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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire response - Part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 12 - Waddesdon and Quainton  

 
 
This area has a number of sensitive highways, historical and ecological issues, largely 
resultant from the cumulative effects of HS2, EWR and the EfW facility. The alignment of 
Station Road is a notably complex issue and requires HS2 Ltd to present a solution which 
allows large vehicles to access the Buckinghamshire Railway Centre and also maintains 
direct access to Waddesdon, particularly for the community of Quainton. We look forward 
to continuing dialogue with HS2 Ltd (along with Parish Councils, National Trust and other 
landowners) about the option for a Waddesdon bypass. This aspiration would remove 
construction traffic impacts from Waddesdon Village and impacts on access to 
Waddesdon Estate. We expect HS2 Ltd to consider the Bernwood green infrastructure 
priority area in the formal ES. 
 
Comments on Part B 
 
Description of the Proposed Scheme 
 
2.1.5 We would like to emphasise that as well as crossing the two main watercourses, 
other minor watercourses and ponds will also be crossed.  
 
2.2.2 We are dissatisfied that no technical justification has been given as to why the 
viaduct over the River Ray has been replaced with an embankment and culvert design. 
Further, the implications on flood risk and the natural watercourse are not given. We want 
to see fuller analysis of the potential advantages and disadvantages of proposed the 
embankment and culvert over River Ray, rather than the original viaduct. 
 
2.2.11 The proposed scheme has inadequate habitat corridors for bats and other wildlife. 
Further, we want to see evidence that the measures described in 2.2.12 have been 
successfully used elsewhere.  
 
Construction of the Proposed Scheme 
 
We expect that the local authorities and communities will have ample opportunity to 
contribute to; comment on; and review the LEMPs prior to construction commencing.  
 
The means of moving a very large transformer to Quainton by road has yet to be resolved. 
 
2.3.11 & 2.3.30 Following excavation some stockpiling of fill material may be necessary 
before transfer to areas of work where fill materials are required. We expect the following 
to be adhered to:  
 

 Any material which is identified as contaminated or potentially contaminated and 
needs to be stockpiled prior to disposal must be placed in a set stockpile on a 
suitable membrane/area. This is to prevent the contamination of additional areas.  
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2.3.18 We would like to see details of all 10 - 15 watercourses which are being diverted, 
not just the key ones. An assessment of the catchment area and the impact of all the 
crossings and culverts will need to be assessed to provide an overall assessment of the 
impacts to that catchment as well as site specific ones. 
 
The Buckinghamshire Councils have the following comments about the footpath, cycleway 
and bridleway diversions set out in Table 3 of the CFA report and Mapbook plans CT-06-
047 to CT-06-053-03:  
 

Right of Way Comment 

  

WAD/6/1 - near the junction 
with Blackgrove Road 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-048. 

WAD/22/1 - near the 
junction with Blackgrove 
Road 

Agreed. 

WAD/5/1 - north of 
Blackgrove Road, adjacent 
to Wayside Farm 

Dialogue with HS2 to date has suggested an 
agreement to keep this path open, diverting it 
alongside the line of HS2 to pick up a track north 
of Wayside Farm. Pedestrians would then use 
steps up the Blackgrove Road embankment to 
connect with the Highway. This solution, though 
not ideal due to the Disability Discrimination Act 
(1995), is preferable to deleting the path 
completely, which is being suggested. 

WAD/4/2 - east of Glebe 
Farm 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-049. 

WAD/4A/1 - between Glebe 
Farm and the Sewage 
Treatment Works 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-049. 

WAD/3/4 - north of 
Waddesdon and north of 
Glebe Farm 

Long, but acceptable, diversion is needed all the 
way from roadside to skirt Glebe Farm then pick 
up the Glebe Farm over-bridge.    
 
Footpath needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-049 and area of red line needs 
extending to accommodate the area of this 
footpath. 

QUA/31/3 - adjacent to 
Upper South Farm 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-050, along shared vehicular 
access to Doddershall House to link with Station 
Road. 

QUA/28A/2 – east south 
east of Doddershall House 
(This path is missing in 
Table 3, 2.3.26 p.21). 

Bridleway bridge being provided. 

QUA/24A/1 - east of 
Doddershall House 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Schem Plan CT-06-051 

North Bucks Way QUA/26/1 
- north of Doddershall 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-051 
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House 

QUA/36/2 - north of Oak 
Tree Farm and to the west 
of Finemere Wood 

Agreed; path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-052 

GUN/31/1 - east of Upper 
Greatmoor Farm 

Agreed. 

