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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
Buckinghamshire Councils’ response  
 
Draft Volume 2 Report 27: Route Wide Effects 

 
 

The Chilterns AONB (chapter 2) 
 
General comments 
The draft ES does not identify or recognise the AONB as an entity capable of suffering 
likely significant environmental effects from noise impacts and therefore no baseline 
monitoring is proposed.  Sound noise and vibration (SNV) assessment will therefore not be 
carried out. HS2 Ltd does recognise that some areas may be prized for their tranquillity but 
say that this will be considered under the “landscape” theme.   
 
The AONB has an accepted classification as a place for rest and relaxation and in this 
context noise is obviously unwelcome.  Given that noise can be classified by reference to 
a physical level, there is a strong argument that a physical measure should be used in the 
assessment of potential adverse effect upon this National amenity.  Consideration under 
the general umbrella of ‘landscape’ is not sufficient. Therefore noise baseline data and 
noise exposure modelling should be provided for locations across the AONB. We require 
more attention be paid to possible significant environmental effects from noise impacts on 
users of the AONB. 
 
2.1 Introduction 

Although brought together as a route wide area, the section on AONB adds nothing to that 
covered in the three Community Forum area reports (8, 9, and 10).  Therefore any 
comments made on the landscape aspects of the Community Forum Area reports are also 
relevant. 
 

As with most of the draft ES the AONB section refers to final assessments being available 
in the Formal ES and therefore it is difficult to reach any specific conclusions on the 
existing information available. 

The limited selection of suitable viewpoints limits the ability of HS2 Ltd to adequately 
assess the full impacts of the proposal on the landscape.  The assessment is further 
limited by the fact that in many cases aspects of the scheme are not finalised which may in 
turn require further works and as a result changes or additions to the proposed mitigation, 
which, in itself, could also have an impact on the landscape. 

The northern part of the AONB has been assessed as being of only medium tranquillity 
and it is suggested that development would therefore not diminish levels of tranquillity to a 
significant extent. There is insufficient information on how this judgement was reached. 

The draft ES makes an assumption that the northern part of the AONB is less sensitive. 
There is insufficient information on how this judgement was reached. 

 
2.1.2 The report refers in passing to National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 115 
which states, ‘great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 
AONBs’.  It goes on to say, ‘consideration of applications should include an assessment of 
the impact of permitting it, upon the local economy and any detrimental effect on the 
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environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the extent to which that 
could be moderated’.  We expect this text to be added to the final ES. 
 
2.2 Assessment scope 
The assessment section relies on work undertaken in the three CFA areas.  This report 
refers to engagement with the Chilterns Conservation Board and relevant authorities.  The 
authorities in Buckinghamshire did meet to consider the viewpoints proposed by HS2 Ltd 
and considered they were lacking.  As a result, the Buckinghamshire councils’ officers 
suggested additional viewpoints to HS2 Ltd as part of their ‘engagement’ however these 
were not taken up by HS2 Ltd.  As a result, the landscape officers are concerned that the 
methodology around the selection of viewpoints is flawed and not in line with best practice. 
 
2.2.1 The report states, “Field surveys were undertaken in December 2012 and further 
surveys will be undertaken during 2013”.  It is not clear what these surveys were. 
 
2.2.3 It is noted that adverse visual effects described in CFA reports 8, 9 and 10, ‘are not 
considered cumulatively to give rise to route-wide effects’, but we want to understand how 
this judgement has been arrived at.  We are convinced that cumulatively they do give rise 
to route-wide effects. Each adverse effect contributes to the destruction of this part of the 
AONB. 
 
2.3 Environmental baseline 
2.3.4 The statement that, ‘the majority of the Proposed Scheme lies within the Misbourne 
valley floor, which is an existing road and rail corridor’ is misleading and inaccurate.  The 
proposed route runs through open countryside and lies some considerable distance from 
the existing road rail corridor.  This is particularly true in the area from Mantles Wood to 
Wendover Dean. 
 
2.3.5 The report states, ‘prominent electricity pylons and road infrastructure routes are an 
influence on the landscape’.  This is not a reason to intensify intrusive infrastructure.  The 
central Chilterns section, as stated above, passes through open countryside which implies 
high tranquillity.  The majority of roads in close proximity to the proposed line are small 
and carry very low loads of traffic and hence they do not have significant influence on the 
tranquillity.  The northern part of the AONB has been assessed as being of medium 
tranquillity only and it is suggested that development would therefore not diminish levels of 
tranquillity to a significant extent.  There is insufficient information on how this judgement 
was reached. 
 
2.3.6 We agree that the sensitivity of the Chilterns AONB is high.  We consider that the 
tranquillity is also high. 
 
2.5 Construction 
2.5.1 The report refers to the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) implying that this 
contains details of how the proposed HS2 construction will limit its impact on the 
landscape during construction.  However, the draft CoCP simply lists measures which may 
be undertaken to reduce landscape impacts.  It is unclear which elements or measures 
may be used in any one location to limit the effects of the scheme. This is unacceptable 
because it makes it impossible to assess the full implications of any element of the HS2 
route and to therefore assess whether or not the mitigation will be acceptable. The final ES 
needs to give a lot more detail on the design and mitigation of each element of the 
proposed HS2 route to enable members of the public and Members of Parliament to fully 
understand the impacts of the scheme.   
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2.5.3/4/6 The definition of ‘temporary’ should be stated.  If construction is 3 to 5 years this 
cannot be considered temporary. 
 
2.5.7 This statement shows disregard to communities living in close proximity to the line 
who will be severely affected by construction.  It should be made clear that the ‘significant 
effects’ are on people and what this may mean for their health and wellbeing.  
Buckinghamshire Councils cannot agree with this paragraph since it is not clear how HS2 
Ltd have come to this conclusion.  Without robust supporting data to demonstrate such 
statements it is difficult for the Councils to make informed comments. 
 
2.5.8 This statement minimises and tries to gloss over the impact of the scheme.  Changes 
to the AONB landscape, such as mitigation by bund and artificial ponds, will be permanent 
and adverse. Ancient woodland is irreplaceable.  Nothing can mitigate for the loss of some 
of our most important biodiversity and cultural habitats.   It is an important national 
resource.  Any loss or damage should be recognised as a significant national loss.  
Justification should be given as to why ‘the magnitude of change is considered to be 
medium.’ 
 
2.6 Assessment of impacts and mitigation during operation 
2.6.1 No detail is provided and no indication of the extent of mitigation.  Some of these 
measures could be adverse features which further despoil the AONB. 
 
