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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils response part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 10 Dunsmore, Wendover and Halton 

 
 
The area is within the Chilterns AONB – a nationally recognised and protected landscape. 
We feel, however, that the draft ES does not fully recognise this and suggests poor and 
inadequate mitigation. There are serious concerns about the impact of the maintenance 
loop on this community area; a concern compounded by the fact that no noise assessment 
has been carried out. There is also serious concern about the disruption that will be 
caused by HGV traffic in the area, particularly with regards to the use of some of the 
narrower, more rural roads. The impact of construction and operation on the setting of 
grade II* listed buildings within Wendover are not adequately assessed – particularly in the 
case of St Mary’s church, an active place of worship within 200m of the green tunnel 
portal.   
 
Comments on Part B:  
 
Description of the proposed scheme 
 
2.2.2 We are concerned about impact of the maintenance loop on the wider landscape. 
There is very little information on the visual appearance and operation of the maintenance 
loop given.  
 
2.2.5 Further, the HS2 route and maintenance loop will be on an embankment in this area 
increasing its visibility. We are concerned about the impact of this in particular since the 
draft ES suggests that Risborough Road over bridge would rise to 15m. Appropriate 
assessment of the visual impact and mitigation is crucial but currently not included in the 
draft ES. More detail is required for the formal ES.  
 
Construction of the proposed scheme 
 
2.3.2 This paragraph refers to the environmental management regime for the Proposed 
Scheme, which includes the Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP). 
Buckinghamshire Councils expect that the local authorities will have the opportunity to 
review and comment upon the LEMP prior to construction commencing.  
 
2.3.9 This paragraph highlights that fuel will be stored within the main site compound at 
Small Dean viaduct. Buckinghamshire Councils want to emphasise that this fuel must be 
stored in accordance with The Control of Pollution (Oil Storage) (England) Regulations 
2001. Plant and equipment will also be stored in these areas. These combined uses in 
addition to the fuelling of plant, vehicles etc, has the potential to cause contamination to 
the site from spillages of fuel, oil, lubricants etc. Any spillages must be addressed promptly 
and a full procedure must be in place outlining how these spillages will be dealt with. Spill 
kits should also be located at a suitable point/s around the site as appropriate.  
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2.3.10 & 2.3.27 It is stated that wherever possible excavated areas material would be 
moved directly from the area of excavation to areas of the works where fill material is 
required. However some temporary stockpiling of fill material may be necessary and these 
stockpiles will be located in the adjacent areas to the main compound. Buckinghamshire 
Councils request that any material which is identified as contaminated or potentially 
contaminated and needs to be stockpiled prior to disposal must be placed in a separate 
stockpile on a suitable membrane/area. This is to prevent the contamination of additional 
areas.  
 
2.3.31 It is stated that Phase 1 of the simplified construction sequence for the viaducts at 
Wendover and Small Dean enables work to be undertaken at this time, which includes site 
investigation works. We ask that this site investigation work take into consideration the 
potential for contamination to be present at the sites. The Councils also agree that these 
works are necessary and that this is the most appropriate stage for them to be completed.  
 
2.7.1 This paragraph suggests that hydraulic modelling will be undertaken, however 
Buckinghamshire Councils will need clearer detail on what sort of hydraulic modelling is to 
be undertaken, and what data this will be based upon. It also needs to be made clearer 
where the flood storage areas will be located.  
 
The Buckinghamshire Councils have the following comments about the footway, cycleway 
and bridleway diversions set out in Table 3, p.22, 2.3.23. Map Book Plans CT-05-035 to 
CT-06-040. 
 

Right of Way Comment 

  

TLE/2/2 GMI/2/1 – 
Bowood Lane linking 
the A413 with 
Rushmoor Wood  

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-035. . This route includes paths TLE/2 and 
WEN/38, not GMI 2. A diversion of this path to Bowood 
Lane over-bridge is also acceptable to reduce the 
number of bridges in this area and therefore reduce 
visual impact. 

GMI/3/1 – Bowood 
Lane, Wendover 
Dean 

Agreed; separated footway needed, alongside the 
carriageway, for pedestrians. 

GMI/5/2 – Wendover 
Dean, close to 
Durham Farm 

Agreed. 
 

WEN/36/1 – 
Wendover Dean, 
adjacent to Durham 
Farm 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-036. 

WEN/39/2 – 
Wendover Dean, to 
east of Upper 
Wendover Dean 
Farm 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-036. 