GUN/28/1 - east of Upper 
Greatmoor Farm 

Agreed 
 

CAG/2/1 - southern edge of 
Sheephouse Wood 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme 
Plan CT-06-053 

GUN/25/1 – between HS2 
and landfill site (not listed in 
Table 4, 2.3.26, p. 21) 

Acknowledgement needed this bridleway will 
remain on its current line and needs annotating on 
a plan to link with the Woods Accommodation 
Under-bridge. 

 
2.3.32 In the phasing of the works we note that embankments, cuttings, viaducts, 
overbridges and culverts are within phase 3 of the main construction works. We would like 
wildlife habitat features to be brought forward/prioritized to maximise time for wildlife to 
habituate and to maximise time for ecological monitoring to demonstrate such features are 
being used effectively prior to commissioning. 
 
Route Section Main Alternatives – Finemere Wood to Sheephouse Wood 
 
2.6.39 The option of a closed roof structure (option D) was considered and disregarded on 
grounds of complexity, duration of construction and additional land take with additional 
temporary and permanent effects. This option would have created adverse environmental 
impacts on adjacent habitat and watercourses. 
 
None of these “additional temporary and permanent effects” and “adverse environmental 
impacts on adjacent habitat and watercourses” have been stated to enable a comparison 
of potential impacts. Where is the data/rationale behind this and what is the evidence that 
the proposed Option A will result in lesser adverse effects? Option D may make the 
scheme legal in terms of Habitats Directive legislation if it reduces the potential impacts on 
bat populations. Presumably a roofed structure would enable more continuity of habitat 
planting over the scheme resulting in lesser fragmentation impacts. 
 
Proposals for further consideration 
 
2.7.1 The Councils wish to understand the options that are being considered as potential 
alternatives for the existing sidings used by FCC Environmental at Calvert. Without 
understanding of the potential options, no assessment can be made of potential impacts. If 
this is last stage at which the public has the chance to influence the final ES, then this 
information must be provided.  
 

 

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.  
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Air quality: 

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. 
 
Accordingly, an appropriate dust monitoring programme shall be funded and implemented 
by the developer prior to any ground construction/engineering works commencing. The 
methodology and sampling locations shall be agreed by the local authority.  
 
We note that automatic monitoring of nitrogen dioxide was undertaken in 2012 at a 
location in Waddesdon High Street. This data is available for baseline assessments, 
impact assessments etc. 
 
Due to the local soil characteristics we have the following concerns:  
 

 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.  

Community:  

It is very 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 full comments on the CFA reports.  

The Policy Framework should include and consider the submission draft Vale of Aylesbury 
Plan, the Bucks Green Infrastructure Strategy 2009 and the Aylesbury Vale Green 
Infrastructure Strategy. These should be used as a key reference for planning and 
managing the HS2 line and its associated infrastructure. 

It is very concerning that community impacts seem to be dismissed just because this is a 
rural area. Similarly, the strategic right of way network in this area may be quieter than the 
Chilterns but less heavily used does not mean it is any less valuable.  

The impact on Bernwood priority GI scheme (referenced within the District and County GI 
strategy) is not recognised or mitigated. Any loss or degradation of any GI will be in an 
area of existing GI deficiency and will exacerbate a recognised GI deficiency. Measures 
should be put in place for mitigating and offsetting this (see Priority Action Area 2 within 
the Buckinghamshire GI Strategy 2009).  

5.4.7 The ecological and landscape impact of the loss of a small section of the wood will 
have been commented upon elsewhere.  However, the loss of ancient woodland has 
significant implications for local communities – these woodlands have been part of the 
landscape of the area for hundreds of years and are used by residents and visitors for 
recreation.  The ES must take into account disturbance to the woodlands where they are 
near the railway line as noise from construction and then trains, may mean that they cease 
to be a pleasant place to visit. This principle applies to all woodlands impacted by the line. 
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Due to the consideration of multiple community effects and mitigation measures being 
deferred to the formal ES, Buckinghamshire Councils are unable to comment on these 
matters in this current draft ES.  

