.
Disturbance of potentially
contaminated land with one or
more of the following properties:
Minimise disturbance of potentially . Unlikely .'0 have significant cost or This site is adjacent to the London — Bristol Great Western Rail trainline
ENV7A N Checking existing national and local records program implications ) " A Land
contaminated land f . \which presents a potential source of contamination.
-Unlikely to cause significant harm
to potential receptors
-Can be easily mitigated and
remediated
Minimise disturbance of potentially ot V.V"“'" au(hfsnsgd and hls(urlc
contaminated land specifically in landfills or previous industrial sites
ENV7B 3 . P Y Checking existing national and local records or within 250m of authorised and  [There is no authorised or historical landfill within 250m of this option Land
relation to authorised and historic . :
: historic landfills or previous
landfills N N
industrial sites
Disturbance of a low quantity of
Minimise disturbance of land with UXO which can be easily managed / (A pre-desk study assessment from Zetica acquired for gate 2 identified
ENV8 known potential for Unexploded Checking existing national and local records Unlikely to have various potential UXO risks across the SESRO area and recommendeda  |Land
Ordnance (UXO) significant cost or program detailed UXO survey of the area.
Minimise loss of terrestrial priority Habitats within the site of the RSMH 4a include those which are classified
ENVIA habitats (use narrative to describe  [Use of aerial imagery, MAGIC maps and Professional Judgement Priority habitat directly impacted [y r!ahltau under the NERC Act (2006). Pr!or\ty habitats likely to BIOdI\/eI‘SIFy and Nature
be present include ponds, hedgerows, lowland mixed deciduous Conservation
type and quantum) . .
and arable field margins.
RSMH4b is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD
\waterbody (within 500 m).
Minimise loss of aquatic priority y . - . " .
ENVOB habitats (use narrative to describe E::::;::B:ﬁgc;:?m based on knowledge of Water :0 prr;o:il;zbltia;"d;ge:‘ﬂ):i::\:pacted The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this WFD Aquatic Environment
type and quantum) : Y prop P P waterbody's headwaters themselves, meaning that would be no loss of
aquatic habitats / watercourse.
Removal of vegetation belts along field boundaries and woodland along
the GWR Main Line would erode a key characteristic which currently
contributes positively to the setting of the North Wessex Downs National
Reduce effects on North Wessex " " " A P
y . . . National Landscape and its setting ~ [Landscape. However, other intervening woodland and urban areas in the y
[ENV10A Downs National Landscape and its ~ [Professional judgement. L N P N Landscape & Visual
settin would not be affected. landscape would limit the intervisibility between the National Landscape
9 and the rail sidings/material storage and associated haul road and noise
bunds. As such, the landscape character and tranquillity of the of the
National Landscape and its setting would be unlikely to be affected.
Removal of vegetation belts along field boundaries and woodland along
the GWR Main Line would erode a key characteristic which currently
contributes positively to the local landscape character.
The rail sidings/material storage and associated haul road and noise
ENV10B Reduce effects onlocal landscape Professional judgement. Effect on local landscape character bunds would introduce new infrastructure into a part of the landscape  |Landscape & Visual

character

is likely to be significant.

which is generally unaffected by infrastructure. This would erode the
generally rural landscape character and levels of tranquillity which would
also be affected by noise. Effect on local landscape character potentially
significant.
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Panoramic views from national trail,
Reduce gﬂects on panoramic views o‘pen agcess and and important The proposals would either not be visible or barely discernible in
from national trail, open access land . . viewpoints in the National o 3 .
ENV11A . . C Professional judgement. panoramic views from the National Landscape due to the topography,  |Landscape & Visual
and important viewpoints in the Landscape unlikely to be affected or |-
y - intervening woodland and urban areas.
National Landscape the proposal is likely to be barely
discernible in views.
Material storage, noise bund, infrastructure at rail sidings and haulage
Reduce effects on sensitive local Effect on local views of sensitive traffic would be locally visible in views from PRoWs, a smaller number of
ENV11B . Professional judgement. visual receptors likely to be isolated residential properties and the edge of East Hanney. However, the|Landscape & Visual
visual receptors P . - N
significant. noise bunds would help to provide partial screening of the material
storage. The effect would likely be significant for the most affected views.
Minimise Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of activities, Site is located further than 1km T A S Gl A B D |s‘approx|malely
. - " L . 5.1 km north-northeast of the works boundary. The anticipated . y
ENV12 disturbance/encroachment into Air [air quality management areas (AQMAs) were identified in close [ from AQMA OR no construction y N o ‘ - Air Quality
. . N construction and operational activities would likely lead to a negligible
Quality Management Area (AQMA)  [proximity to the proposed works. traffic must go through an AQMA .
change in air quality.
Minimise
Envi3 disturbance/encroachment into Magic maps Site is within Zone 3 or not withina [The nearest SPZ is south of the town of Wantage, approximately south s E T
Groundwater Source Protection 9 P west of the scheme - approx. 5 km away from RSMH4a. q
Zone (SPZ)
RSMH4a is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD
waterbody (within 500 m).
Option does n‘ot affect Water y The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this WFD
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality . )
o . waterbody's headwaters themselves, meaning that would be no loss of
Elements within the ‘Cow Common . " o :
- Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk [aquatic habitats / watercourse.
Brook and Portobello Ditch* WFD . . -
Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework . .
ENV14A \waterbody (GB106039023360) to a o y - I - . ” Aquatic Environment
degree that there is a risk of Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this There may be a for site water which would
g A . \waterbody likely require a discharge into a nearby watercourse. Best Practice
deterioration; or compromise the . . .
L ; pollution prevention measures e.g. settlement lagoons would likely
ability to attain Water Framework o
oo o reduce potential pollution risks.
Directive objectives
It is assumed that the haulage road does not have additional crossings
over the WWD.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Ock and
tributaries (Land Brook confluence Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
ENv14B to Thames)' WFD waterbody Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4a does not interact directly or T T,
(GB106039023430) to a degree that [Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody d
there is a risk of deterioration; or
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Thames . y
(Evenlode to Thame) WFD Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4a does not interact directly or 2 5
ENV14C toa o y - I - . . . y Aquatic Environment
. Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
degree that there is a risk of
A . waterbody
deterioration; or compromise the
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Sandford . "
Brook (source to Ock) WFD Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4a does not interact directly or 2 5
ENV14D \waterbody (GB106039023410) to a o y - I o . . . y Aquatic Environment
. Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
degree that there is a risk of
o . \waterbody
deterioration; or compromise the
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives
RSMH4a is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD
Option does not affect Water \waterbody (within 500 m).
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Childrey Brook . ) .| The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this WFD
| Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk . )
and Norbrook at Common* WFD y . . waterbody's headwaters themselves, meaning that would be no loss of
Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework " . . .
ENVI14E waterbody (GB106039023380) to a Lo 3 - - I . aquatic habitats / watercourse. Aquatic Environment
. Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this
degree that there is a risk of \waterbod
deterioration; or compromise the Y There may be a for site water which would
ability to attain Water Framework likely require a discharge into a nearby watercourse. Best Practice
Directive objectives pollution prevention measures e.g. settlement lagoons would likely
reduce potential pollution risks.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the 'Ginge Brook . .
and Mill Brook WFD waterbodh Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
Y Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4a does not interact directly or N N
ENV14F (GB106039023660) to a degree that U ) - - - . A ) N Aquatic Environment
o RN Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
there is a risk of deterioration; or \waterbod
compromise the ability to attain Y
Water Framework Directive
objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within one of WFD
waterbodies downstream of the
River Thame to a degree that there
is a risk of deterioration; or
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive . "
obiectives. These WED waterbodies Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
N ) o Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4a does not interact directly or . .
ENV14G include: o y - - - . N ) y Aquatic Environment
Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
- Thames Wallingford to Caversham \waterbod
WFD waterbody GB106039030331 4
- Thames (Reading to Cookham) -
WFD waterbody GB106039023233
- Thames (Cookham to Egham) -
WFD waterbody GB106039023231
- Thames (Egham to Teddington) -
WFD waterbody GB106039023232
Ma>§|mlse potential fgr future . . Sllevallows only the "7'"'"‘”"' No specific space for environmental benefits and removes part of existing |Biodiversity and nature
ENV1SA benefits , |Professional environmental benefits to be q
. N . pond and wet woodland LWS. conservation
e.g. increase tree planting realised
Maximise potential for future professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Site allows only the minimum
ENV158 environmental benefits (aquatic), J. 9 . y g - environmental benefits to be No specific space for aquatic improvements identified. Some ponds lost. |Aquatic Environment
. Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation .
e.g. increase wetlands area realised
Maximise flexibility in routing
diverted watercourses so their " AN a q
habitats can be of sufficiently high  [Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Site allows some ﬂeXIbmy.m ’°“?‘”9 PR EIGUIRERE Fo D anq TG t? e W.Es.‘.em. edge}al y . .
ENV16 " . U ) - watercourses / Good quality habitat [new proposed WWD corridor, potentially reducing flexibility in design (if [Aquatic Environment
quality to contribute to catchment  [Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain legislation ) .
L options are available needed).
Water Framework Directive
objectives
Minimise " P
ENV17 disturbance/encroachment into Checking existing national and local records Site is located more than 250m from No LGS present Blodlversl‘ly ENEEETE
P LGS conservation
Local Geological Sites (LGS)
RSMH 4a (App. E Rev. C02) J696-DN-A01A-ZZZZ-RP-100008 Classification - Public
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" . : " Based on information available at Gate 2, worst-case
Minimise impacts associated with construction impacts from the rail sidings were predicted to be
Noise and Vibration as a N P N N 9 P N Significant effects likely which would [Noise and vibration impacts would be predicted to be no greater than 5
[ENV18A y associated with material handling (see ENV18B). Impacts arising e - Noise
consequence of the construction of y be difficult to mitigate those presented for ENV18B
the option during other construction works are predicted to be no greater
P than those presented for ENV18B (AB Mar24)
Indicative assessment with noise sensitive properties within RAG
bands identified based on predicted construction noise levels
during Gate 2 assessment (inc. bunding around sidings). Red
band is from works site to the SOAEL+5dB distance, and Amber is
from SOAEL+5dB distance to the SOAEL.
Rail Sidings: Red 675m, Amber 676-1209m, Green 1210m. This is
based on worst-case activity, Material Handling, which includes
potential for works between 06:00 to 07:00 and was assessed Closest noise sensitive receptor to the 220,000m3 stockpile option is
using night-time noise assessment criteria at Gate 2 asa approximately 170m from the works site, while the closest receptor to
precautionary approach. The noise emission for the activity is the 370,000m3 stockpile option is approx. 180m away. At these
Minimise impacts associated with  [based on G2 assumptions, with update made following review by distances, and with provision of screening bunds (to completely block line
ENvisE Noise and Vibration as a Costain (JB 05Jun). Significant effects likely which would [of sight), there is the potential for significant noise effects S
of the operation of the|Professional judgement used in assigning a single RAG rating for be difficult to mitigate Total property counts: Option 220,000m3 Red=9, Amber=200+; Option
option each option under review, which includes a review of the number| 370,000m3 Red=9, Amber=180+.
of properties in each band and how close they are located to the
RAG boundaries. A RED rating is considered appropriate for both stockpile capacity
Property counts do not consider screening of receptors by options.
nearby buildings, screening at second row of properties by first
row of properties. This will result in a precautionary assessment
of noise impacts.
NOTES: buildings to be demolished are excluded from
assessment, RAG bands based on assessment approach for
residential properties but all NV sensitive receptors identified at
Gate 2 are included in analysis. (AB Mar24)
There are three high sensitivity human receptors (i.e. dwellings) within
350 m of the RSMH4a works boundary with the closest (Bradfield Barns)
<180 m NW from the works boundary. There are between 1 - 10 medium
sensitivity human receptors (barns and outbuildings) and between 1 - 10
low sensitivity human receptors within 350 m of RSMH4a works
boundary. Furthermore, RSMH 4a is located within The Cuttings and
ased on the scale of the activities Hutchin's Copsfe LWS, which is considered a low SerlSIlIVI(y receptor. The
. haulage route is potentially off Old Mans Lane or via the SESRO access.
and number, proximity and y NPT 3
s . Construction activities include the material storage bays, a crane platform
. . y . sensitivity of nearby sensitive . .
Minimise impacts associated with . . . . area, sidings and screening mounds. The platform will be constructed
. ) Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of activities, receptors (including the nearby " . . L
Air Quality including dust, smell, . . o ’ . using sheet piles / retaining wall to provide greater visibility to the crane |, . .
ENV19A sensitive receptors were identified in close proximity to the Marcham AQMA), there is the . B . " Air Quality
fumes and smoke as a consequence i driver. Itis considered that there are no proposed dust-generating
. ’ proposed works. potential for a significant effect, but y Lo )
of the construction of the option . 3 construction activities that could not be managed using normal good
can be appropriately mitigated. y . -
3 Lo practices (IAQM construction dust guidance, 2016) to prevent significant
Residual significant effects are y " "
voided or are not likel effects at any off-site receptor. Given that relatively low numbers of
. plant and items of machinery would be used and the anticipated number
of construction traffic required (whether accessing the site via the SESRO
access road or via East Hanney), the potential effects would likely lead to
a negligible change in air quality. Although residual effects are unlikely,
the close proximity of the human receptors means this Option is assigned
an Amber score. The appraisal score assigned is also applicable to
Decommissioning (demolition).
The material storage capability for RSMH4a will be 220,000 m3 (small
handling area) and 370,000 m3 (large handling area). Based on the
ased on the scale of the activities number and sensitivity of r}earby recfeplovs‘ |F |§.cuns|dered that there are
. no proposed dust-generating operational activities that could not be
and number, proximity and N 3 3 N
s . managed using normal good practices (IAQM construction dust guidance,
. . y . sensitivity of nearby sensitive o y .
Minimise impacts associated with . . . . 2016) to prevent significant effects at any off-site receptor. Operation
. . Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of activities, receptors (including the nearby C .
Air Quality including dust, smell, . . o ’ . related vehicles include one crane, dumper trucks and support vehicles. . .
ENV19B sensitive receptors were identified in close proximity to the Marcham AQMA), there is the " . . . Air Quality
fumes and smoke as a consequence i Given that relatively low numbers of plant and items of machinery would
3 proposed works. potential for a significant effect, but - . . )
of the operation of the option . 3 be used and the anticipated number of operational traffic required, the
can be appropriately mitigated. . . . :
3 A potential effects would likely lead to a negligible change in air quality.
Residual significant effects are 3 " o "
5 . Although residual effects are unlikely, the close proximity of the dwellings
avoided or are not likely. . N y P
means this Option is assigned an Amber score. **Note emissions from
the anticipated 2 trains per day not considered further as it would likely
lead to a negligible change in air quality.
Minimise impacts associated with
ENV20A Vlsualememty including light professional judgement, Noticeable changes to vlsgal Notlceablle change to vlsualbamemﬁy of local Fommumty in ylclnlty of East Landscape & Visual
pollution, as a consequence of the amenity of local community Hanney, in part due to lighting during night-time construction works.
construction of the option
Minimise impacts associated with
ENV208 VlsuaIvAmemly including light Professional judgement, Noticeable changes to vlsyal No(lceab‘le change to visual amenity of |UC§| cummunvlty |r|vv inity of East e e
pollution, as a consequence of the amenity of local community Hanney, in part due to presence of some lighting during winter months.
operation of the option
Minimise impacts associated with
solid discharge during construction,
e.g. aggregate spills during transport . . Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts [Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from construction likely to be y
ENV21A from rail to site, sediment runoff Professional judgement likely to be mitigated if they occur  [readily controlled using standard construction mitigation Holtion
from soil erosion due to excavation
of borrow pit
Minimise impacts associated with
solid discharge during operation,
e.g. release of sediment into y . Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts (Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from operation likely to be .
ENV218 surrounding environment for the Professional judgement likely to be mitigated if they occur  [readily controlled using standard construction mitigation Pollution
reservoir maintenance such as
dredging, debris removal
Minimise impacts associated with
liquid discharge during construction, . . - . v q
ENV22A e.g. discharge of groundwater to professional judgement Impacs unlikely, or aqverse impacts |Spillages .of |Iqu}|d}5 ur\llkely and readily controlled using standard pollution
likely to be mitigated if they occur  [construction mitigation
during the excavation of the borrow
pit
Minimise impacts associated with
liquid discharge during operation,
ENv228 e.g. the extent and severity of professional judgement Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts Splllllages of liquids unlikely and readily controlled using standard pollution

altered terrestrial and aquatic
habitats in affected areas due to
emergency release of water

likely to be mitigated if they occur

[Community and Planning C

Distance to the nearest property

Less than 250m from the nearest

Closest property to the 220,000m3 stockpile option is approximately

hospitals, GP surgeries, schools,
libraries, youth centres, Country
Parks, allotments, green open
spaces and disruptions to recreation

residences.

during construction

directly link to community assets. The severed PRoW also do not appear
to be in close proximity to homes.