2.6.3/4 Without detail of the proposed design of viaducts and vent shafts, these statements 
are meaningless and do not allow for consultation on these points.  Buckinghamshire 
Councils have not been contacted about the design of such structures and indeed their 
mitigation. The use of green roofs on head houses and renewable technology to provide a 
less obtrusive structure should be considered.  There is no indication that tunnel portal 
have been designed to reduce noise as trains exit the tunnels.  The Councils would 
strongly welcome a discussion on design and all other elements to reduce the 
environmental impact   Also see comments further on regarding design made to Chapter 
10 Landscape and Visual Assessment. 
 
2.6.5/6 The report states that the construction of the route would introduce a new linear 
feature into the landscape and the road and pedestrian bridges will also be visible.  The 
conclusion is that these will not affect the character of the AONB apart from longer views 
but without additional reasoning.  This indicates a lack of understanding of the impacts of 
the route on the AONB landscape, since it changes the landform. 
 
2.6.7 The report states that the new visible features of overbridges ‘would not significantly 
affect the character and appearance of the landscape’.  Buckinghamshire Councils 
question this statement.  It also states, ‘measures incorporated into the design of the 
Proposed Scheme and the enclosed and intimate nature of the valleys would ensure that 
these effects would be localised’.  The report must address those parts of the Scheme 
which are on the ridge and not in the valley. 
 
2.6.8 The report states, ‘other existing infrastructure already reduces the level of 
tranquillity of the AONB landscape as a whole’.  This is not a reason to make it worse.  
There is no mention of construction and operational noise which will significantly erode the 
tranquillity of the area.  This is an oversimplification and if existing infrastructure already 
reduces the levels of tranquillity (which is not supported by detailed baseline evidence).  
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HS2 Ltd must therefore try even harder to reduce / mitigate further impact on this valued 
national and community asset. 
 

 
Agriculture, forestry and soils (chapter 3) 
 
3.1 Introduction 
As with most sections of the draft ES further work is still required to assess the full impacts 
of removing soil from the landscape in addition to the implications of using soil in future 
landscaping.  All of these aspects are important and must be set out in full in any final ES 
document. 
 
3.2 Assessment of effects during construction 
3.2.1 It is interesting to note that HS2 consider that 4,000 hectares of agricultural land will 
be lost during construction.  It is not clear if this includes areas of land that will be used for 
landscaping where the using spoil and new top soil the land grading of the altered 
landscape is likely to change.  Also the large areas of planting proposed beyond the 
confines of the route as a form of mitigation are likely to sterilise areas of existing 
agricultural land and again it is not clear if this is land lost as part of landscaping.  
Mitigation is taken account of in the assessment of Best and Most Versatile (BMV) land 
lost to the construction. 
 
3.2.3 The report seems to justify the loss of agricultural land by stating that in national 
terms it is not significant.  Surely in an area where elements of the BMV land are limited, 
any loss would be significant at a local and/or regional level and this requires 
acknowledgement in the report. Para 3.2.3 appears to acknowledge that this loss is 
significant. 
 

 
Air quality (chapter 4) 
 
It is clear from the documentation that the topic of air quality has not been covered 
adequately.  It is only briefly mentioned in the route wide effects document with no visible 
detail, consideration or context.  Although it refers to CFA documentation, these are 
equally devoid of data and evidence for the conclusions reached.  Air quality should also 
be considered in line with the reduction of carbon emissions and be connected in more 
detail to the CoCP.  The effect on local air quality of displaced traffic, increasing 
construction traffic, wider network disruption and resultant localised exceedences require 
much greater consideration.  This section is also missing any consideration of air quality 
‘offsetting’ such as green roofs, green walls, trees that trap or removal air pollutants such 
as particulates or other innovative application that may be especially useful around long 
term construction areas.  
 
In terms of policy framework it would appear that at the draft stage, air quality is not 
adequately assessed in relation to potential exceedences of pollutants as prescribed by 
the Air Quality (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2002.  

Whilst HS2 Ltd has potentially considered some of those areas already exceeding air 
quality standards, they do not appear to have considered those locations that are just 
below the declaration threshold for an air quality management area or currently do not 
have a receptor. It would also appear that the draft ES does not adequately consider air 
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quality levels outside of existing AQMAs where an activity such as construction will 
potentially introduce a new source to an existing receptor.  

Although Councils do monitor air quality at a number of locations, government guidance 
recommends that the monitoring programme should concentrate on areas with a receptor 
to potential air pollution. Therefore relying on existing monitoring networks is not 
appropriate to determine the future impacts of a new (temporary or permanent) 
construction project as these monitoring points will not be positioned in the correct areas of 
the county. 

In addition, passive monitoring in England by local authorities is predominantly of nitrogen 
dioxide by diffusion tube. This allows many locations to be screened at a relatively low 
cost. For this reason, particulate matter (PM10 & PM 2.5) will not benefit from such 
monitoring coverage and so it will not be possible for HS2 Ltd to assess the impact of their 
activities on particulates.

 

Climate (chapter 5) 

1.1         General 

1.1.1.    Buckinghamshire Councils are very disappointed that HS2 Ltd has not provided 
even an initial appraisal of climate impacts.  It is recognised that this is a difficult 
topic to comprehensively assess, but to provide no assessment at all is deeply 
concerning.  This is likely to be a contentious issue given the many variables that 
need to be assessed and the widely publicised dismissal of the Government’s 
original assertion that this was a green transport scheme.   
 

1.1.2.   The lack of any information is further complicated by the fact that the only 
assessment undertaken to date by HS2 Ltd (Appraisal of Sustainability Appendix 
2) concluded that the carbon impacts ranged from slightly positively to 
unquantifiably negative; a range that provided very little assistance to 
understanding the likely impacts.   

 

1.1.3.   It would have been useful to present an initial appraisal complete with 
assumptions on certain aspects of the scheme to allow interested parties to have 
a greater understanding of what will be assessed.  The minimum information 
provided in the draft ES and final Scoping Report provides only a broad outline, 
but does not allow interested parties to ascertain the details, for example what 
assumptions are being made regarding HS2 impacts on flights, long haul and 
short haul?  How much electricity will each train use? What is the modal shift from 
road journeys? 

 

1.1.4.    The recent EU guidance on Integrating Climate Change and Biodiversity into 
Environmental Impact Assessment states: 

Be practical and use your common sense! When consulting stakeholders, 

avoid drawing out the EIA procedure and leave enough time to properly 

assess complex information.   
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1.1.5.    It is far from sensible to present no information on the assumptions to be used, no 
information on the forecasting methods, no information on the quantification of 
significance, let alone not present any initial findings on such a contentious 
subject.  The first time interested parties will see this will be during the 
consultation on the final ES and when it gets presented to Parliament.  This 
leaves very little margin for error.   