Icknield Way 
Regional promoted 
route 
 

Agreed; but discussions were taking place regarding a 
separated footway that safely accommodated walkers, 
cyclists and horse riders away from construction traffic 
accessing the Small Dean Viaduct Main Construction 
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Compound. The path has been annotated on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-037 where the new track would be 
constructed within the highway extent. 

WEN/57/1 - Running 
parallel with the 
A413 to Bacombe 
Lane 

Agreed.  

WEN/14/4 - Along 
Bacombe Lane 

Agreed; additional information on the new path gradient 
over the green tunnel would useful. Additional distance is 
only around 90m, not 200m as stated in Table 3, 
paragraph 2.3.23. 
 
NB. A footway construction was being considered for 
pedestrians coming off Bacombe Hill open access land, 
along the Ridgeway National Trail, for walkers wishing to 
connect back into Wendover. Use of the footway along 
the existing Ellesborough Road would be preferred, and a 
safe crossing design is needed on the new ‘T-junction. 
This needs further consideration before the final ES. 

WEN/11/1, 11/2 - 
north of 
Ellesborough, 
adjacent to 
Wendover Cricket 
Club 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-038. An alternative route or road crossing for 
Footpath WEN/6/3 needs to be considered as 
Ellesborough Road is proposed to be bypassed 
(paragraphs 2.6.23 – 2.6.26) behind properties 10 – 48, 
Ellesborough Rd, Wendover, HP22 6EL.  
 

WEN/55/1 - west of 
Wendover 
connecting 
Wendover with 
Wellwick Farm 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-038. 

ELL/25/1 - B4009 
Nash Lee Road 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-039. In addition, a footway construction is 
needed alongside Nash Lee Road for pedestrians.  

 

 

Comments on Part C  

 

We suggest that the ‘Policy Framework’ section title within each of the below topics is 
amended to ‘Local Policy Framework in order to better reflect its content.  
 

 Air quality 

The impacts and potential emissions created during the construction phase of the 
Proposed Scheme, in particular, particulates and dust, require detailed guidance and 
mitigation to guarantee that human receptors of such emissions remain unaffected, or to 
minimal effects.  
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4.2.1 This part is missing the adopted Aylesbury Air Quality Action Plan / Wycombe Air 
Quality action plan and Bucks Air Quality Strategies which contain air quality management 
area and district wide policies and measures to improve air quality and reduce emissions. 

4.5.6 The Councils do not agree with this paragraph and would welcome the opportunity to 
discuss this aspect further. Whilst traffic flows may indicate that impacts from construction 
activities would have negligible effect, many of the roads designated as AQMAs would not, 
based on just number of vehicles etc. have been designated. Once again, this is through 
HS2 not fully understanding or considering local effects, the vehicle mix and detailed 
monitoring. 

4.5.7 As no data has been presented in this chapter, it is not possible to comment on 
whether residual effects are likely. 

4.6.1 “Impacts ...relate mainly to changes in the nature of traffic”. The Councils are unsure 
what is meant by this statement and seek clarification from HS2. 

Mobile machinery - such as concrete crushing and screening plants - should be Permitted 
and Operated in accordance with the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010, so that 
there is a standardised practise as part of the air quality maintenance of the CFA.  
 
In terms of implementing “good practice”, Buckinghamshire Councils request that 
reference should be made to the following guidance documents as a minimum: 
 

1. Guidance on the Assessment of the Impacts of Construction on Air Quality and 
the Determination of their Significance:  Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM), 
January 2012. 
 
2. Air Quality Monitoring in the Vicinity of Demolition and Construction Sites: IAQM 
November 2012. 
 
3. Up-dated Guidance on Construction Site Evaluation Guidelines and Mitigation 
Measures: GLA Supplementary Planning Guidance Document. 
 
4. Best Practice Guidance: The Control of Dust and Emissions from Construction 
and Demolition: Mayor of London 2006. 

 
We would also like to give emphasis to the local soil characteristics of the CFA, as much of 
the underlying geology of the Vale is chalk and clay, both of which have the potential to 
generate significant air borne dust emissions during certain prevailing meteorological 
conditions. During the construction phase, sensitive receptors are likely to be adversely 
effected by dust without appropriate, proportionate and effective dust management 
regimes. Therefore, particular emphasis should be given to preventing wind-whipping from 
stockpiles effecting sensitive receptors. Careful consideration should also be given to the 
location of stockpiles, profiling, covering, water suppression and general management. 
Prevention of wind-whipping from road/track surfaces by vehicle movements on and 
around the site should also be given careful consideration. 
 