CPC1 that will stay during construction GIS 170m from the works site, while the closest property to the 370,000m3  |Socio-Economic
(metres) property stockpile option is approx. 180m away.
Minimise impacts on local
community during construction
associated with disturbances of Community access/use of Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but community assets
community assets such as schools, ~(GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links with . B . \would not be affected. PROW will be severed but these do not appear to . .
CPC2 community assets is not disrupted Socio-Economic
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Minimise impacts on local
community during operation
assoc\a(evd with disturbances of " : " Community access/use of Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during operation itis
community assets such as schools, ~(GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links with . B . . . h y .
CPC3 3 community assets is not disrupted  [assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel Socio-Economic
hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, residences. .
o during operation between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
libraries, youth centres, Country
Parks, allotments, green open
spaces and disruptions to recreation
. . GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals and other Recreatlonall resources / rights of Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during operation it is
|Are public rights of way disrupted or N " . 3 way of local importance are N . . . .
CPC4A forms of regional or nationally important receptors (e.g. National . assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel Socio-Economic
adversely affected? disrupted or affected. The site is
Cycle Routes). . . between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
likely to affect public rights of way
Rail siding site severs PROW during construction but during operation it is
Are there opportunities to create or assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel
i N PP . GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals and other Links to a recreational resource / between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
improve linkages of Public Rights of . " . 3 . N . .
CPC4B \Way (PRoW) and recreational forms of regional or nationally important receptors (e.g. National right of way of local importance can Socio-Economic
rou¥es7 Cycle Routes). be enhanced  The proposed redirection of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal would link
with the severed PRoW. Therefore it would be beneficial to improve
linkages with the canal.
Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during operation it is
assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel
. " " GIS analysis of PRoW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals, other - between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
Maximise potential opportunity for . 8 . 3 Option allows some additional . .
CPC5 recreational benefits forms of regional/nationally important receptors (e.g. National recreational benefits to be realised Socio-Economic
Cycle Routes), and community assets. The proposed redirection of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal would link
with the severed PRoW. Therefore it would be of beneficial to improve
linkages with the canal.
Support the realisation of socio- Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction and potentially during
economic incentives on SESRO, " : " " 1 i o T
including employment, skills, GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, private residents, Site supports some of the social- operation, unless reinstated or adjusted to maintain access to the
CPC6 . 9 p» Y ; ! and businesses. Also awareness of overall project objectives is economic incentives of the overall ~ [Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal. This realises benefits of employment and  [Socio-Economic
tourism, sustainable travel, P o q = o a
: . needed to conclude if the designs align with these. scheme skills but potentially negatively affects sustainable travel and connecting
connecting people with nature and .
N N people with nature.
education
RSMH4a and 4b lie outside the area currently safeguarded in the VoWH
Local Plan, and lie slightly further away from the area that may be used
for Steventon to East Hanney road diversion (depending on option
Minimise overall SESRO Order Limits : N " : . chosen for that) than RSMH1. The land required for RSMH4a and 4b
. . Spatial comparison of land that would likely be included in the . . . N . . " .
extent and land acquisition, without L N . Requires minor additional Order including haul road is therefore likely to require a somewhat greater .
CPC7 : DCO Order Limits, including construction working areas, access L o " Consenting
compromising SESRO needs and and highways or PRoW interactions Limits extent Order Limits extent, overall, than RSMH1. However, the difference is
project benefits ghway : quite small in the context of the overall land-take and the differences
between reservoir footprint options. The differences between rail-siding-
specific footprints between the various options are also small in that
context.
Lies outside the SESRO safeguarded area in policies CP14 and CP14a.
Spatially, the land-take partially conflicts with land safeguarded for
transport improvements (policies CP19 and CP19a) in the VoOWHDC Local
Plan. However, this is safeguarded for the possible future re-opening of
Aim for consistency with published |Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other policy areas, and Negotiation required with LPA to il statlan (albeltthere RN B ERITTE ATEES .
. ) . N o at the present time) and there is potential for the legacy of the SESRO rail .
cPC8 and (insofar as possible) emerging  [review of policy wording, in existing and any emerging Local Plan accommodate scheme within Local | . i . . Consenting
. siding development actually to facilitate being re-purposed into a
Local Plan land use and any Planning Documents. Plan . . 5 . L
passenger rail station, thus meeting the policy objective. The same
remains true for the consultation draft Joint Local Plan 2041. No land use
allocation conflicts with the Oxfordshire County Council Minerals and
Waste Local Plans. Not within the area of the South Oxfordshire District
Council Local Plan.
RSMH4a is outside (to the south of) the area of the draft East Hanney
|Aim for consistency with any : N : Neighbourhood Plan, although a potential haul road route might cross
) . [Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other policy areas, and . . . .
CPCY adopted Neighbourhood Plan policy review of policy wording, in any made Neighbourhood Plan Low or no impact the edge of the plan area. No Neighbourhood Plans are known to be in  |Consenting
applicable to the land area affected poliey 9 Y 9 : preparation for the Grove, Ardington or Lockinge parishes, at the
northernmost edges of which RSMH4a would be located.
Requires development of minor
Avoid development of infrastructure| above-ground infrastructure within
within specifically designated areas N - . : " : N the designation, which is Not located within a specifically designated area, such as Green Belt,
. . 9 Spatial comparison with designated sites, their settings, and the y . .
CPC10 or their setting, as applicable (e.g. nature of development works expected. |sympathetic with surroundings and |AONB, Common Land or Open Space. However, an adverse effect on the |Consenting
Green Belt, AONB, Common Land, P P ) access, or likely to have a less than  [AONB setting is expected (see ENV10).
Open Space) significant impact on the setting
(where I
Avoid encroachment on any
safeguarded land in mineralsand  |Spatial comparison of allocated sites and review of policy A B a
N N L . . Not located in minerals safeguarding area or on a site allocated for .
CPC11 waste policy, unless the minerals  |wording in existing and any emerging Waste and Minerals Local Low or no impact . Consenting
. ™ minerals or waste uses.
can be beneficially utilised as a Plan documents.
result
No NSIPs currently registered. No known proposals from Network Rail —
Ability to integrate with existing the East West Rail proposal does not affect the site. However, potential
nationally-significant infrastructure, - . . -~ for either conflict with or facilitation of the mooted re-opening of Grove
e Negotiation required with existing y "
statutory undertakers’ major . . . P N y Railway Station, promoted by Oxfordshire County Council. No known
N Review of NSIP projects on PINS's register; review of Network infrastructure owner / Nationally . .
infrastructure, or any proposed y . . . . S . proposals from National Highways yet — RIS3 Investment Plan will be .
CPC12 y L Rail and National Highways investment plans; spatial review of Significant Infrastructure Project . . : " N Consenting
future Nationally Significant . published in 2024 which will detail the A34 improvements project.
> statutory undertakers' assets. (NSIP) owner/promoter to o ‘ ¥ - y :
Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) (such 2ccommodate scheme Existing gas main and high-voltage line require diversion. However, these
as that of National Highways, are not part of the national gas or electricity grid backbones. Telecoms
Environment Agency, Network Rail) line follows same path as Great Western Main Line, likely to be similarly
affected (if any effect) by all rail siding options.
Minimise the consenting complexity
due to the need for additional
consents and licenses that may be
required outside the Development . ) . "
Consent Order (DCO), e.g. additional [Review of the nature of expected development works against the One or more additional [FEBAEHA D Agree%menl requ\rgd "Y"“ TR Ry .
CPC13 y L b . N ) to add to extent or complexity of FRAP. Likelihood of at least one Consenting
Flood Risk Activity Permit, list of other consents and licenses developed at Gateway 2. consent/license required L N
} European protected species relocation licence required (GCN).
Environmental Permit,
abstraction/discharge Licence,
European protected species licence,
etc
Avoid or minimise the need for any No existing development requires
consequential development Review of existing development within the likely land-take, its . 9 . P d No other built developments likely to be affected and requiring consent .
CPC14 PR planning permission to relocate or N Consenting
consenting (i.e. displacement or nature and scale. to be re-provided elsewhere.
alter
alteration of other development)
Minimise interfaces/reliance on The location of RSMH 4a/b s liely to be preferred by Network Rail as it
external governing/third parties . N . . P
: will be an extension of the existing 4 track railway and will likely cause less
(e.g. Removing the canal removes a . . . . i | :
P Review GIS layers for services against the options. Expert Several manageable interfaces with [interruption to passenger trains as freight trains slow down to enter the .
CPC15 , reducing interfaces and . Consenting
5 . Judgement. others siding.
permissions required from Network . - : ;
Rail. National Highways, National The location will likely require the relocation of an existing overhead HV
Grid’) grways, line - introducing an additional interface with the local DNO.
potential for contribution to long- OCC and VOWH have plans for a Wantage and Grove Station. The track
CPC16 N N g Expert judgement Large contribution extension and infrastructure left behind by RSMH 4a/b after construction |Consenting
term infrastructure aims -
has potential to be adopted by the scheme.
Influence the location and layout of Option supports existing and RSMH 4a/b would have a bigger influence than RSMH1 on the proposals
development to maximise the use . planned public transport for the OCC/VoWH proposed Wantage and Grove station. .
P N H N
CcPeis and value of existing and planned Expert judgement infrastructure between key After construction, the area could be adopted as part of the Wantage and [P T
sustainable transport investment destinations Grove station scheme.
Property & Land Acquisition
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Minimise loss of sensitive
properties, .e. residential No permanent or temporary loss of
PRP1 commercial, green belt, common  [Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. pet " temporary Land is agricultural land. Property & Land Acquisition
- sensitive properties
land, historical or community assets
due to project delivery
Minimise loss of land allocated
within the Local Plan for alternative
higher value / social / cultural value o permanent or temporary loss of |, is not tobe by the proposals. Design
PRP2 g . . B Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. allocated land for higher value / 5 Y ,p P : 9 Property & Land Acquisition
uses, i.e. residential, historical or . . and engagement may enable cohesion between parties.
. . social value properties
community assets due project
delivery
Minimise permanent loss of best . . . No Grade 1 or 2 agricultural land is [Option 4 - Approx. 39% Grade 3 61% Grade 4
PRP3 and most versatile agricultural land Revlgw of agrn:‘u\tural grading Iaye‘rbon ArcGIS, based on 2019 affected and loss of <50% Grade 3 [Option 4 - Approx. 33% Grade 3 67% Grade 4 Property & Land Acquisition
Provisional Agricultural Land Classification
(grades 1, 2 and 3) agricultural land
::::fi';;:lﬂz'd":s:?mai:fezmpeny Land acquisition costs likely tobe  [Agricultural land values can range from £8,000 - 14,000 in the area.
PRP4 N Review of land use / designation on ArcGIS relatively low. Only agricultural land [Landowners may be eligible for Severance claims depending on design | Property & Land Acquisition
compensation due under the . :
" ion Code and isolated properties affected and farm practices.
Assessment of special land
considerations, including Special
PRPS ?a(egow tand (r\sa?tli-;:‘ac\l::slgtg utilty Review of affected landowners No SCL on identified option No Special Category landowners are identified. Property & Land Acquisition
protection agencies and Crown
bodies
Minimise disruptions of landowners Landowners able to access their Immediate access west to the A338 would enable low impact on sensitive
PRP6 access to their land required for Review location in conjunction with existing road network land during construction and land uses during construction phase. Further detail required on access Property & Land Acquisition

temporary works

operation phases

across site and construction methodology.
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RSMH 4b

Method of Assessmen

RAG

Description of RAG

Narrative

Revision No. C02

Design Acceptance

Network Rail - Risk that Network

Low to Medium risk that Network

RSMH 4b extends from the four-track section of the mainline. The
decelerating freight trains on the four-track section of railway will
use the up-relief, so passenger trains on the line will not be
interrupted by movements into RSMH 4b.

Due to the location of RSMH 4b, the speed of the freight trains

interventions required

additional infrastructure required

estimate for signalling modifications associated with this option

amount to £4.67m.