 

Cultural heritage: 

The document should refer to ‘Aylesbury Vale District Council’ Local Plan policies, not 
‘Aylesbury Vale District’ Local Plan policies.  Reference should be made to the 
Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Historic Landscape Characterisation as a relevant 
document. 

There are no key assumptions. Reference is made to the overall assessment scope and 
key assumptions for the cultural heritage assessment in Volume 1. We do not agree that 
these are adequate 

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. 

6.4.1 This paragraph is inaccurate.  The lack of evidence for pre-Roman settlement and 
activity is more likely to reflect the lack of intrusive archaeological fieldwork in a mainly 
rural part of Buckinghamshire currently dominated by permanent pasture.  Elsewhere in 
the claylands of the Vale of Aylesbury, fieldwork has produced evidence for small 
scattered farmsteads of late Bronze Age and Iron Age date.  The Roman road is Akeman 
Street, and there are a number of secondary roads or trackways which are known to 
radiate out from the Roman small town at Fleet Marston. 

6.4.2 Earthworks of fishponds and moats are known to survive at Shipton Lee, 
Doddershall and Waddesdon.  There is extensive survival of ridge and furrow earthworks 
in the area, not just at Quainton. 

6.4.4 The houses at Doddershall and at Claydon originated as Tudor mansions and both 
retain remains of the earlier fabric. 

6.4.7 The grade II listed entrance gates and gate lodge to Waddesdon Manor are 
immediately adjacent to the temporary land take area. 

6.4.9 The assessment of non-designated assets is incomplete, lacking in detail and is 
inadequate.  

6.4.10 We are puzzled by the references to circular earthworks of possible prehistoric date 
near Doddershall and near to Woodlands Farm and by the reference to Little Manor 
Holding. 

6.5 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 
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statements of the relative heritage value of the assets affected.  As a result this section is 
wholly inadequate. 

6.5.3 The significance of the surviving medieval ridge and furrow earthworks in Quainton 
parish were assessed by English Heritage as part of a regional study.  This concluded that 
the ridge and furrow in Shipton Lee and Denham townships is of national importance, 
whilst that in Quainton township is of regional or county importance.  Too little ridge and 
furrow survived in Doddershall township to be considered significant.  

6.5.5 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.   

6.5.7 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. 

6.6.5 There will clearly be a significant residual effect on the setting of the grade II listed 
entrance gates and gate lodge to Waddesdon Manor.  This is missing from the list.  The 
Councils have worked closely with the National Trust for some time, and support their 
comments on the impacts of the Proposed Scheme on Waddesdon Manor and more 
importantly the Waddesdon Estate.  

 

Ecology: 

7.3.4 Maps should be provided to show which land parcels have been and have not been 
accessed for ecological assessment. We also would like more justification for the timings 
of ecological surveys and to see a tree climbing survey for bats.  
 
There should be some reference to legal framework with respect to Habitats Directive 
(European Protected Species) and the Proposed Scheme. It is unclear how the 
assessment of temporary adverse significant residual effects in the conservation status of 
Bechstein’s Bat (and other bat species) due to train strike or turbulence (until planting 
matures) is legal. The temporary nature of the potential effects are also based on the 
assumption that the mitigation measures will work, which is unproven and not supported 
by examples of successful measures used in similar situations elsewhere. If compared 
with the potential impacts of bat collisions with wind turbines then it is possible this 
assessment would not be considered legal given the duty under the Habitats Directive to 
ensure the proposed scheme is not detrimental to the maintenance of the populations of 
the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in their natural range 
 

The Councils wish to understand the peak number of trains per hour passing at a time 
when bats could be at risk of collision (i.e. hours of peak bat activity 2-3 hours either side 
of dusk and dawn April-October). This information is needed to inform a bat collision risk 
assessment which has not been conducted in this CFA or CFA13 where significant bat 
populations have been identified.  
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7.3.5 Radio-tracking can form part of standard methods for large infrastructure projects 
where significant impacts on bats are likely so any suggestion that this is an additional or 
unusual form of survey would be wrong. The survey effort will actually barely meet the 
recommended standard of 2-3 years survey data as surveys were only commenced in 
autumn 2012. BCT Guidelines p67 9.7:  
 

“For larger projects, which take two to three years, early surveys to inform, for 
example, route options for a road scheme taking into account key features of 
potential importance to bats including roost sites, swarming sites, commuting routes 
and foraging areas should inform the design and can be followed by more detailed 
surveys of crossing-points and roosts. At each stage, the results should be 
communicated, to ensure they feed iteratively into the design of the scheme and 
any mitigation. Netting and radio-tracking surveys can cause significant disturbance 
to bats, and should only be used when there is no other way of determining the 
necessary information, and where appropriate mitigation measures cannot be 
determined from survey information gained by other means.” 