In order to quantify the potential impact of dust emissions, a dust emission baseline should 
be established at relevant (sensitive receptor) locations along the route. These should 
include locations where human, ecological, and agricultural/horticultural receptors exist. 
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Accordingly, an appropriate dust monitoring program shall be funded and implemented by 
the developer prior to any ground construction/engineering works commencing. Monitoring 
should continue throughout the construction phase and the methodology and sampling 
locations shall be agreed by Buckinghamshire Councils.  
 

Community 

It is extremely disappointing that there is no consideration, assessment or analysis of the 
strategic Green Infrastructure (GI) network for Buckinghamshire. Given this serious 
deficiency it is difficult to provide comments for this CFA.  

Strategic GI enhancements and opportunities can be found in Buckinghamshire GI 
Strategy and Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy, both of which should be used as key reference 
for managing and planning large scale infrastructure projects – such as this Proposed 
Scheme.  

Buckinghamshire Councils also recognise that the loss of Wendover Cricket Club is 
included in the environmental baseline within the ES; however the Councils request that it 
is identified as community GI, to emphasise its community and amenity impact as a local 
significance.  

5.4.6 Land at the cricket ground will be within the permanent and temporary land take.  
Two issues must be addressed –firstly whether the reduction in the size of the ground 
means it would be unviable for cricket and secondly the proximity of the line to cricket in 
terms of the potential of cricket balls hitting passing trains and the unacceptable 
disturbance to cricketers by passing trains.  Essentially cricket is a peaceful, countryside 
recreation and if the HS2 proposal creates an adverse impact on the ground, a new site 
must be provided, which meets national standards. 

Whilst the Whitchell cricket ground would not suffer from land loss, the total cricket 
provision in the area must be considered together i.e. it may be critical to the successful 
operation of the Club that the two areas are in close proximity.  Consideration must 
therefore be given to whether a new ground to compensate for the loss of the 
Ellesborough Road ground should also provide a venue to relocate the Whitchell ground. 

5.4.8 The report highlights the church but gives no detail on what the impact of the line 
would be for the operation of the church as a religious venue, as a burial ground and as a 
venue for community events.  This should be addressed. 

5.5.5 We agree that there would be a major adverse effect and that this should be 
considered as significant. We wish to see proposals for the mitigation and compensation of 
this impact.  Consideration of the impacts upon the community must not just be the 
physical assets.  Disruption to the lives of the residents and visitors must be taken into 
account.  In this respect, the provision of a new cricket ground should be accompanied by 
engagement with the local community e.g. through the funding of cricket coaching 
programmes. 

5.5.11, 5.6.1, 5.6.3 An opportunity must be provided for consultees to comment upon 
matters which are to be set out in full in the formal ES; no assessment of the impacts or of 
the mitigation can be drawn from this draft ES.  
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Due to the consideration of multiple community effects and mitigation measures are being 
deferred to the formal ES, Buckinghamshire Councils are unable to comment on these 
matters in draft ES at this stage. 
 

Cultural heritage 

6.2.1 There are numerous errors with the references to the policy framework. The 
document should refer to ‘Aylesbury Vale District Council’ Local Plan policies, not 
‘Aylesbury Vale’ Local Plan policies. The relevant policies should include ‘GP59’, not 
‘CP59’.  It should also refer to ‘Chiltern District Council’ Core Strategy and Local Plan 
policies, not ‘Chiltern’ Core Strategy and Local Plan policies. The relevant policies should 
include CS20 and CS21, as well as CS22.  It should also refer to ‘Wycombe District 
Council’ Core Strategy and Local Plan policies, not ‘Wycombe’ Core Strategy and Local 
Plan policies. The relevant policies should include CS17. 

6.2.2 The High Wycombe Town Centre policies mentioned are not relevant to the 
proposed scheme. Mention should however be made to the Buckinghamshire and Milton 
Keynes Historic Landscape Characterisation and to The Chilterns Historic Landscape 
Characterisation as relevant documents. 

6.4 The baseline is a descriptive summary only and includes some inaccuracies.  There is 
no detailed presentation or listing of all the heritage assets within the study area, the ZTV 
or the temporary and permanent land take areas and only nationally designated heritage 
assets are shown on the maps.  This is completely inadequate as an environmental 
baseline. 

6.4.3 This paragraph is inaccurate.  There are known Pleistocene faunal remains in the 
valley at Small Dean. 

6.4.4 This paragraph is inaccurate.  There is a scheduled Neolithic barrow at Halton and 
the nearby hillfort at Boddington Hill may have its origins in the Late Bronze Age, as 
seems to be the case with the hillfort at Ivinghoe Beacon and possibly also at Cholesbury.  