ENGL Rail would not accept the option Expert judgement Rail would not accept the option \when passing the Causeway and Stocks Lane MCB-CCTV level BRI
crossings is not likely to significantly impact the barrier-down time
of the level crossings compared to existing barrier-down time.
RSMH 4b therefore carries a lower risk of being rejected by
Network Rail.
Constructability
Safety - Risk of endangering Look at programme and list types of construction
construction workers or members of |involved. Identify any that could potentially score red Works can be constructed safely but [Working alongside the railway increases risk. Although this option
CON1 the public during construction e.g.  [or amber. A enhanced control measures is feasible, it i it control due to the |Health and Safety
water, ground, height, rail, road and |Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. required construction of a raised embankment .
utilities Tunnelling = Amber
Likely to extend the duration of the
. relevant area of works (e.g. road,  |Option 4b requires the construction of a retaining wall alongside
Programme - Duration, longest " . . P N . . . y
. Compare differences in the programmes which would rail siding or intake/offtake significant earthworks, which may increase the construction
/shortest, but also consider whether - " . . " 5 . 3 5
CON2A ) . materialise from different options. Consider A construction) compared to the Gate [programme duration. However, the signalling requirements Programme
the longer duration has an impact " N ) . ) L ) N
earthworks seasons. 2 SESRO programme but unlikely to [associated with this option are minimal since trains would only
on the overall scheme programme N L . AT L
impact on the critical path of the exit the sidings in one direction.
Gate 2 SESRO programme.
- The aption has limited potential to There is a. potential opportunity fer the gcceleratloﬁ of the
Programme - Opportunities for " . . . RN construction programme for Option 4a if construction access off
. Compare differences in the programmes which would introduce programme efficiencies o .
CON2B construction programme . " N A N the existing Steventon to East Hanney Road (or Old Mans Lane) is (Programme
. S materialise from different options. and reduce the construction N
acceleration through efficiencies allowable. Noise bund would need a separate access to the south
programme y y
side of the railway.
Option 4b requires a HV diversion which crosses over a railway
line, likely to require 4-6 months minimum.
Lo A415 to SESRO Access Road / perimeter haul roads must be
Programme - Dependencies i.e. constructed to gain access to the rail siding; and Steventon to East|
proximity or physical relationships  |Is the options on the critical path? Will it impact other Several major dependencies/ g S . 9
CON2C L - A N . : Hanney Road diversion interconnecting haul roads must pass over |Programme
between elements of scope that critical activities? multiple minor dependencies ) N N A
introduce programme dependencies or under (with temporary bridges). Connection to the existing
prog P Network Rail infrastructure at either end of the siding requires
possessions. Further Network Rail possessions will be required for
the online OLE, signalling and S&C installation.
: Are there items in the construction which have a ; ) O;IJl‘wn 4a necessitates significant eanhworksj multiple np|se
CON2D  |Programme - Risk . . A pr risk features, and a separate construction road (with access Programme
significant programme risk y . " . .
off the public road), introducing additional programme risk.
Programme - Use of existing assets Option does not make use of
CON2E  to reduce the amount of Identify if any existing assets can be used A ezslin assets Option 4a or 4b is within a green field site. Programme
construction required 9
Option 4a or 4b provide the required amount of space which is
. . . . . . estimated for materials delivery. However, there would be
Logistics - Space available for Determine space constraints using GIS and options . . . " ) . L .
CON3A . N 3 R A Limited / restricted space limited additional space if volumes were to increase. Thesiteis |Logistics
construction and materials storage  (layouts from option definition. L .
limited to the west by an area of floodplain, and to the east by
access bridges.
Option 4a includes a 40m width around the materials handling
areas for haul roads and welfare facilities. The location of the
main construction compound in the north-east corridor of the
Logistics - Suitable and efficient SESRO, along with Option 4asituated in the south-west of the
access for construction workers, Due to restricted access, an site, necessitates a construction/haul road that spans the entire
deliveries and waste removal Determine method of access using GIS and options additional length of road is likely site, encircling the reservoir. Unless the SESRO site were to -
CON3B N . PR ) S A . N . Logistics
including minimisation of lengths of (layouts from option definition. required for construction of the expand beyond the G2 boundary, or the construction compound
new roads for access during option. were to relocate, this option would require the maximum possible
construction length of construction road for deliveries and access to the main
construction compound. It should be noted that the majority of
this access road is not “new" as a construction road is likely to
span the full perimeter of the reservoir.
. . Option 4a requires the import of materials for the sheet pile
Large amount of import materials . . . N
Logistics - Import of materials or required and/or one or several PEEIERIE IS E e B I EBE L
CON3C 9 p N Use quantity estimates to assess different options. R q . . o road. The fill required to form the embankment will need to be  |Logistics
resources during construction logistical challenges identified for . o
) . extracted from the main construction site and transported to the
the import of material. P .
rail siding location.
For River Thames Connectivity: Two
main site locations are used for the
- . . conslry.cnon of.the option. The haulage distance from the materials handling area to the
Logistics - Haulage distance required . . . For Rail: There is a 250m to 2km : B N
N N . Determine length using GIS and options layouts from y N . _|outer perimeter haulage road is approximately 800m for the .
CON3D  [for construction materials arrival on ) - A distance from the materials handling . N . Logistics
N N option definition. N largest footprint option, up to 1600m for the smallest footprint
site to the placement location area to the outer perimeter haul ontion
road. T
For WTW: Moderate haulage
distance required.
conae Logistics - Vehicle movements Usg vehicle movement estimates to assess different A Construction likely to add vehicle  [Option 4a or 4b regmre earthworks / shget piles, which |r.|creases Logistics
options. movements. the number of vehicle movements required for construction.
LOgISlIF? - Capacity and !ayuut for. Sufficient capacity for. reguued Option 1 and 4a/b have been developed to store up to ~1 year of
stockpiling at the materials handling . . . storage, but there is limited E : N L
. Determine space using GIS and options layouts from L " imported material. For Option 4a/b, there is limited scope for .
CON3F area to reduce the risk of ) L A additional capacity, and the double : Logistics
N . ... _|option definition. . : expanding the area due to flood zone to the west and north and
programme disruption and minimise handling of material cannot be N 9
" . . . railway bridge to the east.
double handling of material entirely minimised
Construction Complexity - . As there are more earthworks requirements for Option 4 a/b the
o Temporary Works requirements B a
Temporary conditions/works L . temporary works would be more complicated than Option 1 - but
" minimal and can be used in the P 5 . "
CON4A  |requirements e.g. embankment Expert Judgement G . not significantly enough to score differently. Construction complexity
" . . permanent state and no extension |~ N B A .
slope stability and moisture outside to the programme. Itis very likely that the option will require diversion of the existing
of placement seasons. prog overhead 33kV powerline which crosses the GWR mainline.
Construction Complexity - Minimise
the number and complexity of . . Some risk of a need for adjustments to existing bridges to the east!
s Option requires a complex and/or N o . L
additional structures/assets . . . . ! L of the site to facilitate Option 4a/b. Due to additional
. L Determine using GIS and options layouts from option high number of additional structures N N . .
CON4C required or modifications to the L R A . embankment would require culvert / drainage underneath. There|Construction complexity
S . definition. and/or modifications to existing " e
existing structures/assets in order to structures may be a need for adjustments to existing gantry towers for
facilitate the option, e.g. bridges, . Option 4a/b.
culverts, crossings
Construction Complexity - Volume Moderate modifications and :-g?: Ilhr';ignr:\?v::z" :n’:tseisifl:f\:ts?ji:v |sl,'llnl rtlnlseo zit:z;iE:Jrre\ 'Ei:tced
CON4D  |and / or complexity of rail signalling [Review technical study to determine RAG assessment A Y o ’ Construction complexity
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3rd Party Impact - Potential to
CONSB  (disrupt existing rail network during  |Expert judgement Disruption likely to be moderate Based on Costain estimate would require ~268hr possession. 3rd Party Impact
enabling works and construction
. Option 4a or 4b require embankment works to build the rail siding
. . Terrain is unfavourable to the 5 N " 5
Ground - Terrain of site, and . s : up to an appropriate elevation (due to the railway being on an
RN Use of lidar and civil 3D models to assess design of assets and therefore N 3 . ) . .
CON7A  |implications for the need for . N X embankment at this location). They may also require drainage of |Construction complexity
. amount/location of earthworks required increases the amount of earthworks o ©
earthworks and engineered slopes required the area between existing rail embankment and new
q 1t for rail siding.
. . . Option 4a/b overlaps in the materials handling area with the
CON7B Grcu.nfi Risk of unexpected Use of expert judgement based on comparable areas High exposu(e. to risk of unexpected Lower Greensand/ Kimmeridge Clay, which increases the risk of |Construction complexity
conditions ground conditions. "
ground conditions.
Ground conditions are unlikely to
Ground - Impact of ground Ianlwc;(ecfr?st:]jcig:\"\]nl/iﬂtl‘/i/szl d:f\llgna Option 4a/b requires filling in of a pond - but not seen as a major
CON7C conditions on the complexity of Use of expert judgement - ) . Y only A P " q_ 9 p d Construction complexity
N . minimal (if any) impact on cost or  |issue / differentiator.
design and construction N N
requirement for materials that are
difficult to source
Ground - Risk of ground settlement N Risk of settlement of the existing railway line caused by the rail
. N . No risk of ground settlement L . " o : . .
CON7D  |above line of tunnel affecting other [Use of expert judgement y siding and materials handling area is similar for all options and Construction complexity
affecting other structures " 3
structures/houses \would be possible to prevent through design.
©
Safety - Risk of endangering Look at operational activities and public access. Fnhancefi conlrpl measures dyrlng operallor.l rgqulred. CxiEnay
. L N . \Works can be operated safely but  [is closer in proximity to diversion of the public right of way (Old
operational staff, visitors or Identify any that could potentially score red or amber. N "
OPS1IA ) . . - : ; . enhanced control measures Mans Lane), however it may be possible for the haul road to pass |Health and Safety
members of the public during Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. . .
N o required under a permanent bridge for the Steventon to East Hanney Road
operation Tunnelling = Amber o N
Diversion, rather than have temporary bridges.
Safety - Access and egress for Access / egress would be controlled for all options. Opportunity
operational staff, visitors, deliveries : : for access route to be constructed through the raised
OPS18 and waste removal during normal Expert judgement Access/egress can be provided embankment for Option 4a/b to improve access to each side of feeltiandiatety
operations and emergencies the rail siding.
Majority of malnlenance.acnyll!es Opportunity for access route to be constructed through the raised
. . . could be undertaken during limited 3 N . . .
(OPS2A Maintenance - Ease of maintenance |Expert judgement . I embankment for Option 4a/b to improve access to each side of ~ |Operational Complexity
closure periods and / or with limited PR
. ) the rail siding.
disruption
Reliability - Footprint of the option
within flood zones (as an indication . . . . .
) . . - . \With relatively minor adjustments to the shape / location of the . -
(OPS4A of the potential for Fiamage and the [Review GIS supported by expert judgement Option is outside the flood zone noise bund, Option 4a/b would be outside the flood zone 2/3. Operational Resilience
challenge of operation /
maintenance during flood events)
Sustainability - Reuse of assets or Due to the Iocgpon of Option 4a, 1:hIS option could be used to
temporary works for permanent Some potential for reuse of support or facilitate the construction of a future Wantage and
(OPS7A . porary N P Expert judgement P Grove Station. Network Rail may wish to keep the rail sidings Operational Resilience
items, e.g. materials storage slab, assets/temporary works N . R . ?
should they see benefit to their operations in leaving them in
haulage roads, compound car park N
after construction.
ops7B Operak?lllty - Power required for Calculated power requirement for the option Option requires moderate amount  (Due to the Ionge.r haulége distances for Opl.lop z.ta/b itis likely to Operational Resilience
operational energy use of energy to operate be more energy intensive to operate the rail siding.
3rd Party Impact - Potential to Option 4b extends from the 4-track section, minimising disruption
OPS8B disrupt existing rail network during |Expert judgement Disruption likely to be limited to passenger trains during operation of the rail siding. There may |Transport Planning
operation be some disruption caused to users of the PRoW.
Relative Costs
Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for
CAPEX estimated to result in an rail and ma.tenals handllr}g options represenl ¢ 4% of total SESRO
increase of <1% of the CAPEX for costs. Option 4b results in a total project cost of 0.41% more than
COS1 Capex cost of the option Cost estimate calculation for each option. . the lowest cost RSMH option. Option 4a/b have a higher capital  [Cost
the overall SESRO project compared s 5 . o
to the lowest cost option cost due to additional earthworks and signalling modifications.
P However, the difference is not a significant proportion of the
overall cost of the scheme.
Opportunity for cost-sharing with
other SROs, NSIPs and local non-SR0 . . . Limited opportunities identified for |Increased chance of cost sharing with other rail infrastructure
COS3 schemes/plans, e.g. STT, T2ST, Cost estimate calculation for each option. ost savin activities for Option 4a/b. Cost.
SWOX/Farmoor, Abingdon flood o P .
storage
Carbon Costs
. . . |No carbon estimate available for rail options at this time, however
. No carbon estimate available for rail |, - 5
Carbon costs associated to the . . . N g initial assessment shows correlation between carbon and cost,
CARL . Carbon estimate calculation for each option. options at this time, assume [ . P " . Carbon
Capex of the option indicating option 4b is likely to site between Option 1 and 4a for
correlate to CAPEX
carbon cost.
Opportunity for mitigation e.g. PR .
CAR3 smaller earthworks may lead to less |Carbon estimate calculation for each option. L",".I‘Ed. likelihood ar?d magnitude of Options 4a/b have a higher fill requirement. Carbon
mitigation opportunity.
carbon
Envir Per
Minimise impacts on Special Area of Tgos;;agmrg E(‘]Z:g?:g:'f‘z;‘”ﬁ:{" [EREREDETSC e AUl B Ny Erilie Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1A . P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p P N P P proposed RSMH 4b site. The closest SAC to the rail siding is 8.5Km .
Conservation OR no indirect impact on statutory . Conservation
N N to the north (Cothill Fen SAC).
designated site
Minimise impacts on Special Tgos;;agmrg E(‘]Z:g?:g:'f‘z;‘”ﬁ:{" iR eI al i S D BB E ) Gt Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1B N P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p P N P P proposed RSMH 4b site. The closest SPA to the rail siding is .
Protection Area OR no indirect impact on statutory . Conservation
N ¥ Thames Basin Heaths SPA located 43Km to the south-east.
designated site
No statutory designated sites within | There are no Ramsar sites or potential Ramsar sites within the
L . 100m of proposed option footprint |boundary of the proposed RSMH 4b site. The closest Ramsar to  |Biodiversity and Nature
ENvIC Minimise impacts on Ramsar Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory  [the rail siding is South-west London Waterbodies located 60Km to [Conservation
designated site the south-east.
No statutory designated sites within |There are no SSSI's within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 4b
Minimise impacts on Site of Special . 100m of proposed option footprint |site. The site is also not located within the Impact Risk Zone (IRZ) |Biodiversity and Nature
ENVID Scientific Interest Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory  [of any SSSI. The closest SSSI to the rail siding is Frilford Heath Conservation
designated site ponds and Fens SSSI located 5.6Km to the north.
Minimise impacts on National Tgos;;agmrg E(‘]Z:g?ﬁg:'f‘z;‘”ﬁ:{" e MRl ey EriD asse LD Biodiversity and Nature
ENVI1E P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . p P N P P site. The closest NNR to the rail siding is located 8.1Km to the .
Nature Reserve OR no indirect impact on statutory ! . Conservation
N ¥ north of the site. Cothill NNR.
designated site
No statutory designated sites within |There are no LNR within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 4b
Minimise impacts on Local Nature . 100m of proposed option footprint |site. The closest LNR to the rail siding is located 8.5Km to the Biodiversity and Nature
ENVL Reserve Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory  [south-east of the site. The site is called Mowbray Fields and is Conservation
designated site located near East Hagbourne.
ENV2A Minimise impacts on Ancient Nalural.England Ancient Woodland Maps and No ancient woodland impacted Historic mapplng indicates that there is no ancient woodland Blodlverslty and Nature
\Woodland Professional Judgement. present on-site Conservation
There are no ancient or veteran trees recorded by the Woodland
L . . Development in close proximity with|Trusts Ancient Tree Inventory on or close to this option. o
Minimise impacts on Ancientand  [Woodland Trust Ancient Tree Inventory map search . g P ot Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2B N . potential indirect impact to ancient |However, survey may identify trees that could be classified as .
Veteran Trees and professional judgement " 5 5 Conservation
or veteran trees ancient or veteran. As such, this option scores amber on a
precautionary basis pending survey.
ENV2C ?Ar ;rzgmse impacts on Protected Check against published TPO dataset. No protected trees impacted No protected trees would be impacted. Landscape & Visual
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. . - |Construction of the RSMH 4a rail siding and associated noise
Direct impact on vegetation within S . .
. " . 3 N bunding will require the removal of a large area of woodland with
L . Check against baseline resources and based upon high large proportion of construction 3 B o
Minimise impacts on vegetation . N R N L . some grassland and agricultural land lost too. Woodland is Biodiversity and Nature
. N level knowledge of site from previous site visits. footprint, which is of high " . ;
ENV2D (including trees, woodland, hedges : . assumed to be likely to include A or B grade trees. Hedgerows and|Conservation and
arboricultural/amenity value (e.g. A " A : . .
and shrubs) . . Lo ' |other habitat types including waterbodies may also require Landscape
Professional judgement. or B grade) or biodiversity habitat in " "
00d condition removal. These habitats likely support protected and notable
9 ) species including badgers, bats and great crested newts.
RSMH 4b is located within The Cuttings and Hutchin's Copse LWS.
Minimise impacts on Local Wildlife |Professional Judgement and LWS Citation provided by LWS impacted and mitigation not SR dgslgnalgd @i presgncg o pondsvand V\.Ipfl Biodiversity and Nature
ENV3 . . \woodland with ancient woodland indicator species. Initial .
Sites (LWS) TVERC. feasible K B " 5 - 5 Conservation
inspection confirmed ancient woodland indicator species and
ponds suitable for GCN.
Permanent infrastructure more than
Minimise impacts on Scheduled Professional judgement, incorporating Historic 500m from designated heritage No scheduled monuments are located within the option location
ENV4A monuments or activities which England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding asset and/or no likely setting effects. |or in the immediate vicinity, with the nearest lying 4.6km to the  [Historic Environment
could lead to a loss of significance  |the setting of heritage assets Construction area not located within [north-east
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure within
500m of designated heritage asset
Minimise impacts on listed buildings [Professional judgement, incorporating Historic with potential for setting effects. No listed buildings lie within the option footprint but the nearest
ENV4B or activities that could lead to a loss |England’s Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding Construction area located within listed building lies approximately 400m to the south and setting  |Historic Environment
of significance the setting of heritage assets designated heritage asset; changes could occur
mitigation may be required but
option still feasible
Permanent infrastructure more than
Minimise impacts on Registered Professional judgement, incorporating Historic 500m from designated heritage No Registered Parks and Gardens are within the option location or
ENVAC Parks and Garden or activities that ~ |England’s Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding asset and/or no likely setting effects. |in the immediate vicinity, with the nearest being 7.8km to the Historic Environment
could lead to a loss of significance  |the setting of heritage assets Construction area not located within [north-east
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than
impacts on Regi d Professional judgement, incorporating Historic 500m from designated heritage . . e " .
ENV4D Battlefields or activities that could  |England’s Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding asset and/or no likely setting effects. T.h.er.e are .no ey Bat.tleﬂelds picontonelintie Historic Environment
Lo N N N .| vicinity, with the nearest being 22.4km to the east
lead to a loss of significance the setting of heritage assets Construction area not located within
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than
Avoid impacts on World Heritage  |Professional judgement, incorporating Historic 500m from designated heritage There are no World Heritage Sites within the option or in the
ENVAE Sites or activities that could lead to a|England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding asset and/or no likely setting effects. |vicinity, with Blenheim Palace being the nearest 23km to the Historic Environment
loss of significance, including setting |the setting of heritage assets Construction area not located within [north
100m of designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more than . e . .
L . . . . . L N N There are no conservation areas within the option location but
Minimise impacts on conservation |Professional judgement, incorporating Historic 500m from designated heritage N . .
. N . ) N . " N the East Hanney Conservation Area lies approximately 900m L .
ENVAF areas which could resultin loss of  |England’s Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding asset and/or no likely setting effects. : s : . . Historic Environment
. N N N . |north-west of it, so there is no potential for setting change given
significance the setting of heritage assets Construction area not located within topography and distance
100m of designated heritage assets pograpny
Extensive loss of non-designated
built heritage of low value within
T . Professional judgement, incorporating Historic the permanent |nfraslruct.urg wone There are no known non-designated built heritage assets within
Minimise loss to non-designated . ) N . and adverse changes to within a . N o L .
ENV5A . N England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding the option location but this will have to be borne out through Historic Environment
built heritage N N 500m area from the edges of the "
the setting of heritage assets . detailed assessment
permanent infrastructure OR more
limited effects on non-designated
built heritage of medium value
Extensive scale of loss or damage to
low value remains within the
construction area and adverse
I Professional judgement, based on Historic England's changes to similar buried remains in . N . .
Minimise loss to N - I a 1km area around the permanent  [The resource is unknown at this location and would require L .
ENV5B . . guidance on the establishing the significance of N L o . Lo Historic Environment
paleoenvironmental remains heritage assets infrastructure from temporary and  |investigation to establish presence, extent and significance
g permanent changes to local
hydrogeological regimes OR more
limited effects on remains of
medium value
Extensive scale of loss or extensive
changes to low value non-
designated historic landscapes
Minimise loss to non-designated Prqfesslonal JudgemenF, b.aSEd un‘Hls.l‘onc England’s within .lhe construction area gnd There are no known designed landscapes within this optionorin | . . .
ENV5C B guidance on the establishing the significance of extensive changes to the setting of . . I Historic Environment
historic landscapes . 3 the immediate vicinity
heritage assets the same resource outside the
permanent infrastructure OR more
limited effects on non-designated
historic landscapes of medium value
Permanent infrastructure and
. . . . construction area will result in the
Professional judgement, incorporating the use of the . . . . "
o ) . loss and / permanent damage to No known archaeological remains within the main body of the rail
I . IEMA's Principles of Cultural Heritage Assessment in 5 . . N . PR .
Minimise loss of non-designated ) . non-designated buried and extant  |siding option but the connecting rail lines into the reservoirarea | . . .
ENV5D . " the UK and the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists N N 3 3 Historic Environment
archaeological remains 3 archaeological remains worthy of  [extend across two high value non-designated clusters of
standard and guidance document for desk based . B . N " . " .
assessment regional significance which can only |archaerological remains, leading to likely partial loss
be partially mitigated through
preservation by record
ENV6A . loss of fluvial flood storage Measure using GIS Site is outside flood zone 2 and 3 RSMH 4a/b is not in any flood zone Flood Risk
within Flood Zone 2 or 3
RSMH 4a/b is not located in an area with existing pluvial flooding.
ENVEB Mlmmlse impacts of pluvial flood Expert judgement No pre.dlcted impacts on pluvial Althou.gh the mal.enals.handlvlng area shall bg r.lardslandmg. Flood Risk
risk. flood risk assuming the drainage is designed correctly it is not expected to
have an adverse impact on pluvial flooding.
Minimise impacts of groundwater No predicted impacts on e e i D D )
ENV6C . P g Checking existing national and local records P P : groundwater flood risk. The options are considered to score Flood Risk
flood risk. groundwater flood risk o . P
similarly against this criteria.
Disturbance of potentially
contaminated land with one or
more of the following properties:
Minimise disturbance of potentially . - . Unlikely Fo "?Ve ;lgnlﬁcant costor This site is adjacent to the London — Bristol Great Western Rail
ENV7A N Checking existing national and local records program implications P~ N N - Land
contaminated land " S trainline which presents a potential source of contamination.
-Unlikely to cause significant harm
to potential receptors
-Can be easily mitigated and
remediated
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Minimise disturbance of potentially Not vyllhm aulhgr|sgd and h|stquc
contaminated land specifically in fandill or previous industrialsites There is no authorised or historical landfill within 250m of this
ENV7B N : P . Y . Checking existing national and local records or within 250m of authorised and . Land
relation to authorised and historic L . . option
) historic landfills or previous
landfills . e
industrial sites
Disturbance of a low quantity of
Minimise disturbance of land with UXO which can be easily managed / |A pre-desk study assessment from Zetica acquired for gate 2
ENV8 known potential for Unexploded Checking existing national and local records remediated. Unlikely to have identified various potential UXO risks across the SESRO areaand |Land
Ordnance (UXO) significant cost or program recommended a detailed UXO survey of the area.
implications
Minimise loss of terrestrial priority Habitats within the site of the RSMH 4b include those which are
i i " - . P . o o ) - L .  Prior T
ENVOA habitats (use narrative to describe Use of aerial imagery, MAGIC maps and Professional Priority habitat directly impacted clas.slfled.as priority habltals.under the NERC Act (2006). Priority Blodlverslty and Nature
type and quantum) Judgement habitats likely to be present include ponds, hedgerows, lowland ~ |Conservation
o a mixed deciduous woodland and arable field margins.
RSMH4b is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD
waterbody (within 500 m).
Minimise loss of aquatic priority . . - . . .
ENVOB habitats (use narrative to describe E:::Z:&Z?; IS?;Z?;:C]:M based on knowledge of Water :;‘0 prrrl’or;yesiblziizlnd;:)eoctll):i:Tpacted The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this Aquatic Environment
type and quantum) ) Y prop P P WFD waterbody's headwaters themselves, meaning that would
be no loss of aquatic habitats / watercourse.
Removal of vegetation belts along field boundaries and woodland
along the GWR Main Line would erode a key characteristic which
currently contributes positively to the setting of the North Wessex
Reduce effects on North Wessex » ‘ ! Downs National Landscape». However, other |ntervgn||jg
N N . . National Landscape and its setting  |woodland and urban areas in the landscape would limit the .
ENV10A |Downs National Landscape and its  |Professional judgement. E P N " Landscape & Visual
settin would not be affected. intervisibility between the National Landscape and the rail
9 sidings/material storage and associated haul road and noise
bunds. As such, the landscape character and tranquillity of the of
the National Landscape and its setting would be unlikely to be
affected.
Removal of vegetation belts along field boundaries and woodland
along the GWR Main Line would erode a key characteristic which
currently contributes positively to the local landscape character.
The rail siding: ial storage and i haul road and
ENV10B Reduce effects on local landscape Professional judgement. Eﬁgct on local .Ianq‘scape character noise bunds would introduce new infrastructure into a part of the |Landscape & Visual
character is likely to be significant. L N N
landscape which is generally unaffected by infrastructure. This
\would erode the generally rural landscape character and levels of
tranquillity which would also be affected by noise. Effect on local
landscape character potentially significant.
Panoramic views from national trail,
Reduce eﬂects or.l panoramic views upen ac.cess. fand and.lmportam The proposals would either not be visible or barely discernible in
from national trail, open access land . . viewpoints in the National S ) .
ENV11A . . o Professional judgement. " panoramic views from the National Landscape due to the Landscape & Visual
and important viewpoints in the Landscape unlikely to be affected or topography. intervening woodland and urban areas
National Landscape the proposal is likely to be barely pograpny. 9 .
discernible in views.
Material storage, noise bund, infrastructure at rail sidings and
. - haulage traffic would be locally visible in views from PRoWs, a
- Effect on local views of sensitive p s 5
Reduce effects on sensitive local . . N " smaller number of isolated residential properties and the edge of .
ENV11B ) Professional judgement. visual receptors likely to be . N Landscape & Visual
visual receptors significant East Hanney. However, the noise bunds would help to provide
9 ) partial screening of the material storage. The effect would likely
be significant for the most affected views.
Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of Site is located further than 1km gllarrc:xaigaﬁ:SM: llskl:enzlgtshej‘:ﬁ?]’:a;lzﬁ?j;‘;’:’i n:(;jn da
ENV12 disturbance/encroachment into Air (activities, air quality management areas (AQMAs) were from AQMA OR no construction PP . Vo . N L - Air Quality
Quality Management Area (AQMA)  |identified in close proximity to the proposed works. traffic must go through an AQMA e s epeaticnalas bitee o
g p prop ) g 9 likely lead to a negligible change in air quality.
Minimise
ENV13 disturbance/encroachment into Magic maps Site is within Zone 3 or not withina [The nearest SPZ is south of the town of Wantage, approximately Aquatic Environment
Groundwater Source Protection 9 P SPZ south west of the scheme - approx. 5 km away from RSMH4a. q
Zone (SPZ)
RSMH4b is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD
waterbody (within 500 m).
There may be a requirement for site water management which
would likely require a discharge into a nearby watercourse, which
is most likely to be the headwaters of the East Hanney Ditch,
which forms part of the Childrey Brook and Norbrook at Common
Option does not affect Water Barn WFD waterbody (see ENV14E).
Fi irecti Fl i " .
rameworkalrectlvel (WD) Quality Itis also assumed that the haulage road leaving the RSMH at the
Elements within the ‘Cow Common . . T . oy . .
. . . Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk [eastern end does not have additional crossings over the WWD; or
Brook and Portobello Ditch’ WFD Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework \where there are crossings these use bridges (not culverts) alon
ENV14A  |waterbody (GB106039023360) toa |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L 9 - N N 9 y . 9 9 Aquatic Environment
A o Directive objectives for this with measures to prevent sediment ingress.
degree that there is a risk of legislation waterbody
de.n.encrauoni or compromise the The screening bund to the south has been placed on top of a
ability to attain Water Framework N )
Directive objectives watercourse meaning there would be some loss of aquatic
d habitats / watercourse (~400-500m) as well as a rectangular pond
feature . The impact will be localised and is not likely to cause
deterioration at a waterbody scale provided local mitigation is
provided.
In addition, there is a short section of ditch around Hutchins
Copse LWS which would be lost due to the site footprint - approx.
50m.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the ‘Ock and
tributaries (Land Brook confluence Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
ENV14B to Thames)' WFD waterbody Framework I;ireglive and Biodiversity Net gain to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact Aquatic Environment
(GB106039023430) to a degree that legislation Y Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody q
there is a risk of deterioration; or 9 waterbody
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive
objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the Thames Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
(Evenlode to Thame)' WFD Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water . ! . . : .
ENV14C  |waterbody (GB106039030334) toa |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain o attaining Water Framework Do odcesrotintect Aquatic Environment