We want more information about what bat mitigation refinements are being considered.  

7.3.6 The assumption has been made that 2013 radio-tracking studies will confirm the 
findings of surveys in 2012. It should be noted that 2012 surveys were only undertaken 
towards the end of the bat survey season and it is not considered reasonable to make the 
assumption that a full suite of surveys over 2013 will confirm the findings of a small part of 
2012, especially with respect to the number and locations of roosts in close proximity to 
the Proposed Scheme. 

We note the total absence of raw ecological data to enable full assessment and 
consultation. As the last chance for the public to influence the final ES, this information 
must be provided at this stage.   

7.4.6 Areas of ancient woodland, scrub and secondary woodland have been considered as 
up to district/borough or local/parish value in terms of habitat quality in their own right, but 
may represent important habitat connectivity and foraging/commuting resources within a 
landscape which supports up to international importance for bats and therefore should be 
considered of greater importance in this context. 

Table 5. We have the following comments and queries in relation to this table: 

 We think that more than 1 maternity roost for Bechstein’s Bat have been recorded 
between HS2 Ltd, NBBG, and BBP which increases the significance of this 
population as roosts are thought to have been recorded on both sides of proposed 
route (not just one within 1.2km).  

 ‘Bats’ as receptors other than Bechstein’s Bat (see above) must be considered. We 
would argue that the value of bats as receptors is more than county/metropolitan. 
Important populations of Natterers Bat, Brown Long-eared Bat, Daubenton’s Bat, 
Whiskered and Brandt’s Bat (needs confirmation with NBBG) are also present and 
the bat species assemblage and populations are more representative of County or 
Regional importance. The assessment should include potential impacts on bat 
populations as a whole as well as individual species. The Councils do not 
understand why this assessment differs from that stated in CFA 13.  
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 When were Hazel Dormice surveys completed? If surveys have only been 
conducted in 2013 then sufficient survey effort has not been conducted to establish 
likely absence if survey guidelines have been followed 

 Reptiles – maybe widespread, but are not common in North Buckinghamshire so 
where suitable habitat and populations do occur along the existing rail line (and are 
at risk from HS2) they may be more than district/borough importance. 

 Great Crested Newt – HS2 states four small to medium populations or the great 
crested newt are present. Is this number based on pond surveys of accessible 
ponds only, or have all ponds in this CFA within 500m of the proposed scheme 
been surveyed? 

 We expect HS2 Ltd to provide information regarding what level of survey has been 
completed for terrestrial invertebrates.  

 
We have the following comments about the construction section:  
 

 The Councils wish to understand the proportion of the Proposed Scheme in CFAs 

12 and 13 (that is currently used by bats as high quality foraging/commuting habitat) 

mitigated by the provision  of the seven multi-purpose structures. Why are they 

multi-purpose and will they be illuminated and/or vegetated? They are far less likely 

to provide successful mitigation for fragmentation effects on wildlife populations if 

designed as ‘multi-functional’ rather than exclusively for wildlife 

 7.5.2: ‘Following maturation of these new habitats, potential severance impacts 
would be negated or reduced to not significant’. Over what time-scale? Bechstein’s 
Bats (and other bat species) are more associated with Ancient Woodland which is 
considered ‘irreplaceable habitat’. New plantings will take decades to mature and 
will not recreate Ancient Woodland in terms of habitat quality, food resources or 
roosting opportunities 

 7.5.3 - “losses are a consequence of both clearance required for construction of the 
Proposed Scheme, and that required to limit bat activity in close proximity to the 
route during operation”. The Councils are not aware of evidence that vegetation 
removal deters bats from flying in areas where they could be at risk of collision.  

 7.5.6 More detail on how the proposed measures protect bats from trains and risk of 
collision would be welcome. Given the permanence and scale of impacts the 
mitigation seems inadequate. It is assumed that bat collisions be monitored so that 
HS2 Ltd can demonstrate that they are not impacting on bat populations in the 
operational phase.  

 7.5.7 Contrary to what is implied, we believe that multiple roosts are present. 
Legality is discussed in the Local Policy Framework section above.  