6.4.5 This paragraph is inaccurate.  Prehistoric cross-ridge dykes in the Buckinghamshire 
Chilterns are all short earthworks that often run along and across small promontaries, 
possibly to control grazing livestock.  There is little real evidence for a network of 
prehistoric routeways in this part of the Chilterns.  Grim’s Ditch however is a major linear 
earthwork, although it isn’t securely dated, so may have its origins in the later Bronze Age.  

6.4.8 The early medieval settlement pattern comprises nucleated towns and villages in the 
clay vale, with small dispersed settlements in the Chilterns.   

6.4.11 The grade II* listed buildings in Wendover includes the medieval and post-medieval 
parish church of St Mary.  The impact of construction and operation on the setting of this 
building is not adequately assessed given that it is an active place of worship within 200m 
of the green tunnel portal and the embankment at Grove Farm.  

6.4.12 The assessment of non-designated assets is incomplete, lacking in detail and is 
inadequate.  
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There is minimal identification of impact and special provision for Hunts Green Farm, 
Cottage Farm and Woodlands Park, and no mention of any mitigation measures for the 
asset.  

There is only limited assessment provided of the impact the proposals will have on 
individual heritage assets, no assessment of the impact on historic landscapes, and only 
limited detail of the mitigation proposed.  There is insufficient detail to support the 
statements of the relative heritage value of the assets effected.  As a result this section is 
wholly inadequate. 

6.5.4 The Conservation Area at Wendover is missing from the list of specific heritage 
assets which would experience significant impacts on setting during construction.  See 
also the comment on 6.4.11 above. 

6.5.3 There appears to be no understanding that constructing bridges, balancing ponds, 
providing materials stockpiles, screening earthworks and planting during construction 
creates additional archaeological and visual impacts, including an impact on setting and 
will actually add to the impacts on heritage assets.   

6.5.5 It could be argued that there will be a significant visual impact on the setting of the 
scheduled monuments on Bacombe Hill and on Boddington Hill, during construction.  The 
extensive views out from these monuments are an important element in understanding the 
deliberate selection of their location within the landscape.  

6.5.8 There is no consideration of the lasting residual impact of the proposed scheme on 
the historic landscape.  

6.6.3 There appears to be no understanding that screening earthworks and planting will in 
turn create additional visual impacts, including an impact on setting. 

Ecology 

7.3.4 Maps should be provided showing which land parcels have been and have not been 
made accessible for ecological assessment. We would also like to place particular 
emphasis on the timings and effort of ecological surveys which must be questioned, for 
example the route wide impacts of bats, tree-climbing surveys for bats, reptile and great 
crested newt surveys (as neither of these two are mentioned).  

We would like to highlight our concerns over where the raw ecological survey data to 
enable full assessment and consultation can be found. This should be provided within an 
ES and if this stage is the last chance for the public to make comment to influence the final 
ES, then the data should be provided at this stage. 
 
We would like answers to the following questions surrounding the particular species 
mentioned: 
 

 Have Dormouse surveys been completed? Given the current time of year any 
survey data from 2013 must be treated with extreme caution given best practice 
guidance for surveying for this species (April to November over at least 6 months) 
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 Has sufficient survey effort been conducted to rule out presence of Barbastelle? 
What surveys have been conducted and where have they been conducted? No 
survey data has been provided to back up assertions. 

 

 Have potentially important bat commuting routes between woodland blocks or areas 
of high quality habitat to the north and south of the Proposed Scheme been 
assessed and surveyed? 

 

 What great crested newt surveys have been conducted? What proportions of ponds 
surveyed have identified presence of great crested newt 

 

 Suitable habitat for reptiles has been identified, but surveys have not been 
completed to inform baseline – HS2 can’t infer likely absence from a low number of 
records.  

 

 Terrestrial invertebrates – it is stated that habitat suitable for large numbers or 
diverse assemblages of notable species are uncommon near the proposed scheme. 
Bacombe and Coombe Hill SSSI (25m west of the proposed scheme) has records 
of a number of scarce invertebrates, including butterflies such as the chalkhill blue 
Lysandra coridon, brown argus Aricia agestis, Duke of Burgundy Hamearis lucina 
and dark green fritillary Argynnis aglaja. Also of special interest is the occurrence of 
rare insects associated with the juniper bushes, including the shield bug 
Elasmostethus tristriatus. Have these areas been surveyed for their invertebrate 
assemblage by HS2. 