degree that there is a risk of
deterioration; or compromise the
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives

legislation

Directive objectives for this
waterbody

directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
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Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the ‘Sandford Brook Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
(source to Ock)” WFD waterbody Professional Jydggment bas.ed.un k.nowledge‘of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact . .
ENV14D |(GB106039023410) to a degree that |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L - N . L . . Aguatic Environment
P S - Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
there is a risk of deterioration; or  |legislation
. . . waterbody
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive
objectives
RSMH4b is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD
waterbody (within 500 m).
Option does not affect Water The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality 'WFD waterbody's headwaters themselves, meaning that would
Elements within the 'Childrey Brook . . T .. |be no loss of aquatic habitats / watercourse.
| . . Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
and Norbrook at Common* WFD Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water to attaining Water Framework
ENV14E  |waterbody (GB106039023380) toa |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L 9 - N There may be a requirement for site water management which  |Aquatic Environment
A - Directive objectives for this " N . h .
degree that there is a risk of legislation \waterbod would likely require a discharge into the East Hanney Ditch.
deterioration; or compromise the v Successful implementation of best practice pollution prevention
ability to attain Water Framework measures is critical for this option to attain WFD compliance for
Directive objectives this waterbody and the Childrey Brook WFD waterbody; as any
downstream pollution e.g. sediments could compromise WFD
compliance of the WWD system project as a whole by affecting
the water quality or ecology.
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within the ‘Ginge Brook Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
and Mill Brook’ WFD waterbody Professional Jydggment bas.ed.un k.nowledge‘of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact . .
ENV14F |(GB106039023660) to a degree that |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L - N . g N . Aguatic Environment
PN N - Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
there is a risk of deterioration; or  |legislation
. ™ . waterbody
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive
objectives
Option does not affect Water
Framework Directive (WFD) Quality
Elements within one of WFD
waterbodies downstream of the
River Thame to a degree that there
is a risk of deterioration; or
compromise the ability to attain
Water Framework Directive Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
jectives. Tl Fl i i j . ! A . . .
F:b]ectl\{es hese WFD waterbodies |Professional Jydggment ba§Ed.0" kvnowledge‘of Water to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact . .
ENV14G |include: Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L - N . o . . Aguatic Environment
. o Directive objectives for this directly or indirectly with this WFD waterbody
- Thames Wallingford to Caversham - legislation \waterbod
WFD waterbody GB106039030331 v
- Thames (Reading to Cookham) -
WFD waterbody GB106039023233
- Thames (Cookham to Egham) -
WFD waterbody GB106039023231
- Thames (Egham to Teddington) -
WFD waterbody GB106039023232
Maximise potential for future Site allows only the minimum . . N o
ENV15A  |environmental benefits (terrestrial), |Professional Judgement environmental benefits to be N? SPSCIfIC S @ L P i RSN Gl BIDdIVSrSIFy e
. 3 . existing pond and woodland LWS. conservation
e.g. increase tree planting realised
Maximise potential for future Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Site allows only the minimum No specific space for aquatic improvements identified. Some
ENV15B  |environmental benefits (aquatic),  |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain environmental benefits to be P P 9 p " L Aquatic Environment
. - . watercourse and ponds lost, which require mitigation.
e.g. increase wetlands area legislation realised
Maximise flexibility in routing
dIVEﬁEd walerccurse§ s.o their . Professional judgement based on knowledge of Water Site allows some flexibility in routing FEMEgREEH UIDEED D WWD. i) rur? e wgslem
habitats can be of sufficiently high N ISR . " __~ |edge of new proposed WWD corridor, potentially reducing . .
ENV16 . . Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain watercourses / Good quality habitat L N N L . Aquatic Environment
quality to contribute to catchment - ) . flexibility in design (if needed) and introducing risk of sediment
A legislation options are available L
Water Framework Directive ingress.
objectives
Minimise Site is located more than 250m from Biodiversity and nature
ENV17 disturbance/encroachment into Checking existing national and local records No LGS present ty
ol LGS conservation
Local Geological Sites (LGS)
Based on information available at Gate 2, worst-case
Minimise impacts associated with  [construction impacts from the rail sidings were
ENV18A Noise and Vibration as a predicted to be associated with material handling (see Significant effects likely which would |Noise and vibration impacts would be predicted to be no greater Noise
consequence of the construction of |ENV18B). Impacts arising during other construction be difficult to mitigate than those presented for ENV18B
the option works are predicted to be no greater than those
presented for ENV18B (AB Mar24)
Indicative assessment with noise sensitive properties
within RAG bands identified based on predicted
construction noise levels during Gate 2 assessment
(inc. bunding around sidings). Red band is from works
site to the SOAEL+5dB distance, and Amber is from
SOAEL+5dB distance to the SOAEL.
Rail Sidings: Red 675m, Amber 676-1209m, Green
1210m. This is based on worst-case activity, Material Closest noise sensitive receptor to the 220,000m3 stockpile
Handling, which includes potential for works between option is approximately 170m from the works site, while the
06:00 to 07:00 and was assessed using night-time closest receptor to the 370,000m3 stockpile option is approx.
noise assessment criteria at Gate 2 as a precautionary 180m away. At these distances, and with provision of screening
L . . approach. The noise emission for the activity is based bunds (to completely block line of sight), there is the potential for
Minimise impacts associated with . y . N . N N
. N on G2 assumptions, with update made following S " . significant noise effects during the construction phase of the
Noise and Vibration as a N N Significant effects likely which would|” > . .
ENV18B N review by Costain (JB 05Jun). e ™ project. Noise
consequence of the operation of the N N . _— . be difficult to mitigate
ontion Professional judgement used in assigning a single RAG
P rating for each option under review, which includes a Total property counts: Option 220,000m3 Red=9, Amber=200+;
review of the number of properties in each band and Option 370,000m3 Red=9, Amber=180+.
how close they are located to the RAG boundaries.
Property counts do not consider screening of receptors| |ARED rating is considered appropriate for both stockpile capacity
by nearby buildings, screening at second row of options.
properties by first row of properties. This will result in
a precautionary assessment of noise impacts.
NOTES: buildings to be demolished are excluded from
assessment, RAG bands based on assessment
approach for residential properties but all NV sensitive
receptors identified at Gate 2 are included in analysis
(AB Mar24)
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There are three high sensitivity human receptors (i.e. dwellings)
within 350 m of the RSMH4b works boundary with the closest
(Bradfield Barns) <180 m NW from the works boundary. There are
between 1 - 10 medium sensitivity human receptors (barns and
outbuildings) and between 1 - 10 low sensitivity human receptors
within 350 m of RSMH4b works boundary. Furthermore, RSMH
4b is located within The Cuttings and Hutchin's Copse LWS, which
is considered a low sensitivity receptor. The haulage route is
Based on the scale of the activities |potentially off Old Mans Lane or via the SESRO access.
and number, proximity and Construction activities include the material storage bays, a crane
S . . sensitivity of nearby sensitive platform area, sidings and screening mounds. The platform will be
Minimise impacts associated with " : N : " ° N
Air Quality including dust, smell, Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of receptors (including the nearby constructed using sheet piles / retaining wall to provide greater
ENV19A fumes and smoke as a | ! , sensitive ptors were identified in close Marcham AQMA), there is the visibility to the crane driver. It is considered that there are no Air Quality
. WEIEE | proximity to the proposed works. potential for a significant effect, but |proposed dust-generating construction activities that could not be
of the construction of the option N L N N N
can be appropriately mitigated. managed using normal good practices (IAQM construction dust
Residual significant effects are guidance, 2016) to prevent significant effects at any off-site
avoided or are not likely. receptor. Given that relatively low numbers of plant and items of
machinery would be used and the anticipated number of
construction traffic required (whether accessing the site via the
SESRO access road or via East Hanney), the potential effects
would likely lead to a negligible change in air quality. Although
residual effects are unlikely, the close proximity of the human
receptors means this Option is assigned an Amber score. The
appraisal score assigned is also applicable to Decommissioning
(demolition).
The material storage capability for RSMH4b will be 220,000 m3
(small handling area) and 370,000 m3 (large handling area). Based
on the number and sensitivity of nearby receptors, it is
Based on the scale of the activities consldgred thaF Fh‘ere are no proposed dust-genera‘tlng
S operational activities that could not be managed using normal
and number, proximity and N . N
e L good practices (IAQM construction dust guidance, 2016) to
L . . sensitivity of nearby sensitive Lo N N
Minimise impacts associated with . . N prevent significant effects at any off-site receptor. Operation
N oo N Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of receptors (including the nearby L
Air Quality including dust, smell, L " N P . related vehicles include one crane, dumper trucks and support . .
ENV19B , sensitive were identified in close Marcham AQMA), there is the N . N . Air Quality
fumes and smoke as a ce o ) B vehicles. Given that relatively low numbers of plant and items of
N N proximity to the proposed works. potential for a significant effect, but N L
of the operation of the option N L machinery would be used and the anticipated number of
can be appropriately mitigated. . . N N "
. Lo operational traffic required, the potential effects would likely lead
Residual significant effects are L L H N
avoided or are ot likely. to a negligible change in air quality. Although residual effects are
: unlikely, the close proximity of the dwellings means this Option is
assigned an Amber score. **Note emissions from the anticipated
2 trains per day not considered further as it would likely lead to a
negligible change in air quality.
Mlnlmlse |mpa§ts assgclaFed with . . Noticeable change to visual amenity of local community in vicinity
Visual Amenity including light . . Noticeable changes to visual N I o . .
ENV20A N Professional judgement. . . of East Hanney, in part due to lighting during night-time Landscape & Visual
pollution, as a consequence of the amenity of local community N
! N construction works.
construction of the option
Mlnlmlse |mpa§ts assgclaFed with . . Noticeable change to visual amenity of local community in vicinity
Visual Amenity including light . . Noticeable changes to visual N S . .
ENV20B N Professional judgement. - N of East Hanney, in part due to presence of some lighting during  |Landscape & Visual
pollution, as a consequence of the amenity of local community N
N - winter months.
operation of the option
Minimise impacts associated with
solid discharge during construction,
e.g. aggregate spills during transport: . . Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts |Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from construction likely N
ENV21A from rail to site, sediment runoff Professional judgement likely to be mitigated if they occur  |to be readily controlled using standard construction mitigation el
from soil erosion due to excavation
of borrow pit
Minimise impacts associated with
solid discharge during operation,
e.g. release of sediment into . . Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts |Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from operation likely to N
ENV218 surrounding environment for the Professional judgement likely to be mitigated if they occur  |be readily controlled using standard construction mitigation el
reservoir maintenance such as
dredging, debris removal
Minimise impacts associated with
liquid discharge during construction, . . . - . . .
ENV22A  [e.g. discharge of groundwater to Professional judgement Impacts unllk‘eI‘y, or aQVerse impacts [Spillages gf Ilqublc.js upllkely and readily controlled using standard pollution
N . likely to be mitigated if they occur  |construction mitigation
during the excavation of the borrow
pit
Minimise impacts associated with
liquid discharge during operation,
ENV228 e.g. the extent and severity of Professional judgement Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts |Spillages of liquids unlikely and readily controlled using standard pollution

altered terrestrial and aguatic
habitats in affected areas due to
emergency release of water

likely to be mitigated if they occur

mitigation

ICommunity and Planning Considerations

Distance to the nearest property

Less than 250m from the nearest

Closest property to the 220,000m3 stockpile option is
approximately 170m from the works site, while the closest

Way (PRoW) and recreational
routes?

receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes).

be enhanced

The proposed redirection of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal
would link with the severed PRoW. Therefore it would be
beneficial to improve linkages with the canal.