1.2. Presentation of Results 

1.2.1.   The draft ES presents a situation whereby the conclusions on climate impacts will 
be portrayed in ranges.  This was the approach adopted in the AoS originally.  
Unfortunately, this shows a misunderstanding of the purpose of EIA.  EIA requires 
the likely significant effects to be assessed.  It should inform the decision maker 
of the effects, not provide a range on which to pick and choose where they believe 
the project may sit.   

1.2.2.    It is accepted that a number of assumptions will be made for the future impacts, 
but the principle of EIA is to describe the likely effects.  The authors of the climate 
chapter need to be able to make a specific conclusion on the likely effects.  If the 
decision makers are presented with a range of effects that span a wide order of 
magnitude then the report cannot be compliant with the EIA Regulations.    

1.2.3.    Uncertainties are inherent in understanding the future implications of the impacts 
of climate change.  However, this should not be a reason for presenting decision 
makers with a large range of possible effects.  The recent EU guidance on 
Integrating Climate Change and Biodiversity into Environmental Impact 
Assessment sets out approaches to how uncertainties should be addressed.  It 
accepts that it is necessary to present uncertainties, but it clearly requires 
assessments to make a recommendation of the likely effects based on a 
precautionary approach.   

1.3.   Methodology:  Assessment of Significance 

1.3.1.    One of the biggest concerns regarding the ‘climate’ chapter is the continuing 
failure to adequately set out the methodology for defining significance.  So far 
there have been three documents that have broadly covered the methodology for 
assessing climate impacts.  These were the draft Scoping Report, the final 
Scoping Report, and this draft ES.  They are all written slightly differently, but 
importantly they have all failed to set out the methodology for assessing 
significant effects as well as the assumptions that will be used to determine 
impacts. 

1.3.2.   The latest projections from the Department for Energy and Climate Change carry a 
lot of uncertainty but suggest that the UK will not meet its targets set for the fourth 
carbon budget (2023 – 2027), although it will meet the previous 3.   

1.3.3.    Given the level of importance of reducing greenhouse gas emissions, any 
increase above the baseline should be considered significant and reported to 
decision makers accordingly.  This is a flagship scheme with objectives for 
significant carbon reductions.  The methodology for assessing the effects should 
therefore be commensurate with the scale of the project, and should be aligned 
with the objectives to reduce carbon.  If the project fails to adequately reduce 



HS2 Draft ES: Buckinghamshire Councils’ response  

7 

 

emissions in line with the objectives then it should be considered to have an 
adverse effect.  The following methodology should be used in relation to total 
aviation emissions and separate total transport emissions, as well as for total UK 
emissions.   

 

Impact on total transport Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

0% + increase Significant Adverse Effect 

0.1 - 1% Decrease Moderately Adverse Effect 

1.1 - 2% Decrease Slightly Adverse Effect 

2.1 - 4% Decrease Slightly Beneficial Effect 

4.1 - 6% Decrease Moderately Beneficial Effect 

6.1% + Decrease Significant Beneficial Effect 

1.3.4.    Generally it is considered wiser to produce the method for assessing significance 
and the assumptions to be used ahead of collecting the data.  This removes 
accusations of author bias and allows interested parties to have input into how the 
assessment will be completed.  Unfortunately in this instance, the author is 
withholding this information.  Therefore, interested parties will see the assessment 
inputs (assumptions and data), the methodology and the outputs (conclusions) all 
at the same time.  If the inputs are wrong, the whole assessment could be 
misleading and therefore not compliant with EIA Regulations.   

1.4. Methodology:  Assumptions 

1.4.1. Figure 1 (Page 16) of Report 27 (Site Wide Effects) sets out a hierarchy of influence 
that HS2 will have on emissions: 
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1.4.2. The report states the following regarding the levels of influence shown in the figure: 

These layers of declining influence for HS2 (green being the elements of the 
footprint it has most influence over and blue the least) mean that some parts of the 
carbon footprint may be best represented as a range.  (5.4.5, Report 27) 

1.4.3. There are a number of inaccurate assumptions about the influence of HS2 that is likely to 
result in author bias and misleading the true effects of HS2.  Ultimately this will result in 
non-compliance with the EIA Regulations.  

1.4.4. HS2 has been promoted as a competing transport option for both air and to a lesser 
extent, road.  It is also designed to ‘free up capacity’ on the existing rail network.  The 
Decisions and Next Step Report (January 2012) states: 

The quicker journey times that high speed rail systems can achieve are key to their 
competitive position in relation, in particular, to air travel. Providing an attractive and 
considerably lower-carbon alternative to much domestic and other short-haul 
aviation is an important objective 

1.4.5. In other words the very purpose of HS2 is to generate a modal shift.  For the author to 
suggest that modal shift is an indirect impact of HS2 is fundamentally wrong and highly 
misleading.  If HS2 is not going to have a direct influence on modal shift, what is the point 
in building it? 

1.4.6. The real problem is that the author has failed to set out the forecasting methods for 
assessing effects as required by the EIA Regulations.  They have also failed to understand 
the impacts of other plans and programmes. 

1.4.7. For example, if HS2 achieves its objectives it will have a direct impact on domestic air 
journeys.  Currently, there are no policy or legislative interventions that can control what 
happens to the freed flight slots.  If a domestic flight slot freed by HS2 becomes a long 
haul flight, then HS2 is having a direct and adverse influence on carbon emissions.  
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1.4.8. If there were suitable plans and programmes in place to control what happens to flight 
slots, then it could be argued that released capacity is outside of the influence of HS2.  
However, the ES needs to present the case of what is likely to happen given the existing 
plans or programmes.  If this means HS2 has a negative impact, then this needs to be 
presented to decision makers who will be inclined to set mitigation to rectify the adverse 
effects.   

1.4.9. Similarly, if HS2 results in the loss of some classic line services, and therefore increasing 
local road journeys, then this also needs to be considered a direct influence and assessed 
accordingly.   

1.4.10. The inclusion of train speed in the indirect impacts box is also peculiar.  The speed of the 
train is part of the operational requirements of HS2 and therefore a direct part of the 
scheme.  The assessment therefore needs to be clear about the impacts of the train speed 
on the energy demand, and in turn the resulting emissions.   

1.4.11. The emissions relating to the energy consumption of HS2 are a direct impact of the 
scheme.  It is accepted that the carbon emissions are directly related to the national grid 
energy sources and therefore dependent on the future energy mix.  However, as stated 
above, the ES is supposed to include the methods for forecasting environmental effects.  
The scoping reports and this draft ES should have therefore set out what the author 
considers to be the likely carbon intensity of the national grid in the future.  This could then 
be agreed with interested parties to remove results that show a range of effects.  These 
impacts would then be reported as direct.  Instead, it is likely that a range of conclusions 
will be presented to decision makers which will fail to comply with the EIA Regulations.   