 
7.4.6 HS2 will sever a Traditional Orchard, a priority habitat, in this section. The draft ES 
does not indicate any compensation for the loss and fragmentation of the orchard. 
Appropriate mitigation and compensation is required.  
 
7.5.5 and 7.5.12 We believe the ES should state that the Proposed Scheme could result in 
permanent significant adverse affects to Weston Turville Reservoir SSSI at a National 
Level due to temporary reduction in groundwater that feeds the SSSI and a permanent 
reduction in the extent of the habitats for which the site is designated. Buckinghamshire 
Councils suggest that these measures be mitigated through engineering and hydrology, 
and with reference to ES stating that additional mitigation may be considered following 
ground water monitoring, we are proposing feedback on what sort of mitigation will take 
place and for how long monitoring will undertaken post construction. 

7.5.8 This paragraph refers to commitments in the CoCP to reinstate hedges through 
planting and translocation will reduce the extent of effects and reinstate connectivity either 
side of the route but not across it, and 7.5.12 states further measures that are being 
considered include the provision of measures to facilitate the passage of species across 
the route where significant foraging or commuting routes would be disturbed; 
Buckinghamshire Councils would like to know what measures will be used to facilitate the 
passage of species across the route and how will such significant foraging or commuting 
routes be identified in this CFA and route wide. HS2 Ltd has currently provided no data on 
this.  

7.5 We would like to emphasise that minimal hedgerow replacement/new planting has 
been proposed to minimise habitat fragmentation. Hedgerow planting would act to soften 
landscape and visual impacts and species-rich native hedgerows should be planted along 



HS2 Draft ES: response of the Buckinghamshire Councils   

 

 9 

the base of raised embankments along the route to help offset hedgerow losses and 
minimise habitat fragmentation. Whilst acknowledging that hedgerows may not be 
appropriate in close proximity to track (especially in areas of high bat activity), hedgerow 
planting should be considered where embankments/cuttings are located further away from 
operational lines, to offset loss of habitats of principal importance. 

We would like to know how bats will be deterred from entering tunnels where they are at 
high risk of train-strike, as this has not been covered in the draft ES, and poses significant 
risks to the bats if not considered and referenced in detail.  

 

Land quality 

8.2 There is no reference to the adopted Aylesbury Vale DC contaminated land strategy. 

8.4.7 It states that groundwater and surface water resources are discussed in section 13, 
there is scope for pollution from construction activities to impact both. Further details 
therefore should be included in this section, specifically related to contamination migration. 
When looking at section 13, further details are not provided. 

8.4.10 to 8.4.13 the environmental baseline for ecology in this CFA poses particular 
queries within current and historic land use. There are several land uses which have the 
potential to cause contamination to the land have been identified within these sections 
including an area of landfill, two petrol stations and former gravel/sand pits. Our records 
indicate there are no other additional areas of potentially contaminated land which need to 
be taken into consideration.  

However other areas of potentially contaminated land may be encountered during the 
construction phase which has not previously been recorded or identified. This therefore 
must be taken into consideration during the construction phase and the Environmental 
Health Department must be contacted if and when any additional areas of previously 
unidentified contamination are encountered.  

8.5.2 & 8.5.4 We recommend that ground investigation must be undertaken before 
construction takes place to confirm any areas of contamination. Any remedial schemes 
required as a result of investigative work must be discussed with the Environmental Health 
Department and the Environment Agency.  Written approval from both these authorities 
must be obtained before any work can commence. We also agree that it is appropriate and 
acceptable to undertake any remedial works during the construction phase. Within one 
month of completing the remedial works a full validation/verification report must be 
submitted for approval. We therefore do not believe that there is any further additional 
mitigation measures required.  
 
8.5.8 We request that evidence is provided to confirm this statement. 
 
8.6 In terms of the operation of the railway there is the potential for contamination to occur 
along the route; this needs better recognition. 
 
8.6.5 This may be needed for a number of years following remediation. 
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Landscape and visual assessment 

9.2.2 The policy framework reference is incorrect and incomplete – policy HW2 is 
irrelevant for the scheme, Local Plan policy C10 and DSA policies DM10 and DM13 are 
missing. Reference to local landscape character assessment (WDC LCA) is missing. No 
reference to the HS2 route sensitivity study which was carried out by LUC on behalf of the 
CDC, SBDC and WDC. 
 