CPCL that will stay during construction  (GIS . S Socio-Economic
(metres) Y 9 property property to the 370,000m3 stockpile option is approx. 180m
away.
Minimise impacts on local
community during construction
associated with disturbances of . Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but community
" . N " " Community access/use of N
community assets such as schools, (GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links b . - assets would not be affected. PRoW will be severed but these do . .
CPC2 ) . . ; community assets is not disrupted " " . Socio-Economic
hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, with residences. during construction not appear to directly link to community assets. The severed
libraries, youth centres, Country 9 PRoW also do not appear to be in close proximity to homes
Parks, allotments, green open
spaces and disruptions to recreation
Minimise impacts on local
community during operation
associated with disturbances of . S . . .
" . N " " Community access/use of Rail siding site severs PROW during construction but during
community assets such as schools, (GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links b . - I . . . .
CPC3 . N . : community assets is not disrupted ~ [operation it is assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, [Socio-Economic
hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, with residences. N - N .
Lo during operation allowing travel between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
libraries, youth centres, Country
Parks, allotments, green open
spaces and disruptions to recreation
- Recreational resources / rights of S . . .
- . GIS analysis of PRoW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals N g Rail siding site severs PROW during construction but during
Are public rights of way disrupted or . N . way of local importance are I . . . .
CPC4A and other forms of regional or nationally important . L operation it is assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, [Socio-Economic
adversely affected? . disrupted or affected. The site is N .
receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes). . C allowing travel between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
likely to affect public rights of way
Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during
Are there opportunities to create or operation it is assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent,
. " PP . GIS analysis of PRoW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals Links to a recreational resource / allowing travel between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
improve linkages of Public Rights of . N . N N . .
CPC4B and other forms of regional or nationally important right of way of local importance can Socio-Economic
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Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during
. operation it is assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent,
GIS analysis of PRoW, open spaces, cycle routes, . .
. . " . N . . " allowing travel between Old Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
crcs Maximise potential opportunity for |canals, other forms of regional/nationally important Option allows some additional Socio-Economic
recreational benefits ;eszzsstors (e.g. National Cycle Routes), and community recreational benefits to be realised The propased redirection of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal
: would link with the severed PRoW. Therefore it would be
beneficial to improve linkages with the canal.
Support.lh.e reallgatlon of socio- . . " . Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction and potentially
economic incentives on SESRO, GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, private " : : . . " o
N . N . . Site supports some of the social- during operation, unless reinstated or adjusted to maintain access
including employment, skills, residents, and businesses. Also awareness of overall - . L . N ) ) . .
CPC6 X . . I p . economic incentives of the overall  |to the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal. This realises benefits of Socio-Economic
tourism, sustainable travel, project objectives is needed to conclude if the designs .
. . " 3 scheme pl and skills but affects
connecting people with nature and  (align with these. N N )
N ) sustainable travel and connecting people with nature.
environmental education
RSMH4a and 4b lie outside the area currently safeguarded in the
VOWH Local Plan, and lie slightly further away from the area that
may be used for Steventon to East Hanney road diversion
Minimise overall SESRO Order Limits |Spatial comparison of land that would likely be (depgndmg pnonron chosen. 1oy lh.al) iEw RSMHL UGB(EE "
. . N B Lo . . . " required for RSMH4a and 4b including haul road is therefore likely
extent and land acquisition, without |included in the DCO Order Limits, including Requires minor additional Order N o .
CPC7 . . . . S to require a somewhat greater Order Limits extent, overall, than |Consenting
compromising SESRO needs and construction working areas, access and highways or Limits extent " P N
roject benefits PROW interactions. RSMH1. However, the difference is quite small in the context of
Prol . the overall land-take and the differences between reservoir
footprint options. The di between rail-siding-specifi
footprints between the various options are also small in that
context.
Lies outside the SESRO safeguarded area in policies CP14 and
CP14a. Spatially, the land-take partially conflicts with land
safeguarded for transport improvements (policies CP19 and
CP19a) in the VOWHDC Local Plan. However, this is safeguarded
Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other polic for the possible future re-opening of Grove Railway Station (albeit
Aim for consistency with published P P N . L policy Negotiation required with LPAto  |there are no firm plans or funding for that at the present time)
. . . areas, and review of policy wording, in existing and any| o N . o .
CPC8 and (insofar as possible) emerging N accommodate scheme within Local [and there is potential for the legacy of the SESRO rail siding Consenting
. emerging Local Plan documents and any . N :
Local Plan land use allocations N Plan development actually to facilitate being re-purposed into a
Supplementary Planning Documents. " N N " .
passenger rail station, thus meeting the policy objective. The
same remains true for the consultation draft Joint Local Plan
2041. No land use allocation conflicts with the Oxfordshire County
Council Minerals and Waste Local Plans. Not within the area of
the South Oxfordshire District Council Local Plan.
RSMH4b is outside (to the south of) the area of the draft East
Aim for consistency with any Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other policy Hénney BRI AR LI polgntlal feslicadioue
5 . N . L . might cross the edge of the plan area. No Neighbourhood Plans .
CPCO adopted Neighbourhood Plan policy (areas, and review of policy wording, in any made Low or no impact B y " Consenting
aoplicable to the land area affected |Neighbourhood Plan are known to be in preparation for the Grove, Ardington or
PP 9 : Lockinge parishes, at the northernmost edges of which RSMH4a
would be located.
Requires development of minor
Avoid development of infrastructure above-ground infrastructure within
within specifically designated areas |Spatial comparison with designated sites, their the designation, which is Not located within a specifically designated area, such as Green
CPC10 or their setting, as applicable (e.g.  [settings, and the nature of development works sympathetic with surroundings and  [Belt, AONB, Common Land or Open Space. However, an adverse [Consenting
Green Belt, AONB, Common Land, [expected. access, or likely to have a less than  |effect on the AONB setting is expected (see ENV10).
Open Space) significant impact on the setting
(where
Avoid encroachment on any
safeguarded land in mineralsand ~ [Spatial comparison of allocated sites and review of R " y
. . ) R . . Not located in minerals safeguarding area or on a site allocated .
CPC11 waste policy, unless the minerals policy wording in existing and any emerging Waste and Low or no impact . Consenting
L - " for minerals or waste uses.
can be beneficially utilised as a Minerals Local Plan documents.
result
No NSIPs currently registered. No known proposals from Network
Ability to integrate with existing Rail - the East W.esl Rail proposal d.ues pot affec? .lhevslte‘
N e . However, potential for either conflict with or facilitation of the
nationally-significant infrastructure, . . . . . . N
statutory undertakers' major Negotiation required with existing  |mooted re-opening of Grove Railway Station, promoted by
infraslrLycture orany pro Jcsed Review of NSIP projects on PINS's register; review of infrastructure owner / Nationally Oxfordshire County Council. No known proposals from National
CPC12 future Natiungll Si )r/li‘;ica?wl Network Rail and National Highways investment plans; Significant Infrastructure Project Highways yet —RIS3 Investment Plan will be published in 2024 Consenting
‘ 3 o spatial review of statutory undertakers assets. (NSIP) owner/promoter to \which will detail the A34 improvements project. Existing gas main
Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) (such . " A
5 ) accc scheme and high-voltage line require diversion. However, these are not
as that of National Highways, > s )
Environment Agency, Network Rail) part of the national gas or electricity grid backbones. Telecoms
gency. line follows same path as Great Western Main Line, likely to be
similarly affected (if any effect) by all rail siding options.
the consenting complexity
due to the need for additional
consents and licenses that may be
required outside the Development Review of the nature of expected development works Basic Asset Protection Agreement required with Network Rail.
Consent Order (DCO), e.g. additional . . P . P One or more additional Not likely to add to extent or complexity of FRAP. Likelihood of at .
CPC13 N L b against the list of other consents and licenses ) . : S . Consenting
Flood Risk Activity Permit, consent/license required least one European protected species relocation licence required
N . developed at Gateway 2.
Environmental Permit, (GCN).
abstraction/discharge Licence,
European protected species licence,
etc
Avoid or minimise the need for any No existing development requires
consequential development Review of existing development within the likely land- N 9 L P q No other built developments likely to be affected and requiring .
CPC14 RPN . planning permission to relocate or . Consenting
consenting (i.e. displacement or take, its nature and scale. alter consent to be re-provided elsewhere.
alteration of other development)
Minimise interfaces/reliance on The location of RSMH 4a/b is likely to be preferred by Network
external governing/third parties Rail as it will be an extension of the existing 4 track railway and
(6.9 Removing the.car?al removesa Review GIS layers for services against the options. Several manageable interfaces with wﬂ! elyeeslEes |nlerrupl|0r1 .lD Raselieiualizes et .
CPC15 stakeholder, reducing interfaces and Expert Judgement others trains slow down to enter the siding. Consenting
permissions required from Network P o ) The location will likely require the relocation of an existing
Rail, National Highways, National overhead HV line - introducing an additional interface with the
Grid) local DNO.
botential for contribution to long- OCC and VoWH have plans for a Wantage and Grove Station. The
CPC16 . N 9 Expert judgement Large contribution track extension and infrastructure left behind by RSMH 4a/b after |Consenting
term infrastructure aims - -
construction has potential to be adopted by the scheme.
Influence the location and layout of Option supports existing and R g e En YL antia
L y proposals for the OCC/VoWH proposed Wantage and Grove
development to maximise the use . planned public transport ) .
CPC18 - Expert judgement N station. Transport Planning
and value of existing and planned infrastructure between key .
N 3 - After construction, the area could be adopted as part of the
sustainable transport investment destinations .
Wantage and Grove station scheme.
Property & Land Acquisition
Minimise loss of sensitive
properties, i.e. residential,
PRP1 commercial, green belt, common  [Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. No p.ermanent c( temporary loss of Land is agricultural land. Propgr}y e
sensitive properties Acquisition

land, historical or community assets
due to project delivery
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Minimise loss of land allocated
within the Local Plan for alternative No permanent or temporary loss of
PRP2 hlgher value‘/ soc.lal / ;ullu.ral value Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. allocated land for higher value / Allo.catlon is not anticipated to be confuunt.ied by the propus.als. Propgr}y &Land
uses, i.e. residential, historical or N . Design and engagement may enable cohesion between parties. ~ Acquisition
. . social value properties
community assets due project
delivery
Minimise permanent loss of best . . " No Grade 1 or 2 agricultural land is |Option 4 - Approx. 39% Grade 3 61% Grade 4
PRP3 and most versatile agricultural land Review of agr|c.ullural g.radlng layer on Arc;;!s‘ bgsed affected and loss of <50% Grade 3 [Option 4 - Approx. 33% Grade 3 67% Grade 4 Propgr}y Gl
on 2019 Provisional Agricultural Land Classification N Acquisition
(grades 1, 2 and 3) agricultural land
Assessment of Land a.nd Property Land acquisition costs likely to be  |Agricultural land values can range from £8,000 - 14,000 in the
asset costs and associated . . . . . L " . |Property & Land
PRP4 . Review of land use / designation on ArcGIS relatively low. Only agricultural land |area. Landowners may be eligible for Severance claims depending o
compensation due under the . . N N Acquisition
. and isolated properties affected on design and farm practices.
Compensation Code
Assessment of special land
considerations, including Special
PRP5 Fategory Land (SCI.') including utility Review of affected landowners No SCL on identified option No Special Category landowners are identified. Propgr}y Gl
infrastructure, national asset Acquisition
protection agencies and Crown
bodies
Minimise disruptions of landowners . Lo P . . Landowners able to access their access west to the A338 would enable low impact on
N N Review location in conjunction with existing road N N . . N . Property & Land
PRP6 access to their land required for network land during construction and sensitive land uses during construction phase. Further detail Acquisition
temporary works operation phases required on access across site and construction methodology. q
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RSMH 5
Criteria Description Method of Assessm scription of RAG
Design
RSMH 5 extends from the four-track section of the mainline. The decelerating
freight trains on the four-track section of railway will use the up-relief, so
passenger trains on the line will not be interrupted by movements into RSMH 5.
ENGL Network Rail - Risk that Network Rail Expert judgement Low to Medium risk that Network  [Due to the location of RSMH 5, the speed of the freight trains when passing the -
\would not accept the option pert judg Rail would not accept the option Causeway and Stocks Lane MCB-CCTV level crossings is not likely to significantly 9 P
impact the barrier-down time of the level crossings compared to existing barrier-
down time.
RSMH 5 therefore carries a lower risk of being rejected by Network Rail.
&
Safety - Risk of endangering construction ook at prcgvamme and lst types of cur}s(rucllon Working next to the railway increases risk, while the option is considered to be
) . involved. Identify any that could potentially score red Works can be constructed safely but | . . ) . 3 .
\workers or members of the public during deliverable, it would require extra control measures. The option requires
CON1 or amber. enhanced control measures ) 5 P Health and Safety
construction e.g. water, ground, height, 5 . . . . . earthworks for the of a raised which
. Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. required . . . L
rail, road and utilities . additional risk, but which should be mitigable.
Tunnelling = Amber
Likely to extend the duration of the |Option 5 is favourable in that it has a moderate amount of switches and
. relevant area of works (e.g. road,  |crossings to install. Of these switches and crossings relatively few are online
Programme - Duration, longest /shortest, y . . . . P .
. Compare differences in the programmes which would rail siding or intake/offtake which is likely to have a reduced impact on Overhead Line Equipment. However,
but also consider whether the longer o ) y . . . P
CON2A N materialise from different options. Consider construction) compared to the Gate |the option requires earthworks to create the rail siding embankment, and the ~ [Programme
duration has an impact on the overall . y . - L
scheme programme earthworks seasons. 2 SESRO programme but unlikely to |installation of sheet piles for a retaining wall between the rail sidings and the
prog impact on the critical path of the materials handling area. Furthermore, the required haul roads for Option 5 are
Gate 2 SESRO programme, long.
There is a potential opportunity for the acceleration of the construction
programme for Option 5 if construction access off the existing Steventon to East
y - Hanney Road (or Old Mans Lane) is allowable. The southern noise bund would
- The option has limited potential to 5 . L
Programme - Opportunities for " . . o need a separate access to the south side of the railway, the assumption is that
y Compare differences in the programmes which would introduce programme efficiencies 3 " . ) y
CON2B  [construction programme acceleration o ) N the A338 would be used to access the south side of the railway line. With Option |Programme
A materialise from different options. and reduce the construction . .
through efficiencies rogramme 5, there are other opp for pi relocate part of
prog the southern noise bund to the north side adjacent to the wildlife site and the
track / material handling area could be moved further east by extension of the
"spur’ (reducing haul distances).
Option 5 requires a HV diversion which crosses over a railway line, likely to
require 4-6 months minimum.
Lo . A415 to SESRO Access Road / perimeter haul roads (must be constructed to gain
Programme - Dependencies i.e. proximity et ——
. . " . A . access to the rail siding); and Steventon to East Hanney Road diversion
or physical relationships between Is the options on the critical path? Will it impact other Several major dependencies/ ) N .
CON2C ) . 3 (interconnecting haul roads must pass over or under (with temporary bridges)). |Programme
elements of scope that introduce critical activities? multiple minor dependencies . -~ o . o
: Connection to the existing Network Rail infrastructure at either end of the siding
programme dependencies . 3 . .
requires possessions for all options. Further Network Rail possessions will be
required for the online OLE, signalling and S&C installation.
Option 5 requires earthworks and a noise bund to the south requiring spoil and a
separate construction road (with access off the public road). There is a moderate|
risk of flooding during construction due to the adjacent floodplain. Access to the
south side of the railway to construct the noise bund requires traffic
Are there items in the construction which have a e e o the o
[CON2D  |Programme - Risk L . Moderate programme risk Option 5 signalling modifications are simplified by the omission of the crossover |Programme
significant programme risk -
on the mainline to the east.
Option 5 OLE modifications are simplified by the omission of the crossover on
the mainline to the east.
Network Rail i for a Section 61 could impose a risk to the|
programme
Programme - Use of existing assets to Ontion does not make use of
CON2E  [reduce the amount of construction Identify if any existing assets can be used e)gslm assets Option 5 is within a green field site. Programme
required 9
Option 5 provides the required amount of space which is estimated for materials
CoNzA Logistics - ?pace available for construction Determine space‘ constr‘al!m using GIS and options Limited / restricted space delivery and stora‘ge. However, t.here unld be limited additional space if Logistics
and materials storage layouts from option definition. volumes were to increase. The site is limited to the west and north by an area of
floodplain, and to the northeast by an existing watercourse.
Logistics - Suitable and efflcler\t access for Due to restricted access, an Option 5 includes 40m width around the materials handling areas for haul roads
construction workers, deliveries and waste| : " ) o e el 4 5
. M Determine method of access using GIS and options additional length of road is likely / welfare facilities. However, the site is further away from the main construction L
CON3B  |removal including minimisation of lengths y . . N . y . N y Logistics
layouts from option definition. required for construction of the works and so would require longer construction road (in comparison to Option
of new roads for access during 5
option. 1).
construction
Large amount of import materials ~ |Option 5 requires the import of materials for sheet pile retailing wall (which is
Logistics - Import of materials or resources y . " required and/or one or several not required for Option 1). This would need to be imported to the site by road. .
CONSC during construction Use quantity estimates to assess different options. logistical challenges identified for  |The fill required to form the embankment will need to be extracted from the Logistics
the import of material. main construction site and transported to the rail siding location.
For River Thames Connectivity: Two
main site locations are used for the
construction of the option.
Logistics - Haulage qlsmncg reqmrgd for Determine length using GIS and options layouts from F?’ Rail: There is a 250m‘ to2km The haulage distance from the materials handling area to the outer perimeter .
[CON3D  [construction materials arrival on site to option definition distance from the materials i M e Logistics
the placement location P ; handling area to the outer g app! Y :
perimeter haul road.
For WTW: Moderate haulage
distance required.
Option 5 requires additional works, such as sheet piles which increases the
number of vehicle required for ion. C of the
. . Use vehicle movement estimates to assess different Construction likely to add vehicle noise bund to the south will require construction vehicles to access off the A338. .
[CON3E  |Logistics - Vehicle movements o . y S N Logistics
options. movements. This will require some form of traffic management which will impact traffic
flows.
Logistics - Capacity and layout for Sufficient capacity for required Option 5 has been developed to store up to ~1 year of imported material.
stockpiling at the materials handling area Determine space using GIS and options layouts from storage, but there is limited However, there is limited scope for expanding the area due to flood zone to the
CON3F  [to reduce the risk of programme option deﬂnip(ion 9 P Y additional capacity, and the double |west and north and watercourse to the east. The railway "spur’ does provide the |Logistics
disruption and minimise double handling P ; handling of material cannot be lopportunity to be lengthened in later design stages to provide additional storage
of material entirely minimised capacity.
Construction Complexity - Temporary Temporary Works requirements In terms of signalling, OLE and switches and crossing updates on the existing NR
conan conditions/works requirements e.g. Expert Judgement minimal and can be used in the infrastructure, Option 5 offers a relatively simple solution. O
lembankment slope stability and moisture P o permanent state and no extension |It is very likely that the option will require diversion of the existing overhead [y
outside of placement seasons. to the programme 33kV powerline which crosses the GWR mainline.
Construction Complexity - Minimise the
number and complexity of additional Option requires a complex and/or  [Some risk of a need for adjustments to existing bridges to the east of the site to
conac structures/assets required or Determine using GIS and options layouts from option high number of additional facilitate Option 5. Due to additional embankment would require culvert / O
modifications to the existing definition. structures and/or modifications to  [drainage underneath. There may be a need for adjustments to existing gantry [y
structures/assets in order to facilitate the existing structures. towers for Option 5.
option, e.g. bridges, culverts, crossings
CON4D Cuns"uc'mgfcrg\ngle:;zr; V_U‘U"‘e an'd - Review technical study to d RAG and i otcest of (Ll LA s SRS Construction complexity
required 9 9 Y additional infrastructure required  |Similar cost for Option 1, 4b and 5. plexity
3rd Party Impact - Potential to disrupt
[CONSB  |existing rail network during enabling Expert judgement Disruption likely to be moderate Based on Costain estimate would require ~268hr possession. 3rd Party Impact
works and i
. ’ P Terrain is unfavourable to the Option 5 requires works to build the rail siding up to an
Ground - Terrain of site, and implications . . : 5 y " . ”
Use of lidar and civil 3D models to assess design of assets and therefore appropriate elevation (due to the railway being on an embankment at this
[CON7A  |[for the need for earthworks and . y . . L " Construction complexity
. slopes lamount/location of earthworks required increases the amount of earthworks |location). They may also require drainage of the area between existing rail
P required and new for rail siding.
[CON7B  |Ground - Risk of unexpected conditions  |Use of expert judgement based on comparable areas High exposuje torisk of unexpected Qpllon 5 e o esyCiconay Construction complexity