1.5. Methodology:  Scope of Assessment 

1.5.1. All three methodologies presented to date by HS2 Ltd in the scoping reports and this draft 
ES do not fully set out the details of what will be assessed, let alone an initial assessment.  
It is therefore necessary to set out some of the topics that need to be considered alongside 
HS2 Ltd’s broader topics.  The assessment should include: 

 The assumptions and assessment of onward movement from passenger dispersal.   

 The assumptions of traffic generated by those travelling to new stations and the 
subsequent impacts.  For example, how many journeys to the new Birmingham 
Interchange station will there be.  High numbers of movements in areas with poor air 
quality are considered to be likely significant effects and therefore need proper 
assessment.   

 The assumptions on the loss of classic line services and subsequent likely impacts 
from increased road journeys. 

 The assumptions about the reduction of journeys by air as a result of HS2.  Including, 
the details on the number of planes impacted, and the number of passengers.   

 The assumptions of the impacts of any freed up domestic slots being switched to long 
haul flights and the likely destinations.  A realistic scenario should be adopted about 
where these flights would be switched to.  It should be assumed that these freed up 
domestic slots are likely to be long haul given there are no plans and programmes 
controlling flight destinations.  Furthermore, the on-going rhetoric about the UK missing 
out on ‘emerging economies’ and the need for urgent capacity to serve these countries 
means that destinations such as China and Brazil would be first on the list for any freed 
up domestic flights slots.   
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 The assumptions for construction traffic and the subsequent emissions.  The 
information on construction traffic impacts are scarce, but does show areas in 
Birmingham and London where congestion is likely to be a significant problem.  A lorry 
moving swiftly on an open road emits a lot less than one stuck in busy urban traffic.  
This needs to be factored into the assessment.   

 The environmental effects of operations at alternative slower speeds need to be 
considered and presented appropriately.  As no adequate assessment has been 
undertaken to date, and the final route already determined, it seems unlikely that 
climate impacts featured in the decision making process.  It may therefore be difficult to 
achieve a fully compliant EIA. 

 The assumptions relating to the likely impacts from construction and transportation of 
the rolling stock needs to be presented and assessed.  Whilst rolling stock is omitted 
from business cost analysis, EIA does require all parts of the project to be assessed.  A 
precautionary approach should be adopted.   

 Assumptions over the future emissions of non HS2 modes of transport.   

 Clear appraisal of the cumulative impacts of Phase 1 and Phase 2 combined.   

1.6. Carbon Timetable 

1.6.1. HS2 was initially badged as being ‘broadly carbon neutral’.  This finding was later criticised 
by the Transport Select Committee who concluded that this should not be sold as ‘green 
scheme’.  It seems unlikely that a detailed assessment of HS2 will be able to determine 
that it has a beneficial impact on carbon emissions, particularly given the current forecast 
for the carbon intensity of the national grid, and the lack of controls over aviation.    

1.6.2. However, even assuming a best case scenario it will take a long time for HS2 to become 
carbon neutral and then beneficial (if at all).  It is therefore important to present a carbon 
timetable for decision makers.  It will be some time after opening before any positive (if 
any) impacts on carbon emissions will be realised, and if this hinders meeting legally 
binding carbon reduction targets then it needs to be presented.   

1.6.3. For example, significant investment in the whole of the UK’s existing rail infrastructure will 
achieve a greater competitor to road journeys much quicker.  It would also have less 
operational and construction impacts. 

1.6.4. The conclusions on carbon emissions therefore need to be presented in a timeline to 
assist decision makers.   

1.7. Cumulative Impacts 

1.7.1. The initial carbon appraisal (Appendix 2, AOS) was highly confusing and poorly presented.  
It is not surprising that the carbon credentials of the scheme were heavily questioned.   

One of the main problems with the initial report was it was not clear about what was being 
assessed, whether it was Phase 1, or Phase 1 and 2 combined.  The final ES must make 
a clear assessment of Phase 1, setting out the assumptions to be used, and then clearly 
set out the cumulative effects of Phase 1 and 2. 

 
Community (chapter 6)  
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6.1.1 States, ‘community impacts arising from both the construction and operation of the 
Proposed Scheme are considered to be of no more than local significance’.  Again, it is not 
clear how this assumption has been reached.  The methodology for assessment in this 
area was questioned by Buckinghamshire Councils in its response to the consultation as it 
was based on subjective professional judgement, which is difficult to assess in an open 
and transparent way.  The first step to making sure consultees can comment on the 
approach is to clearly set out the methodology specific to the development. 
 
The methodology in the Scoping Report is very vague and it is obvious there is no clear 
understanding of the baseline community situation around the line of the route.  It is 
fundamentally important that a full and detailed methodology is provided to the consultees 
prior to the assessment taking place.  This allows consultees to provide information on the 
types of receptors that fall within the relevant categories.  In turn, this will allow the 
assessor, who is unlikely to know all the areas sufficiently, to understand sensitivity of the 
receptors being assessed. 
 

A large number of the community impacts and effects of the development will be 
generated from other topic areas.  It is therefore necessary to have a clear understanding 
of how other assessments will be linked to the community assessment.  For example, air 
quality could have considerable adverse community impacts whereas any positive flood 
improvements could have a beneficial impact on the community.  HS2 Ltd needs to 
demonstrate they have not considered the community chapter in isolation. 
 

 
Cultural heritage (chapter 7) 
 
General comments 
There is a marked absence of detailed analysis of the impacts on cultural heritage.  The 
lack of detail restricts opportunities for identifying the extent of the harm and the need for 
additional or improved mitigation. 
 
The draft ES assures that further detail will be available in the formal ES however, by the 
time of that consultation, there will only be opportunity for comment through the formal 
Parliamentary procedures, without recourse to direct formative discussion with HS2 Ltd.  
Proposals for land-take will also have crystallised by that time and options for further 
mitigation will in all likelihood be restricted. 
 
The draft ES is inter-dependent on a CoCP that points to further documents that are not 
yet available, including Environmental Minimal Requirements that will include a planning 
and heritage memorandum for which there is no draft. 
 
The cross references between the chapters of the CFA reports in the draft ES and the 
draft CoCP become circular, with potential for critical requirements to be overlooked or 
negated. 
 
In the case of cultural heritage, the CFA reports refer to measures as provided for by the 
draft CoCP and therefore conclude that no further mitigation measures are necessary, 
whereas the draft CoCP promises measures only as identified in the draft ES.  Assets in 
the Chilterns for example, have not been identified for any special measures even where 
the effects have been noted.  Special mitigation for cultural heritage therefore appears to 
be nil. 
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There is a total lack of empirical detail as to the effects of vibration caused either by the 
construction process or the passing of trains through the tunnels.  The bald statements 
that there will be no damage to buildings and that ground movement will be ‘very rare’ offer 
no convincing reassurance, especially with regard to the minimal foundations and non-
standard construction of heritage assets.  The approach also avoids the issue of the 
impact of vibration on the amenity of residents or users of heritage assets. 
 