9.2.3 Reference to Wycombe District Landscape Character Assessment and Historic 
Character Assessment missing (although character boundaries appear to have been used) 
 
There is not enough specific information to make meaningful detailed comments on the 
proposals for individual CFAs and there is a need to understand why some of the 
proposals that have been put forward in the ‘Buckinghamshire’s Mitigation Blueprint for 
HS2’ have been included and others are not e.g. extended tunnel proposal through the 
AONB. 

Further, there is a need for design level engagement between HS2 Ltd and local authority 
landscape architects, biodiversity, and drainage officers etc. on the design of the 
infrastructure, mitigation and enhancements for the whole of the route through 
Buckinghamshire.  

 

9.5. The construction impacts do not appear to be adequately assessed, e.g. they do not 
appear to include an assessment of impacts of road diversions, road widening, temporary 
roads, compounds, transformer stations, loss of vegetation, lighting, vehicle movements, 
activity etc  

 

9.5.8 It is difficult to judge the accuracy of the assessment in absence of the assessment 
rationale. Notwithstanding that such a rationale would explain the thinking about the 
judgement we would question the accuracy of the sensitivity assessment. 

 

9.6.14 It is stated that further mitigation is ‘currently being considered’. However, much of 
the acceptability of the design of structures, landforms and mitigation will depend on the 
further mitigation measures. These could make a significant difference to the design 
quality, contextual response, landscape quality and legacy of the proposed scheme.  

 

The Draft ES does not include Coombe Hill as a viewpoint which is a major omission and 
considered essential.  

 

Socio-economics 

It is stated within Volume 1 (5.11.1) that “Localised effects on businesses and 
observations on potential local economic effects are reported within each CFA”, but the 
section does not address these matters. There is no attempt to quantify the local impact on 
each CFA. This is not best practice and unacceptable.  

10.4.3 Latest figures should be used. 
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10.4.4 Proportion of employment by sector would be a useful measure here. 

10.5.4 & 10.6.2 “The likely residual socio-economic effects are currently being assessed 
and will be reported in the formal ES”.  This is very unhelpful and we request that at least 
an interim report on the effects should be made in advance of the formal ES.  

10.6.1 It appears that no real effort has been put into consideration of employment 
opportunities for local residents.  No thought has been given to distances involved. 

An analysis of occupations by district would be helpful 

 

Sound, noise and vibration 

It is almost impossible to make any judgement over the validity of those communities 
identified as potentially significantly affected by noise (or indeed those not so identified) 
because no baseline noise information is provided within the draft ES. 

11.6.4 (and section 5.12.8 of Volume 1) sets out the criteria being used to determine 
potential significant affects on individual dwellings (or groups of dwellings that do not 
constitute a community).  We do not consider that these criteria are sufficient to identify all 
those significantly affected by noise from operation of the railway. 

We would again like to emphasise that no baseline noise data has been provided in the 
draft ES or in response to repeated requests made by the Buckinghamshire authorities. 
Furthermore, the Buckinghamshire Councils believe that there is insufficient information 
within the draft ES to identify whether or not the construction impacts identified are 
complete.  

11.5.3 In this paragraph major infrastructure developments are identified as potential 
effects. However there appears to be no recognition of the noise and disruption caused by 
the major earthworks required along the length of the line, and particularly the potential 
noise caused by lorry movements transporting spoil from one site to another. 

Our understanding is that as part of the track laying process the tracks themselves have to 
be pre-tensioned to allow for potential thermal expansion. This process involves cutting 
stretching a re-welding the rail.  This work needs to be carried out when the ambient 
temperature is low and therefore will be carried out at night. Whilst it is of limited duration 
in any one location it has the potential to be quite disturbing for residents close to the line. 

Buckinghamshire Councils do not believe that the operational impacts of the Proposed 
Scheme on sound, noise and vibration and the mitigation steps to applied against, can be 
sufficiently identified using the Noise Insulation Regulation thresholds identify all, non 
community, residential receptors that will be significantly affected by noise. Based on our 
general knowledge of baseline noise levels and the information presented on the 
operational sound contour maps within this CFA, we believe the following individual/groups 
of properties, not included as identified community impacts, will experience a rise in noise 
levels of a least 10dBLpAeq,16hr and therefore should be identified as potentially 
significantly affected. 
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1. Map ref SV-01-19 E4 Property on farm complex 

2.  Map ref SV-01-20 D/E 4 Properties on Nash Lee Road (it is unclear whether or 
not the are included with in community area SV10-C05 

11.6.2 provides no details on the properties potentially affected by ground-borne noise and 
vibration (section), and therefore it is impossible for us to comment further on this aspect 
at this time. 