ground

Clay, which increases the risk of unexpected ground conditions.
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Ground - Impact of ground conditions on

Ground conditions are unlikely to
increase the complexity of design
and construction with likely only a

to a loss of significance

the setting of heritage assets

setting effects. Construction area
not located within 100m of
i heritage assets

CON7C the complexity of design and construstion Use of expert judgement minimal (I any) impact on cost o No foreseen issues with ground conditions. Construction complexity
requirement for materials that are
difficult to source
Ground - Risk of ground settlement above N [Risk of settlement of the existing railway line caused by the rail siding and
: . . No risk of ground settlement : . e : .
CON7D |line of tunnel affecting other Use of expert judgement . materials handling area is similar for all options and would be possible to prevent|Construction complexity
affecting other structures -
structures/houses through design.
Operabili
Look at operational activities and public access. All options will have enhanced control measures during operation. Option 5
Safety - Risk of endangering operational N P N P \Works can be operated safely but  [would have closer proximity to diversion of the public right of way (Old Mans
) Identify any that could potentially score red or amber. ) "
(OPS1A |staff, visitors or members of the public . . N . enhanced control measures Lane), however it may be possible for the haul road to pass under a permanent |Health and Safety
: ; Sub-list of activities which would make it amber i.e. . q —
during operation L required bridge for the Steventon to East Hanney Road Diversion, rather than have
Tunnelling = Amber >
temporary bridges.
i(a;:fef‘yv\-s’i':cgcrzssd:n Cleerigerse:‘:jo‘;vzgzranonal Access / egress would be controlled for all options. Opportunity for access route
(OPS1B ! s Expert judgement Access/egress can be provided to be constructed through the raised embankment for Option 5 to improve Health and Safety
removal during normal operations and . P
3 access to each side of the rail siding.
emergencies
Majority of maintenance activities
. could be undertaken during limited [Opportunity for access route to be constructed through the raised embankment . y
OPS2A Base of Expert closure periods and / or with limited |for Option 5 to improve access to each side of the rail siding. [CaE R EpaLy
disruption
Reliability - Footprint of the option within
flood zones (as an indication of the With relatively minor adjustments to the shape / location of the noise bund and
(OPS4A  |potential for damage and the challenge of |Review GIS supported by expert judgement Option is outside the flood zone the introduction of a small area of replacement flood storage, Option 5 would be |Operational Resilience
operation / maintenance during flood outside the flood zone 2/3.
events)
Sustainability - Reuse of assets or Due to the location of Option 5, could be used to help support / facilitate the
oPs7A temporary works for permanent items, Expert judgement Some potential for reuse of construction of a future Wantage and Grove Station. Operational Resilience
e.g. materials storage slab, haulage roads, pertjudg assets/temporary works Network Rail may wish to keep the rail sidings should they see benefit to their P
car park operations in leaving them in after construction.
ops78 Operap\hlyr Power required for Calculated power requirement for the option Option requires moderate amount Pue lg the longer haulage f1|st{nces for Option 5 it is likely to be more energy Operational Resilience
operational energy use of energy to operate intensive to operate the rail siding.
3rd Party Impact - Potential to disrupt » » o o As Option 5 extgnds frqm the A-tliack section -.tr!ere |5‘I|kely to bg less disruption .
(OPS8B . Expert judgement Disruption likely to be limited to passenger trains during operation of the rail siding (in comparison to Option  |Transport Planning
existing rail network during operation : .
1). There may be some disruption caused to users of the PROW.
Relative Costs
Initial high-level cost estimate indicates that the range in costs for rail and
CAPEX estimated to result in an materials handling options represent ¢ 4% of total SESRO costs. Option 5 results
y . y y increase of <1% of the CAPEX for  |in a total project cost of 0.65% more than the lowest cost RSMH option. Option 5|
CosL Capex cost of the option Cost estimate calculation for each option. the overall SESRO project compared |have a higher capital cost due to additional earthworks and signalling Cost
to the lowest cost option modifications. However, the difference is not a significant proportion of the
overall cost of the scheme.
Opportunity for cost-sharing with other
SROs, NSIPs and local non-SRO " . " Limited opportunities identified for {Increased chance of cost sharing with other rail infrastructure activities for
COS3 Cost estimate calculation for each option. . y Cost
schemes/plans, e.g. STT, T2ST, cost saving. Option 5.
SWOX/Farmoor, Abingdon flood storage
Carbon Costs
" . |No carbon estimate available for rail options at this time, however initial
: No carbon estimate available for rail fr -
Carbon costs associated to the Capex of y . 5 assessment shows correlation between carbon and cost, indicating option 5 is
CARL . Carbon estimate calculation for each option. options at this time, assume " . o 3 Carbon
the option likely to have a higher carbon cost than 4b. But this is not considered to be a
correlate to CAPEX e H 5
material differentiator between options.
CAR3 Opportunity for mitigation e.g. smaller Carbon estimate calculation for each option. L",“.IlEd. likelihood and magnitude of Options 4a/b have a higher fill requirement. Carbon
earthworks may lead to less carbon mitigation opportunity.
[Environmental Performance
Minimise impacts on Special Area of Tgt)smms;m:oy ieszglm:i:tsm:? [ieteRIiios (Ceoypotental e hinteR csacayicl e broposed Biodiversity and Nature
ENVIA . P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . pv P N A . RSMH 5 site. The closest SAC to the rail siding is 8.4Km to the north (Cothill Fen ly
Conservation OR no indirect impact on statutory SAC) Conservation
designated site )
ENV1B P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . pv P N A . RSMH 5 site. The closest SPA to the rail siding is Thames Basin Heaths SPA ly
Area OR no indirect impact on statutory Conservation
: " located 43Km to the south-east.
designated site
;lgosmm;l;ta:oy ieszglatzisl;szlw::;" There are no Ramsar sites or potential Ramsar sites within the boundary of the Biodiversity and Nature
ENVIC  [Minimise impacts on Ramsar Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . pv P . A . proposed RSMH 5 site. The closest Ramsar to the rail siding is South-west ly
OR no indirect impact on statutory " Conservation
: " London Waterbodies located 60Km to the south-east.
designated site
Minimise impacts on Site of Special Tgt)smms;m:oy ieszglm:i:tsm:? et oSSl e ot danyion e lproposeCRSh L st o ol Biodiversity and Nature
ENVID - P P Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . pv P N A . also not located within the Impact Risk Zone (IRZ) of any SSSI. The closest SSSI to ly
Scientific Interest OR no indirect impact on statutory L Conservation
. y the rail siding is Frilford Heath ponds and Fens SSS! located 5.9Km to the north.
designated site
No statutory designated sites within
Minimise impacts on National Nature 100m of proposed option footprint |There are no NNR within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 5 site. The closest |Biodiversity and Nature
ENVLE Reserve Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. OR no indirect impact on statutory [NNR to the rail siding is located 8.9Km to the north of the site. Cothill NNR. Conservation
designated site
;lgosmm;l;ta:oy ieszglatzisl;szlw::;" There are no LNR within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 5 site. The closest Biodiversity and Nature
ENV1F  [Minimise impacts on Local Nature Reserve |Professional Judgement and use of MAGIC maps. . pv P . A P LNR to the rail siding is located 10.5Km to the south-east of the site. The site is ly
OR no indirect impact on statutory N . Conservation
. y called Mowbray Fields and is located near East Hagbourne.
designated site
ENV2A  [Minimise impacts on Ancient Woodland Natural»EngIand Ancient Woodland Maps and No ancient woodland impacted Historic mapping indicates that there is no ancient woodland present on-site BIOdI\/eI‘SIFy TERED
Professional Judgement. Conservation
Development n close proximity with There are no ancient or veteran trees recorded by the Woodland Trusts Ancient
Minimise impacts on Ancient and Veteran |Woodland Trust Ancient Tree Inventory map search prem In £ose P (""" Tree Inventory on or close to this option. However, survey may identify trees |Biodiversity and Nature
ENV2B : . potential indirect impact to ancient . y - .
Trees and professional judgement or veteran trees that could be classified as ancient or veteran. As such, this option scores amber |Conservation
on a precautionary basis pending survey.
ENV2C  [Minimise impacts on Protected Trees Check against published TPO dataset. No protected trees impacted No protected trees would be impacted. Landscape & Visual
Direct impact on vegetation within a
moderate proportion of
construction footprint, which is of
}(:gh Z";?gc“:l;;r;ﬁ'g:zg:\\‘:e‘/r::re Construction of the RSMH 5 rail siding and associated noise bunding will require
Check against baseline resources and based upon high g AorB g - Y Ithe removal of some intermittent vegetation along the GWR Main Lineand tree | . . .
P I . . L habitat in good condition. y N Biodiversity and Nature
EnvoD Minimise impacts on vegetation (including |level knowledge of site from previous site visits. OR belts along Old Man's Lane with some grassland and agricultural land lost too. — .
trees, woodland, hedges and shrubs) A ... |Hedgerows and other habitat types including waterbodies may also require
- Direct impact on vegetation within o e Landscape
Professional judgement. : y removal. These habitats likely support protected and notable species including
large proportion of construction
N . badgers, bats and great crested newts.
footprint, which is of lower
arboricultural/visual amenity value
(e.g. C grade) or biodiversity habitat
in poor condition.
There are no LWS within the boundary of the proposed RSMH 5 site. The closest
LWS to the rail siding is located 80-100m to the east - The Cuttings and Hutchin's
Copse LWS. A new section of track will be required between the LWS and RSMH
5 but this should not increase disturbance impacts to the LWS any more than the
P - - . existing railway line. In addition, the noise bund to the south of the railway line | .
Enva (I\Clmmlse impacts on Local Wildlife Sites ~ |Professional Judgement and LWS Citation provided by No impacts to LWS T e S i S, COE T T DS (B El;luorzzrevr:ﬁ:nd Nature
considered unlikely to impact the LWS. The rail siding is considered to be far
enough away from the LWS that noise impacts will not disturb any protected or
notable species which may be present such as bats, badgers and breeding birds.
Any dust created as a result of the rail siding can be mitigated using best practice
methodologies. Root protection areas will be protected from harm.
Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on Scheduled Professional judgement, incorporating Historic L:annl;o::ssfgr:niiz?:Ztleifel No scheduled monuments are located within the option location or in the
[ENVAA  [monuments or activities which could lead |England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding g v P! Historic Environment

immediate vicinity, with the nearest lying 4.6km to the north-east
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Minimise impacts on listed buildings or

Professional judgement, incorporating Historic

Permanent infrastructure within
500m of designated heritage asset
with potential for setting effects.

A listed building lies approximately 400m to the south and changes to setting

National Landscape and its setting

would not be affected.

landscape would limit the intervisibility between the National Landscape and the
rail sidings/material storage and associated haul road and noise bunds. As such,

the landscape character and tranquillity of the of the National Landscape and its
setting would be unlikely to be affected.