 7.5.8 Which area of Grendon and Doddershall Meadows LWS will be lost? This is 
significant in terms of compensation as the north side of the rail line is a prime 
example of MG5 Cynosurus cristatus - Centaurea nigra grassland and MG9 
grassland. The area to the south of the railway line is of much lesser botanical 
value. It is believed that the attenuation pond would have far fewer adverse effects 
if constructed to the south rather than the north. The hydrology of the site may be 
affected by the earthworks. The Councils expect post-construction effects to be 
monitored and compensated as necessary. HS2 Ltd should clarify which part of 
Grendon and Doddershall Meadows Local Wildlife Site is under stewardship as the 
diversity of grassland plants in the areas to the south of the Proposed Scheme 
could be significantly improved as part of any compensatory measures. 
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 7.5.10 There are concerns about the colonies of Black Hairstreak butterflies that 
may be lost if the disused railway corridor is used for construction access. How 
would these actions impact on the ecological mitigation agreed for the EfW plant 
consented at Greatmoor? 

 7.5.12 We want clarification as to whether this is based on complete surveys of all 
potentially affected ponds or just based on those where access has been obtained.  

 7.5.12 We expect further detail, for example the areas of proposed planting are 
greater than areas of Ancient Woodland to be lost, so how will there be sufficient 
AW soils available for translocation? How will management of new woodland be 
secured? 

 7.5.15 We want to know how the Black Hairstreak habitat will be managed 

 7.5.17 We want more clarification about whether Bechstein’s Bat roost will be lost or 
not. 

 
7.5.18 We are concerned about the limited list of mitigation measures being considered. 
We have the following comments:  
 

 It should be obvious that early translocations and habitat plantings will be beneficial 
and will reduce adverse impacts. 

 Provision of replacement ponds (especially Great Crested Newt ponds) should be a 
given requirement for a project of this nature to demonstrate a commitment to 
protecting and enhancing the environment where possible. Given the construction 
equipment and resources available, pond creation should be a relatively cheap and 
easy way of providing ecological enhancement. 

 We want more information about what compensation will be provided and where for 
the loss of habitats at Grendon and Doddershall Local Wildlife Sites. As previously 
mentioned, land to south of railway is of lesser botanical value than that to the 
north, so it would make sense to provide habitat enhancement to adjacent habitats 
to the north to improve connectivity with Finemere Wood SSSI habitats  

 Replacement habitats should be created prior to construction wherever possible. 

 We require an explanation as to why only mitigations for Black Hairstreak (avoiding 
shading of existing habitats) are being considered.  

 
7.6 We have several concerns about operational impacts particularly around the significant 
adverse effects.  
 
7.6.2 We believe that the evidence base is absent. Whilst we do not support removal of 
additional vegetation, we are surprised that 20m is deemed a suitable de-vegetated buffer 
to prevent bats from train collisions/turbulence effects, when Natural England recommend 
a 50m buffer from bat foraging habitat to reduce bat collision risk.  
 
7.6.3 We require clarification as to whether a bat collision risk assessment has been 
conducted for Bechstein’s Bats and other bat species. This should include how many 
collisions are predicted; variations between species; predicted length of adverse effects; 
and predicted length of time for habitats to mature. Assuming habitats take 20 years to 
mature (which is considered a significant underestimate), this would mean potentially up to 
20 years of significant adverse effects on Bechstein’s Bats and other bat species. Surely 
that would be considered an unacceptable risk to the maintenance of FCS of the species 
concerned and contrary to the requirements of the Habitats Directive.  
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7.6.5 As above, we require information about how long temporary adverse effects are 
predicted to last on the Black Hairstreak. Assuming habitats take 20 years to mature, this 
would mean potentially up to 20 years of significant adverse effects on Black Hairstreak 
and the local extinction of the species. HS2 could provide a significant landscape barrier 
with de-vegetated zones either side of the line. 
 
7.6.6 Significant permanent adverse effects could be mitigated by habitat improved away 
from HS2 and maintenance of grassland strip along the proposed scheme at a short 
sward. This is covered as further mitigation being considered in 7.6.10. 
 
Table 7 Likely Significant Residual Effects - Bechstein’s and other bat species. Temporary 
adverse effect on conservation status due to train strike or turbulence until planting 
matures. (See 7.6.3.above) If significant residual effects of predicted actions are likely to 
kill bats (i.e. train strike), then the Habitats Directive states that activities must not be 
detrimental to the maintenance of the populations of the species concerned at a 
favourable conservation status in their natural range. 