11.6.10, no details have been provided of the assessments that have been carried out on 
the impacts of realigning roads, particularly Ellesborough Road and Nash Lee Road in 
Wendover. These will also need to be provided in the full ES. 

11.6.12 The communities identified as potentially significantly affected are not well defined 
either on the operational contour maps or within the descriptions in section.  This will need 
to be addressed in the final ES. 

11.6.10, no details have been provided of the assessments that have been carried out on 
the impacts of realigning roads, particularly Ellesborough Road and Nash Lee Road in 
Wendover. These will also need to be provided in the full ES. 

There is no noise assessment of the noise impacts arising from the maintenance loop 
which will have a highway access from Nash Lee Road. This assessment will need to take 
into account both road vehicle movements on the highway and night time railway 
movements as well as daytime maintenance/loading activities carried out on the rail 
vehicles accommodated on the maintenance loop. 

11.6.14, Table 11 It is believed the reference in respect of Nash Lee should be SV10-C05 
(not SV10-C04). Furthermore it is believed the premises to the south of the proposed route 
at this location (Hunters Leaze, The Linhay, Oakside and Chenas House) should be 
included within the description of the Community SV10-C05 at Para 11.6.12 and should 
benefit from the maximum mitigation possible such as 4m or 5m barrier or equivalent as 
suggested in the table. 

The plan and profile maps show a design speed of 400kph of the line between the South 
Heath and Wendover Green Tunnels, which both have a design speed of 360kph. Given 
the distance between these tunnels is some 5km which would be travelled in 
approximately 50 seconds at 360kph there appears to be no realistic expectation that 
trains could speed up to 400kph and slow down again between tunnels. We query whether 
if the design speed of the line between the tunnels was reduced to 360kph would it allow 
further mitigation of noise affects by allowing tighter corners or increased gradients to be 
used? 

 

Traffic and transport 

12.2.1 and 12.2.3 broadly reviews Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 with reference to the 
Sustainable Community Strategy and within section 12.2.2, reference is also made to 
Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 Implementation Plan and the reference to HS2 contained within 
it. However it fails to mention the reference at that time was in opposition to the proposals. 
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There is also no mention of Buckinghamshire’s Freight Strategy nor the Local Area 
Strategy which sit under the LTP3.  

12.3 and 12.3.5 The key limitations in the reporting of significant effects are stated. The 
first limitation states ‘the capacity of junctions that would be affected by the Proposed 
Scheme has not yet been assessed in detail. A more detailed assessment will be carried 
out for the formal ES where necessary’. Junctions assessed should be determined in 
consultation with the respective local authorities. BCC is currently producing a list of locally 
sensitive junctions throughout Buckinghamshire that will need to be assessed in the formal 
ES. 
 
We are aware that the forecast traffic generation will not take account of wider effects; if 
the construction routes, diversions or highway closures will affect bus routes, there may be 
modal shift from public transport to private car. Such effects need to be estimated as part 
of the formal ES. 
 
For construction traffic, forecast traffic flows and size of vehicles will need to be confirmed 
in order to fully assess and ensure that construction routes identified are appropriate. 
Construction traffic must be assessed and agreed by BCC as the local Highway Authority. 
We also expect routes used for construction traffic to be clearly identified, maintained and 
used by all, with any breaches monitored and enforced. We expect these routes to use 
appropriate roads that have least impact on the local environment and communities.  
 
Further concern is raised with regard to the cumulative impact of HGVs associated with 
associated routes. Concern is also raised with regard to the use of some of the narrower, 
more rural roads identified and their suitability to accommodate HGVs. Rocky Lane, for 
example, is signed on street as ‘un-suitable for HGVs’. As stated within Buckinghamshire’s 
Mitigation Blueprint for HS2, the surface route between Wendover and Mantles Wood 
should be accessed via the trace as far as possible. Narrow roads leading from the ridge 
to the A413 should not be used nor improved for construction traffic, whilst use of the B485 
should be minimised as this is a key route. Consultation throughout the construction phase 
is also required. 

12.4 Buckinghamshire Councils are aware that a broad outline of baseline conditions is 
presented; however we feel a more detailed analysis should be provided in the formal ES 
and Transport Assessment.  

The baseline conditions should include traffic system performance data, including queue 
lengths and/or journey time data, and assessment of the locally sensitive junctions 
throughout Buckinghamshire as identified by Buckinghamshire Councils.  