ENVAB  |activities that could lead to a loss of England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding Construction area located within e Historic Environment
significance the setting of heritage assets designated heritage asset;
mitigation may be required but
option still feasible
Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on Parks and incorporating Historic than 500m from designated
ENV4C  |Garden or activities that could lead toa  |England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding her\gge asset and/or no !lkely No Reg}stergd‘Pgrks a‘nd Calingp W.Ithm eI MEH G Historic Environment
B . . setting effects. Construction area  [immediate vicinity, with the nearest being 8km to the north-east
loss of significance the setting of heritage assets .
not located within 100m of
designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on incorporating Historic than 500m from designated
ENV4D  (Battlefields or activities that could lead to |England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding her\gge asset and/or no !lkely [EOA DR S U i RE S DT Historic Environment
o . . setting effects. Construction area  |nearest being over 22.4km to the east
a loss of significance the setting of heritage assets .
not located within 100m of
designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more
. " " : SRR than 500m from designated
Avoid impacts on World Heritage Sites or Praless\?nal |udgemgnt, incorporating Historic . heritage asset and/or no likely There are no World Heritage Sites within the option or in the vicinity, with S .
[ENVAE  |activities that could lead to a loss of England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding N . ) . Historic Environment
A . . . setting effects. Construction area  [Blenheim Palace being the nearest 23km to the north
significance, including setting the setting of heritage assets .
not located within 100m of
designated heritage assets
Permanent infrastructure more
Minimise impacts on areas incorporating Historic ;!Z?'EO::‘S:;T:HZ‘?Z?:?ESH There are no conservation areas within the option location but the East Hanney
ENV4F . P . - England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding tag likely Conservation Area lies approximately 900m north-west of it, so there is no Historic Environment
which could result in loss of significance the setting of heritage assets setting effects. Construction area otential for changes to setting given topography and distance
9 9 not located within 100m of P 9 99 pography
designated heritage assets
Extensive loss of non-designated
built heritage of low value within
: SRR the permanent infrastructure zone  [There are no known non-designated built heritage assets within the option, but
. . Professional judgement, incorporating Historic " . . . : .
Minimise loss to non-designated built . 3 . and adverse changes to within a this will have to be borne out in detailed assessment. Assets outside the option S .
ENV5A . England's Good Practice Advice Note no.3 regarding T N Historic Environment
heritage . . 500m area from the edges of the location likely to be present around Grove and East Hanney approximately 800m
the setting of heritage assets : "
permanent OR more ith. t and 800m north. t of the option
limited effects on non-designated
built heritage of medium value
Extensive scale of loss or damage to
low value remains within the
construction area and adverse
: P " changes to similar buried remains in
P . Professional judgement, based on Historic England's . . . . -
Minimise loss to paleoenvironmental . P a 1km area around the permanent  [The resource is unknown at this location and would require investigation to o .
ENV5B . guidance on the establishing the significance of . - Historic Environment
remains ) infrastructure from temporary and |establish presence, extent and significance
heritage assets
permanent changes to local
hydrogeological regimes OR more
limited effects on remains of
medium value
Extensive scale of loss or extensive
changes to low value non-
designated historic landscapes
Minimise loss to non-designated historic Prcfess\cnaljudgemenf, based DH.H'#,D”C England's within }he construction area gnd There are no known designed landscapes within this option or in the immediate |, . .
ENVSC guidance on the establishing the significance of extensive changes to the setting of | . .. Historic Environment
landscapes . N vicinity
heritage assets the same resource outside the
permanent infrastructure OR more
limited effects on non-designated
historic landscapes of medium value
Permanent ana
. . construction area will result in the  |Location has no archaeological, built heritage designations or non-designated
Professional judgement, incorporating the use of the . . > .
o . loss and / permanent damage to remains, cropmarks or geophysical survey anomalies according to the OHER
. y IEMA's Principles of Cultural Heritage in : 5 5
Minimise loss of non-designated y . buried and extant ~ [records. However, this area has not yet been subject to archaeological S .
ENV5D N N the UK and the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists N ) . - . N . Historic Environment
archaeological remains . archaeological remains worthy of  |investigation. Given known remains nearby there is a moderate to high
standard and guidance document for desk based e . . y . . " T
assessment local significance which can be archaeological potential but any remains can be investigated and a mitigation
adequately mitigated through strategy formed based on the results.
ion by d
Minimise loss of fluvial flood storage Site is within flood zone 2 and 3 but
ENV6A . 9 Measure using GIS loss of storage is minor or mitigation [RSMH 5 is partially within Flood Zone 2 and 3. Flood Risk
within Flood Zone 2 or 3
is available
RSMH 5 is not located in an area with of medium (between 1% and 3.3% chance
No predicted impacts on pluvial of surface water flooding each year) or high risk (more than 3.3% chance of
[ENV6B  [Minimise impacts of pluvial flood risk. Expert judgement floopd sk P p surface water flooding each year) of surface water flooding. Although the Flood Risk
materials handling area shall be hardstanding, assuming the drainage is designed
correctly it is not expected to have an adverse impact on pluvial flooding.
ENVeC Mlmmlse impacts of groundwater flood Checking existing national and local records No predicted |mpacl§ on quon 5 is not considered to have a significant impact on groundwater flood Flood Risk
risk. flood risk risk.
Disturbance of potentially
contaminated land with one or
more of the following properties:
Minimise disturbance of potentiall -Unlikely to have significant cost or | This site is adjacent to the London - Bristol Great Western Rail trainline which
ENV7A . p v Checking existing national and local records program implications presents a potential source of contamination. The southern part of the RSMH 5 |Land
contaminated land . P M 2
-Unlikely to cause significant harm  |is outside the data search area.
to potential receptors
-Can be easily mitigated and
remediated
Not within authorised and historic
Minimise disturbance of potentially landfills or previous industrial sites
ENV7B  [contaminated land specifically in relation |Checking existing national and local records or within 250m of authorised and  |There is no authorised or historical landfill within 250m of this option. Land
to authorised and historic landfills historic landfills or previous
industrial sites
o . y The Zetica detailed desk study and risk assessment hazard plan shows the area
ENV8 Mlmml}se disturbance of land with known Checking existing national and local records No dlstyrbance ofland to be low risk, however, it should be noted that the southern part of the RSMH 5 |Land
potential for Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) contaminated by UXO . 5 5
is outside the Zetica data search area.
Minimise loss of terrestrial priority Habitats within the site of the RSMH 5 include those which are classified as
ENVOA  |habitats (use narrative to describe type Use of aerial imagery, MAGIC maps and Professional Priority habitat directly impacted prlor\w habitats under the NERC Act (?006)‘ Pr.\onty habitats likely to be pre;enl Blodlverslly and Nature
and quantum) Judgement include ponds, hedgerows, lowland mixed deciduous woodland and arable field |Conservation
g margins.
The materials handling area itself is not placed over any watercourses. The bund
Minimise Igss of aqual!c priority habitats based on of Water Priority habitat directly impacted to the south has bgen p|E‘ICEd on top of a watercourse meamng‘(vhere would be ) )
ENVOB  |(use narrative to describe type and L S y some loss of aquatic habitats / watercourse. This loss can be mitigated Aquatic Environment
Framework Directive. but mitigation feasible y
quantum) elsewhere on the site.
Removal of belts along field iesand i i g
along the GWR Main Line would erode a key characteristic which currently
contributes positively to the setting of the North Wessex Downs National
ENVI0A Reduce effects on North Wessex Downs Professional judgement, National Landscape and its setting |Landscape. However, other intervening woodland and urban areas in the Landscape & Visual
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Reduce effects on local landscape

Effect on local landscape character

Removal of vegetation belts along field boundaries, notably along Old Man's
Lane and intermittent often scrubby vegetation along the GWR Main Line would
erode a key istic which currently i positively to the local
landscape character.

The rail sidings/material storage and associated haul road and noise bunds

increase tree planting

realised

ENV108 character Professional judgement. is likely to be significant. would introduce additional infrastructure into a part of the landscape where the [ R AR
GWR Main Line is on embankment, with limited planting to screen it. This would
add to the erosion of the generally rural landscape character and levels of
tranquillity which would also be affected by noise. Effect on local landscape
character potentially significant.
Panoramic views from national trail,
Requce eﬁgcs On panoramic views from apen a;cess. fand andllmpartant The proposals would either not be visible or barely discernible in panoramic
national trail, open access land and . . viewpoints in the National . " N . .
ENV11A . 3 Professional judgement. " views from the National Landscape due to the topography, intervening Landscape & Visual
important viewpoints in the National Landscape unlikely to be affected or
P woodland and urban areas.
Landscape the proposal is likely to be barely
discernible in views.
Material storage, noise bunds, infrastructure at rail sidings and haulage traffic
'would be locally visible in views from PRoWs, a smaller number of isolated
Reduce effects on sensitive local visual Effect on local views of sensitive residential properties, notably at Bradfield Barn and the edge of East Hanney.
ENV11B receptors Professional judgement. visual receptors likely to be However as vegetation in this area is quite sparse the existing GWR Main Line is |Landscape & Visual
P significant. currently visible to local receptors and the noise bunds would help to provide
partial screening of the material storage, sidings and GWR Main Line. The effect
would likely be significant for the most affected views.
Minimise disturbance/encroachment into Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of Site is located further than 1km Marcham AQMA is the closest AQMA to RSMH 5 and is approximately 5.5 km
ENV12 Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) activities, air quality management areas (AQMAs) were from AQMA OR no construction north-northeast of the works boundary. The anticipated construction and Air Quality
Y g identified in close proximity to the proposed works. traffic must go through an AQMA  |operational activities would likely lead to a negligible change in air quality.
Minimise dlsturbance/encma‘xchmenl into . Site is within Zone 3 or not withina |The nearest SPZ is south of the town of Wantage, approximately south west of 8 3
ENV13  |Groundwater Source Protection Zone Magic maps Aquatic Environment
°2) SPZ the scheme - approx. 5 km away from RSMH4a.
RSMHS is located relatively close to the headwaters of this WFD waterbody
(within 500 m).
The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this WFD waterbody's
headwaters themselves, meaning this would not result in a loss of aquatic
habitats / watercourse.
Option does not affect Water Framework There may be a requirement for site water management which would likely
Directive (WFD) Quality Elements within require a discharge into a nearby watercourse, which is most likely to be the
the ‘Cow Common Brook and Portobello based on of Water Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk |headwaters of the East Hanney Ditch, which forms part of the Childrey Brook
Ditch" WFD waterbody (GB o - . to attaining Water Framework and Norbrook at Common Barn WFD waterbody (see ENV14E) . .
ENV14A . Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain . N Aquatic Environment
to a degree that there is a risk of L Directive objectives for this
deterioration; or compromise the ability to waterbody Itis also assumed that the haulage road leaving the RSMH at the eastern end
attain Water Framework Directive does not have additional crossings over the WWD; or where there are crossings
objectives these use bridges (not culverts) along with measures to prevent sediment
ingress.
The screening bund to the south has been placed on top of a watercourse
meaning there would be some loss of aquatic habitats / watercourse (~400-
500m) as well as a rectangular pond feature . The impact will be localised and is
not likely to cause deterioration at a waterbody scale provided local mitigation is
provided.
Option does not affect Water Framework
Directive (WFD) Quality Elements within
the 'Ock and tributaries (Land Brook based on of Water Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
ENV14B confluence to Thames)' WFD Directive and Bi Net Gain to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact directly or s E
(GB106039023430) to a degree that there egislation Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody q
is arisk of deterioration; or compromise 9 waterbody
the ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives
Option does not affect Water Framework
Dlrelctlve (WFD) Quality Elements )Mthm Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
the "Thames (Evenlode to Thame)' WFD based on of Water - 7 q 2 a 7
o - . to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact directly or . .
ENV14C (GBAC 4) to a degree |Fi k Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L N . N Aquatic Environment
) y L Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
that there is a risk of deterioration; or legislation \waterbodh
compromise the ability to attain Water Y
Framework Directive objectives
Option does not affect Water Framework
Dlrelcllve (WFD) Quality Elements within Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk|
the 'Sandford Brook (source to Ock)' WFD based on of Water L . . . . .
U9 " . to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact directly or o
ENV14D (GB106039023410) to a degree Directive and Net Gain I N L N Aquatic Environment
. " - Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
that there is a risk of deterioration; or legislation \waterbodh
compromise the ability to attain Water Y
Framework Directive objectives
RSMH4b is located within the headwaters of this WFD waterbody (East Hanney
Ditch)
OPUD(‘ does not affe?( Water Framgwork The materials handling area itself is not placed over any of this WFD waterbody's
Directive (WFD) Quality Elements within 5 " )
- . . I headwaters themselves, meaning there would be no loss of aquatic habitats /
the 'Childrey Brook and Norbrook at Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
based on of Water . watercourse.
Common' WFD waterbody L - . to attaining Water Framework . .
ENV14E Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain L N Aquatic Environment
(GB106039023380) to a degree that there . Directive objectives for this . ; . .
. y . legislation There may be a requirement for site water management which would likely
is arisk of deterioration; or compromise waterbody . . . . y
" N require a discharge into the East Hanney Ditch. Successful implementation of
the ability to attain Water Framework . . 5 . . .
Directive objectives best practice pollution prevention measures is critical for this option to attain
) 'WFD compliance for this waterbody and the Childrey Brook WFD waterbody; as
any downstream pollution e.g. sediments could compromise WFD compliance of
the WWD system project as a whole by affecting the water quality or ecology.
Option does not affect Water Framework
Dlrelct!ve (WFD) Quallty‘EIementvs within Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
the 'Ginge Brook and Mill Brook' WFD based on of Water o . . . . "
o . . to attaining Water Framework No impacts anticipated - location of RSMH4b does not interact directly or . .
ENV14F (GBAC to adegree [F k Directive and Net Gain L N . N Aquatic Environment
) y L Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
that there is a risk of deterioration; or legislation \waterbodh
compromise the ability to attain Water Y
Framework Directive objectives
Option does not affect Water Framework
Directive (WFD) Quality Elements within
one of WFD waterbodies downstream of
the River Thame to a degree that there is
a risk of deterioration; or compromise the
ability to attain Water Framework
Directive objectives. These WFD . . i
waterbodies include: based on of Water Minor adverse impacts likely; no risk
ENV14G |- Thames Wallingford to Caversham - WFD |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain “? a""?'“'"g Waler Framework ND vlmpacls anuclpaled Noauoniclasibabcoesel e inoterech oy Aquatic Environment
1 L Directive objectives for this indirectly with this WFD waterbody
- Thames (Reading to Cookham) - WFD waterbody
waterbody GB106039023233
- Thames (Cookham to Egham) - WFD
waterbody GB106039023231
- Thames (Egham to Teddington) - WFD
waterbody GB106039023232
Maximise potential for future Site allows only the minimum No specific space for environmental benefits and removes a small area of Biodiversity and nature
ENV15A [environmental benefits (terrestrial), e.g. |Professional Judgement environmental benefits to be broadleaved woodland along the railway line and hedgerow. There may be