The sound maps only cover sound above a lower daytime threshold of 50 decibels and do 
not clarify the spread of sound at lower levels or the impact of sound reverberated across 
valleys.  Failure to recognise or estimate the sound impact on rural assets within 200-300 
yards of the exposed line is clearly deficient.  
 
7.1.4 Refers to the impact on Grim’s Ditch and as this is a linear feature, a hole being 
punched through by HS2 would mean only parts of the asset would be lost.  The loss of 
part of something affects the whole of it and this is an attempt to minimise the impact. HS2 
Ltd themselves assess this loss as having an adverse effect on the overall heritage 
significance and gives rise to a significant effect.  No mitigation is offered although this 
effect could be eliminated if the HS2 route was in tunnel under the Grim’s Ditch area. 

 
Ecology (chapter 8) 
Policy framework 

 

Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states that, ‘the planning system should contribute to and 
enhance the natural and local environment by; recognising the wider benefits of 
ecosystem services; minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in 
biodiversity where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the 
overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that 
are more resilient to current and future pressures’. 

Ecological Enhancement is also a key requirement of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities (NERC) Act 2006.  Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act (2006) states that, ‘Every public authority must, in exercising its 
functions, have regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, 
to the purpose of conserving biodiversity’.  Section 40(3) also states that ‘conserving 
biodiversity includes, in relation to a living organism or type of habitat, restoring or 
enhancing a population or habitat’.  

The Natural Environment White Paper (2011) states, ‘We will move progressively from net 
biodiversity loss to net gain, by supporting healthy, well-functioning ecosystems and 
establishing more coherent ecological networks. Our 2020 mission is to halt overall 
biodiversity loss, support healthy well-functioning ecosystems and establish 
coherent ecological networks, with more and better places for nature for the benefit 
of wildlife and people’. 

HS2 Ltd should reflect this policy and seek to deliver a significant ecological gain rather 
than simply delivering ‘bare minimum’ ecological mitigation and compensation. 
 
Within the draft ES, there needs to be clarity provided between the terms ‘mitigation’ and 
‘compensation’. In ecological terms the two have very different meanings and should not 
be confused. HS2 have used ‘mitigation’ to cover both ‘mitigation’ and ‘compensation’. The 
CIEEM Guidelines for Ecological Impact Assessment within the UK define mitigation as 
“Measures taken to avoid or reduce negative impacts. Measures may include: locating the 
development and its working areas and access routes away from areas of high ecological 
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interest, fencing off sensitive areas during the construction period, or timing works to avoid 
sensitive periods. An example of a reduction measure is a reed bed silt trap that is 
designed to minimise the amount of polluted water running directly into an ecologically 
important watercourse”. Compensation is defined as “Measures taken to make up for the 
loss of, or permanent damage to, biological resources through the provision of 
replacement areas. Any replacement area should be similar to or, with appropriate 
management, have the ability to reproduce the ecological functions and conditions of 
those biological resources that have been lost or damaged”. Mitigation should refer to 
measures implemented within the Consolidated Construction Boundary to avoid, abate or 
reduce Environmental (or ecological) impacts on habitats and species. Environmental 
compensation should refer to those actions taken to make good any losses to the 
environment and may include habitat creation, restoration or improved habitat 
management. 
 
Assessment methodology 

The draft ES is not considered ‘fit-for-purpose’ either as a ‘draft’ Environmental Statement 
or as a public consultation document. 
 
The document should not be referred to as a draft Environmental Statement as it does not 
include adequate information (raw survey data, definitions of terms, assessment 
methodology, description of baseline conditions, confidence in predictions, details of 
mitigation and compensation etc) to enable meaningful comment by stakeholders 
(especially in light of the fact that this may be the last chance to comment before the 
Hybrid Bill is deposited).  The ‘draft ES’ consistently makes assumptions and assessments 
where either no or inadequate ecological information has been obtained thus far and 
statements regarding mitigation/compensation with no reference to scientific evidence 
base or literature. 

For the same reasons, the documents are not fit for public engagement as they come 
across as misleading (especially to the layperson). 
 
There is concern that the Proposed Scheme is being pushed through the consenting 
process too fast.  As a result, the ecology surveys have not been completed sufficiently far 
in advance to adequately inform route selection, route design, ecological mitigation and 
compensation measures or to allow full and proper consultation and community 
engagement.  The result is an over-reliance on the last step of the mitigation hierarchy 
(Compensation) rather than Avoidance, Reduction or Abatement etc. 
 
HS2 Ltd refers to using Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) guidance advocated by 
IEEM.  

EIA requirements include “A description of the likely significant environmental effects, 
including direct/indirect, secondary, cumulative, short/medium/long-term, 
permanent/temporary and positive/ negative effects”.  These have not been carried out 
sufficiently at this stage. 

In general, ecology surveys seem to be significantly incomplete through a combination of 
access issues, inadequate survey effort and inappropriate timing to derive the conclusions 
regarding baseline data sets.  Those areas which have been and have not been surveyed 
should be illustrated on plans to enable consultees to assess the robustness of HS2 Ltd’s 
significance assessments. 
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Maps only show statutory designations.  They do not illustrate any of the survey data and 
locations of sensitive ecological receptors identified to date.  The construction plans should 
indicate statutory and non-statutory designations and sensitive ecological receptors to 
facilitate the ecological consultation process.  

Provision of GIS layers to Local Authorities/Stakeholders would enable this in a rapid and 
cost-effective manner to increase the cost and efficiency of response.  Despite requests 
for this data from some authorities, none has been provided. 

BCT Bat Survey Guidelines (Hundt; 2012) state in Section 9.4, ‘The principal requirement 
of legislation based on the European Union Habitats directive is that there should be ‘no 
net loss’ in the nature conservation status of the (protected) species. The ‘no net loss’ 
objective can only be achieved in major developments that affect bats through appropriate 
mitigation, which can only be designed based on sufficient high-quality survey information’.   
It has not been made clear how this will be achieved with respect to bats. 

BCT Bat Survey Guidelines (Hundt; 2012) state in Section 9.6.1 that, ‘ideally one to three 
years baseline data should be available to design robust mitigation for bats’.  This has not 
been undertaken and so it is not possible to have a full understanding of potential impacts.  
It is essential that robust survey data is recorded over a suitable number of years, 
especially given the sensitivity of the ecological receptors and the magnitude of the 
impacts of HS2. 