Any future baseline traffic volumes should take account of locally committed development 
and infrastructure. 

12.5.1 This paragraph notes the measures to avoid/reduce impacts on travellers. 
Reference is made to construction materials and equipment being transported along haul 
road adjacent to the Proposed Scheme alignment ‘where reasonably practicable’, 
however, no further details or potential impact has been provided. Defined HGV routes 
should be confirmed and agreed with Buckinghamshire Councils. There is also no 
reference is made to the minimisation of impacts on cyclists and non-motorised traffic. 
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Assessments should also consider locally sensitive junctions as identified by 
Buckinghamshire Councils, including the level of effect to be determined on Rocky Lane, 
King’s Lane, North Lee Lane, Bowood Lane and Small Dean Lane mentioned in section  

12.5.4 This paragraph lists the temporary road closure of Bowood Land and Small Dean 
Lane and associated diversions. The road closures are stated to last ‘for a month or more’, 
however confirmation of the likely duration is required, as well as confirming that local 
access will be maintained. 

The permanent closure of Bacombe Lane is also identified, with a proposed link road to be 
constructed via Ellesborough Road. Buckinghamshire Councils expect important effects as 
a result of such closures/diversions to be fully assessed.  

12.5.4 This paragraph mentions access points to construction compounds for vehicular 
access, and we would like emphasise that this will require review and approval by BCC 
Development Management.   

Table 12 in the construction theme for the CFA outlines the estimated numbers of vehicles 
generated by the site compounds in this area in. The flows are provided in ‘typical daily 
number of two-way trips’, but no reference is made any restrictions or likely times of travel, 
which will need to be made clear and added to the formal ES.  

12.5.7 lists the roads anticipated to result in significant increases in traffic flows (i.e. more 
than 30% for HGV or all vehicles), and Buckinghamshire Councils would like to raise 
concern with regard to such increases on the more local and rural roads. Impacts, 
including any cumulative impacts associated with CFA9 construction traffic, should be fully 
assessed.  

Similarly 12.5.8 states the CoCP would include HGV management and control measures, 
and therefore details of such measures and their impact are required for the ES.  

12.5.8-12.5.10 These paragraphs refer to the development of the CoCP and a construction 
workforce travel plan, with no further reference made to a Local Environment Management 
Plan (LEMP). The Workforce Travel Plan should be completed in line with current best 
practice guidance and be reviewed by Buckinghamshire County Council’s Sustainable 
Travel team. 

12.5.13. The definition ‘minor significant effect’ is required.  

The identification of further mitigation measures is again required for the construction 
phase within the CFA and for the impacts of the operation of the Proposed Scheme.  

 

Water resources and flood risk assessment 

Buckinghamshire Councils note that no reference is made to the relevant saved policies 
within the AVDC Local Plan. It is important to consider the AVDC Water Cycle Study; 
including the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment as data sources. 
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Within the CFA there is a variety of water bodies which will be affected by scheme, 
including Wendover Stream, Confluence of Chalkshire Stream, and Stoke Brook, 20 
ponds, various brooks, Drains and the Grand union canal. This will need to be updated in 
the formal ES.  
 
13.4.14 This paragraph is incorrect as surface water maps do not define fluvial flood plains 
but can give a good indication based on topography. Flood Zones are not definitive maps 
of all possible watercourses flooding as they are mainly associated with Main Rivers. 
Therefore all other affected watercourses should be modelled. 
 
We also need to know what the impacts of the proposed structures associated within the 
scheme on existing watercourses will be.  
 
The baseline conditions will need to be established prior to any assessment/modelling etc 
and ground truthed, not just based on desk top study information. 
 
13.5 The flood risk assessment needs to consider the impact of any temporary works and 
permanent works. 
 
13.5.4 We would like to know how this section can be confirmed if the baseline data is yet 
to be established, and suggest that HS2 Ltd take a precautionary approach to sections 
13.5.6 and 13.5.7. 
 
13.5.9 We would like to know how the construction sites which are located in the floodplain 
will be managed.  
 
13.6.1 We would like it to be made clearer as to what parameters the surface water 
drainage was assessed. We also request that section 13.6.7 clarifies what the negligible 
impacts are based on. 
 
Maps 
 
CT-06-038 - Will these ponds have raised embankments? They are closely located to 
residential areas, has the residual risk of their failure been taken into consideration? What 
is the impact on the surrounding area of Wendover where it is proposed to cross the 
watercourse? 

 