potential for environmental benefits

conservation
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Maximise potential for future based on of Water Site allows only the minimurm No specific space for aquatic improvements identified. Some watercourse and
[ENV15B |environmental benefits (aquatic), e.g. Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain environmental benefits to be P P . d . pv : Aquatic Environment
- ponds lost, which require mitigation.
increase wetlands area realised
Maximise flexibility in routing diverted
watercourses so their habitats can be of based on of Water Site allows some flexibility in routing [Haulage road quite close to WWD and will run to the western edge of new
ENV16  |sufficiently high quality to contribute to  |Framework Directive and Biodiversity Net Gain watercourses / Good quality habitat |proposed WWD corridor, potentially reducing flexibility in design (if needed) and | Aquatic Environment
Water Directive islati options are available introducing risk of sediment ingress.
objectives
Enviz | Minimise dls‘urbz{ncelencroachment into Checking existing national and local records Site is located more than 250m from No LGS present Eodlversl?y and nature
Local Geological Sites (LGS) LGS conservation
Based on information available at Gate 2, worst-case
Minimise impacts associated with Noise | c0nStruction impacts from the rail sidings were
N P predicted to be associated with material handling (see Significant effects likely which would|Noise and vibration impacts would be predicted to be no greater than those 5
ENV18A |and Vibration as a consequence of the . . N 5 Noise
y ENV18B). Impacts arising during other construction be difficult to mitigate presented for ENV18B
construction of the option .
works are predicted to be no greater than those
presented for ENV18B (AB Mar24)
Indicative assessment with noise sensitive properties
within RAG bands identified based on predicted
construction noise levels during Gate 2 assessment
(inc. bunding around sidings). Red band is from works
site to the SOAEL+5dB distance, and Amber is from
SOAEL+5dB distance to the SOAEL.
Rail Sidings: Red 675m, Amber 676-1209m, Green Closest noise sensitive receptor to the 370,000m3 stockpile option is
1210m. This is based on worst-case activity, Material approximately 90m from the works site, followed by properties at approximately|
Handling, which includes potential for works between 100m, 155m, 220m, 240m (x2) 250m, and 265m. At these distances, and with
06:00 to 07:00 and was assessed using night-time provision of screening bunds (to completely block line of sight), there is the
noise assessment criteria at Gate 2 as a precautionary potential for significant noise effects.
approach. The noise emission for the activity is based
Mlmrvlse impacts associated with Noise ~ |on sz assumptlgns, with update made following Significant effects likely which would Total property counts: Option 370,000m3 Red=22, Amber=~250. v
ENV18B |and Vibration as a consequence of the review by Costain (JB 05Jun). be difficult to mitigate Noise
operation of the option Professional judgement used in assigning a single RAG 9 A RED rating is considered appropriate for the 370,000m3 capacity option. An
rating for each option under review, which includes a assessment of the smaller 220,000m3 capacity option has not been possible, as
review of the number of properties in each band and the layout drawing was not available at the time of assessment. Based on the
how close they are located to the RAG boundaries. option appraisal study completed for siding options 1 and 4, it is considered that
Property counts do not consider screening of the smaller capacity option is likely to result in slightly lower noise impacts, but
receptors by nearby buildings, screening at second row| that a RED rating would also be considered appropriate for the 220,000m3
of properties by first row of properties. This will result option.
in a precautionary assessment of noise impacts.
NOTES: buildings to be demolished are excluded from
assessment, RAG bands based on assessment
approach for residential properties but all NV sensitive
receptors identified at Gate 2 are included in analysis.
(AB Mar24)
There are high sensitivity human receptors (i.e. dwellings) within 250 m of the
RSMHS5 works boundary with the closest (Bradfield Barns) <180 m NW from the
\works boundary. There are between 1 - 10 medium sensitivity human receptors
i ing an ian centre, barns and ildings) and between 1 - 10 low
sensitivity human receptors within 200 m of RSMH 5 works boundary.
Based on the scale of the activities  [Furthermore, RSMH 5 is located approximately 80-100m west of The Cuttings
and number, proximity and and Hutchin's Copse LWS, which is considered a low sensitivity receptor. Access
PRI ; " itivity of nearby sensitive would likely be via the new A415 to SESRO Access Road and a haul road.
Minimise impacts associated with Air : . s 5
Quality including dust, smell, fumes and Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of receptors (including the nearby Construction activities include the material storage bays, a crane platform area,
ENV19A smokeyas acon;!e uer;ce of {he activities, sensitive receptors were identified in close Marcham AQMA), there is the sidings and screening mounds. The platform will be constructed using sheet piles|Air Quality
duence proximity to the proposed works. potential for a significant effect, but |/ retaining walls to provide greater visibility to the crane driver. It is considered
construction of the option . L . . o
can be appropriately mitigated. that there are no proposed dust-generating construction activities that could not|
Residual significant effects are be managed using normal good practices (IAQM construction dust guidance,
avoided or are not likely. 2024) to prevent significant effects at any off-site receptor. Given that relatively
low numbers of plant and items of machinery would be used and the anticipated
number of construction traffic required, the potential effects would likely lead to
a negligible change in air quality. Although residual effects are unlikely, the close
proximity of the human receptors means this Option is assigned an Amber score.
The appraisal score assigned is also applicable to Decommissioning (demolition).
The material storage capability for RSMH 5 will be 220,000 m3 (small handling
area) and 370,000 m3 (large handling area). Based on the number and sensitivity
Based on the scale of the activities of nearby recegt.ors‘ itis considered that there are |:|o proposed dust-generating
y activities that could not be managed using normal good practices
and number, proximity and ) s
B . (IAQM construction dust guidance, 2024) to prevent significant effects at any off-
L . . sensitivity of nearby sensitive y 3 B
Minimise impacts associated with Air . . site receptor. Operation related vehicles include one crane, dumper trucks and
. Based on an understanding of the scale and nature of receptors (including the nearby . . .
Quality including dust, smell, fumes and . e . . . support vehicles. Given that relatively low numbers of plant and items of . "
ENV19B 3 activities, sensitive receptors were identified in close Marcham AQMA), there is the . L . . Air Quality
smoke as a consequence of the operation A y B machinery would be used and the anticipated number of operational traffic
y proximity to the proposed works. potential for a significant effect, but . . . . .
of the option 5 . required, the potential effects would likely lead to a negligible change in air
can be appropriately mitigated. " 3 " .
. L quality. Although residual effects are unlikely, the close proximity of the
Residual significant effects are . ) P~ . .
dwellings, equestrian centre, barns and outbuildings means this Option is
avoided or are not likely. ) o y
assigned an Amber score. **Note emissions from the anticipated 2 trains per
day not considered further as it would likely lead to a negligible change in air
quality.
Mmm‘lse‘ |mpat?ts a‘sscclated w\th Visual . . Noticeable change to visual amenity of local community in vicinity of East
Amenity including light pollution, as a . . Noticeable changes to visual . NN S : . ) .
ENV20A N Professional judgement. y " Hanney, in part due to lighting during night-time construction works. Little effect |Landscape & Visual
consequence of the construction of the amenity of local community . y . ) .
option on visual amenity of Grove due to intervening vegetation.
Mmm‘lse‘ |mpat?ts a‘sscclated w\th Visual . . Noticeable change to visual amenity of local community in vicinity of East
Amenity including light pollution, as a . . Noticeable changes to visual . A . . ; .
ENV20B Professional judgement. y " Hanney, in part due to presence of some lighting during winter months. Little Landscape & Visual
consequence of the operation of the amenity of local community . . . 3
option effect on visual amenity of Grove due to intervening vegetation.
Minimise impacts associated with solid
discharge du‘nng ca‘nstructlon, g " . . Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts |Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from construction likely to be readily y
ENV21A |aggregate spills during transport from rail |Professional judgement 2 ) y y B Pollution
5 . . . likely to be mitigated if they occur  |controlled using standard construction mitigation
to site, sediment runoff from soil erosion
due to excavation of borrow pit
Minimise impacts associated with solid
dlsc.harge Fjunng OPHM.IM' e.g. release of Impacts unlikely, or adverse impacts |Spillages of solids and sediment in runoff from operation likely to be readily y
ENV21B  |sediment into P » 3 5 g Pollution
. . likely to be mitigated if they occur  |controlled using standard construction mitigation
for the reservoir maintenance such as
dredging, debris removal
Minimise impacts associated with liquid
ENV22A d!scharge during construction, e.g. Professional judgement Impacts unllk‘el.y‘ or ar}verse impacts Sp}\l}lage.s of liquids unlikely and readily controlled using standard construction pollution
discharge of groundwater to during the likely to be mitigated if they occur
excavation of the borrow pit
Minimise impacts associated with liquid
discharge during operation, e.g. the extent \mpacts unlikely, or adverse impacts
ENV22B (and severity of altered terrestrial and Professional judgement P y y . P Spillages of liquids unlikely and readily controlled using standard mitigation Pollution
3 L likely to be mitigated if they occur
aquatic habitats in affected areas due to
emergency release of water
|Community and Planning Considerations
cpcL D\smmg tothe neargst property that will Gis Less than 250m from the nearest  (The closest property to the 370,000m3 stockpile option is is less than 250m away | s EETms
stay during (metres) property from RSMH 5.
MI".”"ISE |mpacl§ on Iocalvcummunlly Rail siding site severs PROW during construction but community assets would
during construction associated with . . : :
. . Community access/use of not be affected. PRoW will be severed but these do not appear to directly link to
disturbances of community assets such as . N . . ) . "
GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links community assets is severed, community assets. Land take from the possible equestrian centre and . .
CPC2 schools, hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, . " . . 8 3 o Socio-Economic
" with residences. without access, during activities will affect the centre's operation. Although it is more a
libraries, youth centres, Country Parks, N N o .
construction commercial asset than acommunity asset - it is a form of recreation that the
green open spaces and 3 - y .
. . 3 local population may utilise and take satisfaction from.
disruptions to recreation
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Minimise impacts on local community Rail siding site severs PROW during construction but during operation it is
during operation associated with " assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel between Old
. ; Community access/use of " .
disturbances of community assets such as . . . . ) Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive. Land take from the possible equestrian centre
GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, and links community assets is severed, . . y .
CPC3 schools, hospitals, GP surgeries, schools, . " may continue during reservoir operation and, therefore, may affect the Socio-Economic
" with residences. without alternative access, during N . N L N
libraries, youth centres, Country Parks, lequestrian centre’s operation. Although it is more a commercial asset than a
operation . o . N -
allotments, green open spaces and community asset - it is a form of recreation that the local population may utilise
disruptions to recreation and take satisfaction from .
- . GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals Recreauuna\v resources /rights of Rail siding site severs PROW during construction but during operation it is
Are public rights of way disrupted or . y . way of local importance are . . y .
CPC4A and other forms of regional or nationally important . . assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel between Old |Socio-Economic
adversely affected? y disrupted or affected. The site is
receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes). " S Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
likely to affect public rights of way
Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during operation itis
Are there opportunities to create or GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, canals Links to a recreational resource / assumed that PROW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel between Old
o . N : - N Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive. a 5
CPC4B  |improve linkages of Public Rights of Way |and other forms of regional or nationally important right of way of local importance can o . . . Socio-Economic
(PROW) and recreational routes? receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes). be enhanced The proposed redirection of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal would link with
) s ) the severed PRoW. Therefore it would be beneficial to improve linkages with the
canal.
Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction but during operation itis
assumed that PRoW will be reinstated to an extent, allowing travel between Old
Mans Lane and Grove Park Drive.
. Land take from the possible equestrian centre during construction and,
GIS analysis of PROW, open spaces, cycle routes, 3 . N y
. . N . . potentially, during reservoir operation may affect the equestrian centre's
Maximise potential opportunity for canals, other forms of regional/nationally important Option allows only the minimum 5 e : y e

CPCS 3 . ; 3 . Although it is more a asset thana asset - itis E

recreational benefits receptors (e.g. National Cycle Routes), and community recreational benefits to be realised ) N I~ . y
assets. a form of recreation that the local population may utilise and take satisfaction
) from.
The proposed redirection of the Wiltshire and Berkshire Canal would link with
the severed PRoW. Therefore it would be beneficial to improve linkages with the
canal.
Rail siding site severs PRoW during construction and potentially during
Support the realisation of socio-economic operation, unless reinstated or adjusted to maintain access to the Wiltshire and
ppor . GIS analysis of footprint, community assets, private " . Berkshire Canal. This realises benefits of employment and skills but potentially
incentives on SESRO, including . : Site does not support the social- " . .
: . . residents, and businesses. Also awareness of overall o . affect: travel and people with nature. y .
CPC6 lemployment, skills, tourism, sustainable . PP P leconomic incentives of the overall : By . . . Socio-Economic
; project objectives is needed to conclude if the designs The possible equestrian centre provides services to the local community,
travel, connecting people with nature and | . . scheme 3 . .
environmental education align with these. recreation, connecting people with nature and environment, employment and
skills. These are desirable aims and option 5 could significantly affect the centre's
operation.
Minimise overall SESRO Order Limits Spatial comparison of land that would likely be ) ) RSMHS is not within the land safeguarded for SESRO in the VoWH Local Plan and
extent and land acquisition, without included in the DCO Order Limits, including Requires minor additional Order 3 ) .
CPC7 . . . L may lie outside the area that would have been required for SESRO construction |Consenting
SESRO needs and project working areas, access and highways or Limits extent . . N » L
: . . works, including road diversions, requiring a larger Order Limits extent.
benefits PRoW
RSMHS lies outside the SESRO safeguarded area in policies CP14 and CP14a.
Spatially, the land-take partially conflicts with land safeguarded for transport
improvements (policies CP19 and CP19a) in the VOWHDC Local Plan. However,
Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other polic this is safeguarded for the possible future re-opening of Grove Railway Station
Aim for consistency with published and P P N N N N policy Negotiation required with LPA to (albeit there are no firm plans or funding for that at the present time) and there
. y . areas, and review of policy wording, in existing and any| . . y P .
cPC8 (insofar as possible) emerging Local Plan . accommodate scheme within Local |is potential for the legacy of the SESRO rail siding development actually to Consenting
- lemerging Local Plan documents and any i : h p 0
land use allocations Supplementary Planning Documents. Plan facilitate being re-purposed into a passenger rail station, thus meeting the policy
PP 4 9 : objective. The same remains true for the consultation draft Joint Local Plan 2041.,
No land use allocation conflicts with the Oxfordshire County Council Minerals
and Waste Local Plans. Not within the area of the South Oxfordshire District
Council Local Plan.
Aim for consistency with any adopted Spatial comparison of allocated sites and other policy RSMH?" Flecateaitin Fhe G Gru.ve o arinotopandlioeoe parls.hes.
. . y . " . . No Neighbourhood Plan is known to be in preparation for Grove, but a plan is .
CPCY Neighbourhood Plan policy applicable to  |areas, and review of policy wording, in any made Low or no impact . . . . Consenting
) being prepared for Ardington and Lockinge (although a draft of this is not
the land area affected Neighbourhood Plan. . L e
available for viewing at this time).
Requires development of minor
. . above-ground infrastructure within
Avoid development of infrastructure Spatial comparison with designated sites, their the designation, which is
within specifically designated areas or pat P 9 . gnation, " Not located within a specifically designated area, such as Green Belt, AONB, q

CPC10 . ) settings, and the nature of development works sympathetic with surroundings and Consenting

their setting, as applicable (e.g. Green Belt, Common Land or Open Space.

expected. access, or likely to have a less than

AONB, Common Land, Open Space) - "
significant impact on the setting
(where applicable)

Avoid encroachment on any safeguarded " . " :

P Spatial comparison of allocated sites and review of _— y .

land in minerals and waste policy, unless . . . . . Not located in minerals safeguarding area or on asite allocated for minerals or .

CPC11 . . policy wording in existing and any emerging Waste and Low or no impact Consenting

the minerals can be beneficially utilised as |, . waste uses.
Minerals Local Plan documents.
a result
No NSIPs currently registered. No known proposals from Network Rail - the East
Ability to integrate with existing nationally-| West Rail proposal does not affect the site. However, potential for either conflict
significant infrastructure, statutory Negotiation required with existing |with or facilitation of the mooted re-opening of Grove Railway Station,
undertakers' major infrastructure, or any |Review of NSIP projects on PINS's register; review of infrastructure owner / Nationally  |promoted by Oxfordshire County Council. No known proposals from National

CPC12  |proposed future Nationally Significant Network Rail and National Highways i plans; igni Project  |Highways yet - RIS3 Investment Plan will be published in 2024 which will detail |Consenting
Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) (such as that [spatial review of statutory undertakers' assets. (NSIP) owner/promoter to the A34 project. Existing high-voltage line require diversion.
of National Highways, Environment accommodate scheme However, these are not part of the electricity grid backbone. Telecoms line
Agency, Network Rail) follows same path as Great Western Main Line, likely to be similarly affected (if

any effect) by all rail siding options.
Minimise the consenting complexity due
to the need for additional consents and
licenses that may be required outside the Review of the nature of expected development works - Basic Asset Protection Agreement required with Network Rail. Not likely to add
Development Consent Order (DCO), e.g. . . y One or more additional P .

CPC13 o N : against the list of other consents and licenses y . to extent or complexity of FRAP. Likelihood of at least one European protected |Consenting

additional Flood Risk Activity Permit, consent/license required . L

. developed at Gateway 2. species relocation licence required (GCN).
Environmental Permit,
abstraction/discharge Licence, European
protected species licence, etc
Avoid or minimise the need for any " . S 4

. . . . No existing development requires  |Mapping indicates that RSMH5 would affect land that appears to be in

consequential development consenting  [Review of existing development within the likely land- N . : . L . .

CPC14 A planning permission to relocate or |equestrian use. There are no planning applications that would be impacted by |Consenting

(i.e. displacement or alteration of other  |take, its nature and scale. 3 .
) alter this option.
Minimise interfaces/reliance on external 3 - P
. . N The location of RSMH 5 is likely to be preferred by Network Rail as it will be an
governing/third parties (e.g. Removing the 3 : . P . :
. . . y . . |extension of the existing 4 track railway and will likely cause less interruption to
canal removes a stakeholder, reducing Review GIS layers for services against the options. Several manageable interfaces with . . N . .

CPC15 . passenger trains as freight trains slow down to enter the siding. Consenting
interfaces and permissions required from [Expert Judgement. others 5 . . . - .

. The location will likely require the relocation of an existing overhead HV line -
Network Rail, National Highways, National . . L . )
Grid) introducing an additional interface with the local DNO.
Potential for contribution to long-term (OCC and VOWH have plans for a Wantage and Grove Station. The track extension

CPC16 N 9 Expert judgement Large contribution and infrastructure left behind by RSMH 5 after construction has potential to be |Consenting
infrastructure aims

|adopted by the scheme.
Influence the location and layout of Option supports existing and RSMH 5 could facilitate proposals for the OCC/VoWH proposed Wantage and

crcis development to maximise the use and Expert judgement planned public transport Grove station. TR
value of existing and planned sustainable pert judg infrastructure between key After construction, the area could be adopted as part of the Wantage and Grove P 9
transport investment destinations station scheme.

Property & Land Acquisition
Minimise loss of sensitive properties, i.e.

PRP1 residential, ccmrf\er;lal, green belt, . Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. No pﬁrmanen( Or. temporary loss of Land use is a combination agricultural and amenity (equine). Prcpev}y &l
common land, historical or community sensitive properties Acquisition
assets due to project delivery
Minimise loss of land allocated within the
LDC?‘ Plan for alternative hlgher vglue /. N No permanent or ‘e_’""’”a"f loss of No permanent or temporary loss of allocated land for higher value / social value |Property & Land

PRP2 social / cultural value uses, i.e. residential, |Review Land allocation mapping on ArcGIS. allocated land for higher value / y . 5 . 5 L

I . 3 N properties but amenity land might be associated with a business. Acquisition
historical or community assets due project social value properties
delivery
Minimise permanent loss of best and most . . Results in loss of any Grade 2
PRP3  |versatile agricultural land (grades 1, 2and | c e Of agricultural grading layer on ArcGIS, based agricultural land or >50% Grade 3 | Approximately 70% is Grade 3 and 30% s Grade 4. pacberjscend
on Land Cl N Acquisition
agricultural land
Land acquisition costs likely to be " . . . . y
Assessment of Land and Property asset ) Low cost but likely to include claims for the residential properties to the west
: : y . moderate. Local or regional business| . N . . Property & Land
PRP4. costs and associated compensation due  |Review of land use / designation on ArcGIS " . and north, and possibly business loss relating to the amenity (equine) use of L
y or other facilities affected in Acquisition
under the Compensation Code . ) some of the land.
addition to agricultural land
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of special land
including Special Category Land (SCL)

provided using reasonable
mitigation measures

RSMH 5 (App. G Rev. C02)

noise impacts.

PRP5 including utility infrastructure, national Review of affected landowners G No SCL on identified option No Special Category landowners have identified to date. i;oz‘e;gcf i)

asset protection agencies and Crown q

bodies

Landowners unable to access their 3 P a .
Moderate level of disruption, but this might not be an issue if property was
o . - . . land during construction and N . N ;

PRPG Minimise of location in with existing road A ion phases, but access can be acquired. Access to some of the amenity (equine) land would not be possible Property & Land

to their land required for temporary works|network 8 P ) and the use of other parts for equine purposes might not be possible because of |Acquisition
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Criteria Description

Subtheme

Revision No. C02

Reason for exclusion

Code

CON4B  |Construction Complexity - Location conflict/opportunity with another Criteria not required - The RSMH area is a temporary facility for
engineering component of the scheme or other SRO/non-SRO Construction |1S€ during construction of SESRO. Options are developed to
schemes, e.g. Severn to Thames Transfer (STT), Thames to Southern Complexity ensure no conflict with SESRO itself and the facility will be
Transfer (T2ST), TW Swindon and Oxfordshire supply zone transfer, removed following construction so there will be no conflict with
Transfer to Farmoor Reservair future projects.

CONSA  [3rd Party Impact - Potential to disrupt existing road network during 3rd Party Criteria not required - all rail options are located away from the
enabling works and construction Impact existing road network.

OPS4B  [Reliability - The option does not have a single point of failure but rather
mgludesl backup |nfrasltructurelso that it caln rema|ln n opgranon ifthe Operational  |Criteria not required - this is not relevant to the rail siding
primary infrastructure is unavailable, e.g. siphons in addition to tunnel o .

) ' ) Resilience infrastructure

for emergency discharge or alternative road route to reservoir crest

OPS5A  |Adaptability - Space available for future expansion of social / o — This is not considered to be a differentiator for rail options. No
recreation infrastructure P . social/recreation infrastructure is identified within the scope of

Resilience this asset
OPS5B  |Adaptability - Flexibility for future modifications e.g. increasing ) The RSMH area is a temporary asset - therefore this topic is
) ) ) Operational

reservoir storage volume, rail station at wantage and grove, Resilience covered under OPSTA - reuse of assets of temporary works for
construction of Marcham Bypass permanent items.

OPS8A  |3rd Party Impact - Potential to disrupt existing road network during Transport Criteria not required - all rail options are located away from the
operation Planning existing road network.

CPC19  |Maximise the benefits of travel for non-motorised users between key At the time of appriasal, the RSMH area is not anticiapted to
destinations Transport impact local transport infrastructure or transport planning - not

Planning considering the impact on the railway which is considered

elsewhere.

Excluded Criteria
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