BCT Bat Survey Guidelines (Hundt; 2012) state in Section 9.8, ‘that at major infrastructure 
sites, additional surveys should be carried out to identify the main commuting routes of 
species which cross the site and that have been identified as potentially at risk of negative 
impacts’.  Has this been done? And how were those features selected for survey? What 
level of effort will be undertaken and has access been approved for sufficient land area to 
enable sufficient survey coverage? 

BCT Bat Survey Guidelines (Hundt; 2012) state in Section 9.9 that, ’unlike in small 
development sites, in major infrastructure sites there are normally at least two years of 
surveys; bat surveys should be planned accordingly’.   A prerequisite for any good impact 
assessment is a sufficient year one baseline survey that enables potential impacts to be 
assessed.  Baseline data collected in year one should be collected, recorded and analysed 
to provide information to direct the proposal, assess the likely impacts throughout the year, 
and identify and inform further survey effort.  It is essential that sufficient information is 
received as part of the year one survey report. 

At sites where sensitive high-risk species have been recorded, such as Bechstein’s bat, it 
is recommended that comprehensive year one baseline surveys are followed by additional 
specialised surveys by experienced surveyors in year two. Additional survey tools can be 
used to gain a full understanding of the records from year one, and to understand the 
impact of the proposed development. 

This has not been undertaken and so how can a full understanding of potential impacts be 
made until robust survey data has been recorded over a suitable number of years given 
the sensitivity of the ecological receptors and the magnitude of the impacts of HS2? 

There is no commitment within the draft ES to using Biodiversity Offsetting metrics. We 
would welcome the use of DEFRA biodiversity offsetting metrics (as used in current pilot 
offsetting areas) to calculate habitat compensation. In addition,  appropriate ‘multipliers’ 
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should be incorporated into the metric to account for habitat fragmentation effects and loss 
of connectivity. 

There is no commitment in the draft ES to on-going monitoring of potential ecological 
impacts through construction, operation and beyond. HS2 should commit to sufficient 
ecological monitoring to ensure proposed ecological mitigations are effective for the long-
term (and enable modification if not) and that ecological compensations achieve and 
maintain target conditions.  

HS2 should commit to delivering appropriate management options (with sufficient funding) 
to ensure that newly created or restored habitats achieve and maintain target condition in 
perpetuity. The proposed mechanisms for delivery should be provided. 

Land quality (chapter 9) 
 

9.1.1 This paragraph is misleading as it indicates that the potential threats from disturbing 
contaminated land are only relevant to a small localised area. However, a number of sites 
are located above groundwater source protection zones and/ or bedrock aquifers and 
therefore pose a potential wider issue.  By stating that “migration is unlikely to lead to any 
regional effects”, this is underemphasising the topic.  This paragraph also states, “where 
gas migration is encountered, measures would be put in place to avoid occurrence of 
adverse effects”.  These proposed measures appear undocumented and absent from the 
consultation so are impossible to comment upon at this point. 
 

9.1.2 This is logical however the volumes and locations of reusable material are not 
detailed or discussed and whilst they may undergo some cleaning, the end use and 
location must be deemed suitable.  The report refers to, “off-site void space available” but 
it does not appear to be identify or discuss this space in chapter 14. 
 
9.1.5 Buckinghamshire Councils want to see high specification for such substations and 
although pollution prevention is critical, these should be referenced to sympathetic design 
to match the local areas. 
 
9.1.6 There are a significant number of settling ponds and therefore appropriate 
safeguarding / trapping would be required early in the design process to avoid 
contamination. 
 

Landscape and visual assessment (chapter 10) 

 

General comments 

Although it is acknowledged that the HS2 Environmental Statement is a draft, 
Buckinghamshire Councils feel it is/has not been possible to properly evaluate the 
landscape and visual assessment due to: 
 

 The absence of key information that will only be made available in the publication of the 
formal ES 

 The lack of referencing to existing baseline data, without which there is an inadequate 
understanding of landscape and its sensitivity to the scheme.  This information is also 
crucial as a basis to the visual assessment. 
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 There is no clear articulation of how design has evolved in response to the findings of 
the landscape and visual assessment. 

 Current design appears generic and engineering-led with no apparent consideration for 
tailoring to local landscapes. 

 Given the incomplete nature of this report we are concerned that there will be 
insufficient time to influence the process and the outcome once the formal ES is 
published. 

Methodology 

Although the methodology was covered in a separate document last year and it is stated 
that the formal ES will include the methodology, it would have been helpful for the 
methodology to have been stated in the draft ES. 

 

Landscape assessment 

We are concerned that the landscape assessment makes no reference to the detailed district 
level landscape character assessments (LCAs). Buckinghamshire Councils have produced 
very comprehensive, district level LCAs1  which should be referred to in a baseline study.   
From what we can ascertain the Buckinghamshire LCAs have only been used to spatially 
demarcate the new character assessment. 
 

There is no reference to ‘A Study of the Sensitivity of the Buckinghamshire Landscape to the 
Proposed HS2 Route’ prepared for Buckinghamshire County Council, Chiltern DC, Wycombe 
DC and Aylesbury Vale DC by Land Use Consultants August 2011. 
 

Local landscape designations within Aylesbury Vale District ie Areas of Attractive Landscape 
and Local Landscape Areas do not appear to have been referred to or taken into account. 
 
The assessment does not take into account other landscape scale characterisation studies 
which are important to the understanding of the landscape such as Historic Landscape 
Characterisation and the Historic Towns Survey. 
 
We are concerned about the comprehensiveness of HS2’s Landscape assessment.  We  
understand from the method statement (para.12.2.8) that the landscape and townscape  
baseline elements would be used to prepare a new baseline character area assessment  
covering the full extent of the study areas.  However there is no published methodology to  
explain the scale of this assessment and how existing LCAs have been incorporated.  
There was no formal consultation with local authorities on the finalisation of this landscape 
assessment. 

 
Socio-economics (chapter 11) 

 

While the scope of the ES was intended to assess inputs such as direct structural impact 
and visual impact on the setting of assets, it was also to look at wider socio-economic 
topics impacting on viability.  In practice it appears that the socio-economic analysis has 
concentrated only on employment opportunities created by the construction of the line.   
 

                                                 
1
 2008 Aylesbury Vale Landscape Character Assessment (AVDC, BCC)  

  2011 Chiltern District Landscape Character Assessment (BCC, CDC) 
  2011 South Bucks District Landscape Character Assessment (BCC, SBDC) 
  2011 Wycombe District Landscape Character Assessment (BCC, WDC) 
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Only in the chapters on agriculture, forestry and soils is there any note that there will be 
impact on working farmsteads, with loss or short-term severance of land.  These chapters 
conclude that permanent loss of land cannot be mitigated, and that the CoCP will be 
adequate to control dust, noise and vibration impacting on livestock units.  There is no 
detailed assessment as to particular needs, nor of the special circumstances of farms with 
listed or historic buildings. 
 

11.4 Socio-economic baseline 
11.4.1 Economic Indicators only address England and the two major economies of London 
and the West Midlands.  No attempt has been made to address the impact on the 
economy of the route as a whole.  The formal ES should consider the impacts on tourism, 
particularly throughout the Chilterns. 
 
11.4.2 A full sector breakdown route-wide would be helpful. 
 
11.5.1 Evidence that there is suitable available alternative premises for relocation of 
businesses should be provided in the formal ES. 
 
11.5.2 states that 1,520 jobs will be lost as a direct result of the HS2 route being 
constructed, in other words, sites physically destroyed  No wider impacts have been 
considered.  Additional journey time, separation and loss of commercial property value is 
also important and should be considered.  The impact on tourism will be substantial. 
 
11.5.4 refers to the total number of jobs to be affected by the construction of HS2 including 
jobs related to servicing the business forces to close or re-locate at 2,190 jobs. Although 
the economies of London and the West Midlands could absorb potential job losses, there 
could be a higher impact on jobs lost between those areas.  The CFAs are not 
homogenous. 
 
11.6.4 refers to the direct jobs to be created by HS2 including train divers/crew and station 
staff as estimated at 1,500 direct jobs.  We require clarity as to what this estimate is based 
upon. 
 
11.6.5 refers to the indirect jobs that would be created as a result of HS2 coming into 
operation.  This is 2000 jobs. Therefore although much is made of the number of man 
days/jobs required to build the route once in operation, less people will be in work than 
before the route was constructed.  Jobs would not be route-wide but rather located in 
specific areas.  Route-wide is misleading.  There could be a poor match between jobs lost 
and jobs gained in terms of skills and this should be referenced. 

Sound, noise and vibration (chapter 12) 

General comments 

Buckinghamshire Councils do not consider that the draft ES as presented for consultation 
is fit for purpose.  Specifically considering the sound, noise and vibration aspect the draft 
ES map books contain operational sound contour maps which purport to delineate area of 
physical noise exposure.  These are then used to show potential noise insulation 
qualifiers, potential significant effects on communities, non-residential dwellings and 
outdoor quiet areas.   
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The primary objective measure of adverse effect on some of these classes of respondents 
and category of impact is a comparison of noise exposure with and without HS2.  The 
‘before’ noise exposure is not included.  The baseline data used to calculate these 
changes is not available and the basis on which premises and areas have been included 
or excluded cannot be examined.  The noise maps contain only information that allows 
HS2, in its own terms, to define areas where an impact may be present.  Without the 
accompanying baseline information the classification of an effect upon the exposed 
population is not possible.  

The draft ES states that a number of environmental topics require computer modelling to 
determine impacts and effects (such as noise, traffic and air quality) and, in some cases, 
the input parameters to the models will be refined as the Proposed Scheme is developed 
prior to the Hybrid Bill submission.  There can be no doubt that the input parameters to the 
models should have been refined by the draft ES stage.  It is clearly not possible to assess 
the likely significant environmental effects of the project without the refined models in 
place.  Computational outputs will vary as the parameters are refined.  The modelling 
outcome will be the part of the judgement base for the identification of likely effects and 
whether they are classified as minor, moderate or major.  Decisions based upon these 
classifications will affect the quality of life of many individuals with an interest in land and 
property along the route. 

Assessment of effects during construction 
12.2.1/2 It cannot follow that assessing the potential effects within CFAs prevents them 
becoming significant on a route wide basis.  Indeed, there must be a cumulative effect.  
The concept of a route wide consideration of effects is a convenient construct.  Noise is by 
definition an effect upon an individual and thus a local effect.  HS2 is a project with a 
widespread geographical scope but that is made up of a large number of local areas.  Any 
adverse effect is contained within the project. 
 
If it is maintained that a small number of effects taken in the context of the project is to be 
deemed insignificant that is an entirely different argument.  Factors such as ‘national 
good’, economics, etc would all be relevant but these are not environmental arguments.  
Such a statement has no place in an ES. 
 
12.2.3 Use of the word, ‘anticipated’ suggests a prediction and the degree of certainty 
expressed is not consistent with the premise that, ‘this will be confirmed in the formal ES’. 

Traffic and Transport (chapter 13) 

Introduction 
13.1.2 states that the ‘traffic and transport assessment is not yet complete’, since the 
transport models and economic assessment have not yet produced their updated output.  
Hence these general comments relate to the Assessment Scope, as outlined within 
Section 13.2, and re-emphasise Buckinghamshire Councils’ concerns and expectations 
with respect to traffic and transport impacts.  
 
The information included in the draft ES, both in Chapter 27 and in the Community Forum 
Area (CFA) Reports, can only be regarded as speculative due to the lack of baseline 
information for the wider area and specific CFA areas. 
 
Construction Traffic and Routing 
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Buckinghamshire Councils would challenge the methodology of estimating construction 
traffic volumes, as described by HS2 Ltd and its consultants in separate meetings and 
suggest that construction traffic estimates may be too conservative.  It would be preferable 
for the affected communities to be positively surprised at lower than expected volumes, 
than a situation where HGV numbers are dramatically different from what is estimated in 
the draft ES.  Were such a situation to occur, local authorities would be powerless to 
restrict the HGV numbers under powers of the Hybrid Bill and would not be able to protect 
the communities when the impacts exceed what was assessed in the ES. 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils question whether HS2 has sought the views of the Highways 
Agency and of neighbouring authorities on the planned strategic construction routes linking 
the line to the motorway network. There is no confirmation of this in the draft ES. 
 
No map of the wider construction routes (linking the line to the motorway network) has 
been included in the draft ES; these routes need to be agreed with the local planning and 
highway authorities. 
 
General Comments from the Bucks Blueprint for HS2 
As outlined within The Buckinghamshire Blueprint for HS2, Buckinghamshire Councils 
expect the following: 
 

 the traffic and transport assessment to consider impacts on all transport users, the 
county’s transport infrastructure and all journey purposes; 

 a clear and detailed transport model that identifies all impacts, and where these are 
in any way negative, further work must be done to change, improve or enhance the 
proposals to maintain the efficiency and safety of Buckinghamshire’s transport 
network;  

 HS2 Ltd to carry out detailed traffic surveys and modelling to inform their transport 
models. We also expect important effects to be assessed including (a) road layout 
changes / road widening / junction changes / road closures / rights of way; (b) 
changes in traffic, public transport, pedestrian and cyclist flows; (c) changes to 
journey times and distances; and (d) access changes for homes, businesses and 
other establishments; 

 the design of any changes to be appropriate to their setting, with the use of bespoke 
solutions especially important in sensitive or designated areas; 

 routes used for construction traffic to be clearly identified, maintained and used by 
all, with any breaches monitored and enforced; 

 these routes to use appropriate roads that have least impact on the local 
environment and communities; and  

 road closures are to be avoided, except in exceptional circumstances. Any closures 
will be sequenced appropriately and include sensible diversions. 

 
 

Policy framework  
The general policy and legislative context relevant to the Proposed Scheme is provided 
within Section 2.8 of Volume 1 - Introduction to the Draft Environmental Statement and the 
Proposed Scheme.  

However, Chapter 13 of Report 27 (Route-wide effects) does not include a policy 
framework related to traffic and transport.  Reference to policy documents is contained 
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within the Community Forum Area Reports.  There are no references to District Council 
Core Strategies or Local Plans. 

Consideration of traffic and transport at a regional/route-wide scale should incorporate the 
identification and review of relevant national and regional policy and guidance documents. 
Reference should be made, but not limited to, the NPPF, Buckinghamshire’s Local 
Transport Plan and supporting documents, and District Council Core Strategies.   

Assessment methodology 
A traffic and transport assessment methodology is not currently detailed within Report 27. 
The reference document that has been provided to BCC is the “Transport Assessment 
Scoping Report – DRAFT, Country South”, dated 11/09/2012 (reference HS2-HS2-PM-
TEM-000-0000043).  This document describes the transport assessment methodology, as 
well as locations where baseline data was to be collected. 
 
13.2 outlines the Assessment Scope stating that it will adopt the same approach and 
criteria as each of the 26 Community Forum Areas for identifying impacts and assessing 
their effects. Within Report 27; reference should perhaps therefore be made to the 
proposed methodology as set out in Volume 1, Section 5.13. 
 
Temporal scope is not explicitly stated within Report 27 Section 13.  Assessment years are 
identified within Volume 1, Section 5.13 as 2012 (baseline), 2021 (baseline plus 
construction), and 2026 and 2041 (baseline plus operation).  Further detail on the scope is 
described in the Transport Assessment Scoping Report (see above).  

At the regional/route-wide scale, three geographical regions have been identified for 
assessment - London, Country and West Midlands.  Buckinghamshire Councils wish to 
see traffic and transport assessments undertaken for impacts both within the identified 
regions and inter-regionally.  

Assumptions/limitations 
No assumptions and/or limitations have been identified within Report 27 Section 13. 
Limitations to what is included in the draft Environmental Statement are included in 
Section C, Chapter 12 of the Community Forum Area Reports.  

Appendix A of the Transport Assessment Scoping Report includes Chapter 15 of the EIA 
Scoping and Methodology Report, which outlines high-level assumptions.  

However, no detailed assumptions or limitations are included.  

Buckinghamshire Councils expect assumptions and in particular limitations to the 
methodology to be more clearly set out in order that the appropriateness of the outcomes 
of the Transport Assessment can be determined. 

 
Baseline 
A baseline is not defined within Report 27 Section 13.  
 
13.2.3 states that route-wide effects would ‘mainly consist of long distance trips that would 
have a choice of mode of transport. Therefore, strategic road, rail and air modes will be the 
main focus for route-wide effects’.  To establish an adequate regional baseline, such key 
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strategic routes should be identified in discussion with the relevant Local Authority. 
Consideration should also be given to the national and regional cycle network. 
 
Construction and operational effects  
13.2.4 outlines a clear distinction between route-wide impacts and effects that would occur 
during construction and those that would occur during operation. Buckinghamshire 
councils welcome this approach. However, at this stage only potential impacts have been 
identified.  
 
As outlined within The Buckinghamshire Blueprint for HS2, Buckinghamshire Councils 
have significant concerns regarding possible road and junction realignments or changes 
that are included within the proposals and may present safety or access issues during the 
construction period. Inevitably the proposals will also increase pressures on parts of the 
transport network, either as a consequence of diversions or additional construction traffic 
movements. Further concerns during the construction phase relate to the disruption of 
existing rail services and impaired access to railway stations; and to the disruption and 
diversion of public rights of way. 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils expect that the Formal ES and supporting Transport 
Assessment set out the type, volume, temporal pattern and geographical distribution of 
new traffic generated or diverted as a consequence of the Proposed Scheme to be 
assessed and described in detail. Timeframes for proposed diversions need to be defined. 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils expect consultation to continue throughout the construction and 
operational phases with themselves and Parish Councils within Buckinghamshire, 
Department for Transport, Local Enterprise Partnerships, Local Nature Partnerships, Local 
Access Forum and Network Rail.  
 
Engagement with stakeholders needs to include information on trial holes and other 
investigations which will take place during design prior to construction. 
 

 
Waste and material resources (chapter 14) 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils would like to highlight that data for both Commercial and 
Industrial Waste and Construction, Demolition and Excavation Waste at a national / 
regional level is sparse and collected infrequently.  The data used is from 2009 and 2005 
(regional data) respectively, which does not provide a contemporary baseline, although it 
is the most up to date dataset available.     
 
Buckinghamshire Councils suggest that some modelling of these figures would be 
appropriate to help forecast from the current baseline to draw up future baselines in the 
construction and operation and that this should be done as part of the formal ES.  
 
There is no mass haul plan in any document.  Buckinghamshire Councils would like an 
assurance that this will be included in the formal ES. 

Water resources and flood risk assessment (chapter 15) 
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There is no reference to the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 throughout the draft 
volume 2. The role of the Lead Local Flood Authority responsibilities is not given the 
prominence it should have.   
 
The risk of groundwater flooding has been generally ignored.  Buckinghamshire Councils 
also question whether surface water flood risk has been properly considered route-wide.  
While reference to the Environment Agency Flood Plains has been made, these only 
consider flood risk from main rivers and the sea.  Surface water flooding, however, causes 
the majority of flooding to homes in England, yet it does not seem to have been fully 
considered.  All local mapping and records will need to be fully considered to determine 
the risk both inside and outside of flood plains from surface water flooding. 
 
The main body of the text before Part C of each CFA includes information relating to 
flooding and the management of watercourses, however this information has not been 
repeated or not repeated in the same context within the Water Resource and Flood Risk in 
Chapters.  This has made the assessment of these documents very time consuming in  
order to pick out all the information when it should have been included in the relevant 
chapter. 
 
There appears to be quite a lot of detailed design before any detailed assessment of all 
sources of flood risk and surface water management have been undertaken. 
 