 
 
Land quality: 

8.4.10 Several land uses which have the potential to cause contamination to the land have 
been identified including clay pits within Calvert landfill site; a sewage treatment works; 
several potentially infilled areas; and both current and historic railway lines. Our records 
indicate there are no other additional areas of potentially contaminated land which need to 
be taken into consideration. We do however have the following concern:  

 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 Buckinghamshire Councils have the following concerns and mitigation demands in 
relation to the construction of the proposed scheme.  

 We agree 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. 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. 

 During the construction phase it must be taken into consideration that there is 
potential to encounter contamination which has not previously been recorded. If any 
additional areas of contamination are encountered then the Environmental Health 
Department must be contacted. 

 8.5.7 We accept the proposal that any contaminated material encountered during 
construction should be treated to remove or render any contamination inactive 
before being re-used within the Proposed Scheme. We also accept that it is 
acceptable to remove the material to a suitably licensed landfill site. We wish to 
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emphasise that if any waste is moved off site to such a landfill the waste transfer 
notes associated with the movement of the material must also be submitted to the 
Environmental Health Department for approval. 

 8.5.8 We agree with the recommendation that if any landfill gases are detected 
during investigation or construction phase further gas protection measures may be 
required.  

8.6.1 During the operation of the railway there is the potential for contamination to occur 
along the route therefore we welcome the statement that adequate procedures will be put 
in place to deal with any spillages which may occur during the maintenance and operation 
of the railway.  

 

Landscape and visual assessment: 

There is not enough specific information to make meaningful detailed comments on the 
proposals for individual CFAs. There is a need to understand why some of the proposals 
that have been put forward in the ‘Buckinghamshire’s Mitigation Blueprint for HS2’ such as 
those to reduce the visual impact of the line on the community of Quainton by putting the 
railway in cutting have not been incorporated into current proposals. 

There is a need for design level engagement between HS2 Ltd and Aylesbury Vale DC’s 
landscape architects, biodiversity, and drainage officers. on the design of the 
infrastructure, mitigation and enhancements for the  route through the district.  

9.6.13 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.  

Due to the planned vertical alignment of HS2 at Quainton, there are major concerns about 
noise and visual impacts on the local community. If the line was in cutting it would reduce 
both the noise and visual impact for local residents and spoil from the cutting could be 
used to support noise mitigation, especially close to the allotments near Station Road.  

 

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 is unacceptable.  

10.4.3 Latest employment figures should be used. 

10.4.4 Proportion of employment by sector would be a useful measure here. 
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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 travel to work distances 
involved. 

An analysis of occupations by district would be helpful 

 

Sound, noise and vibration: 

It is impossible for us 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  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. 

No baseline noise data has been provided in the draft ES. 

As stated above we do not believe that using Noise Insulation Regulation thresholds is 
sufficient to identify all, non community, residential receptors that will be significantly 
affected by noise. 

Based on our 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: 

1. Map ref SV-01-24 F/G 3/4 Cranwell Farm 
2. Map ref SV-01-24 E6 Blackgrove Farm Cottages (2) 
3. Map ref SV-01-24 D4 Wayside Farm- Needs to include noise arising from raising 

Blackgrove Road over the HS2 track on a new road bridge. 
4. Map ref SV-01-25 B4 Upper South Farm 
5. Map ref SV-01-26 L6 Railway Cottage 
6. Map ref SV-01-26 Woodland Farm Cottages (2) 

11.5.5 No detail is provided on the properties potentially affected by ground-borne noise 
and vibration 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 the A41, Station Road, Quainton or Blackgrove 
Road adjacent to Wayside Farm.  These will need to be provided in the full ES. 
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There is insufficient information within the draft ES to identify whether or not the 
construction impacts identified are complete. 

11.5.3 Whilst no major infrastructure developments are identified as potential effects 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 and 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. 

 

Traffic and transport: 

12.2.1 & 12.2.3 Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 is broadly reviewed with reference to the 
Sustainable Community Strategy.  Reference is also made to Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 
Implementation Plan and the reference to HS2 contained within it. However, it fails to 
mention that the reference at that time was in opposition to the HS2 scheme proposals. 

Within the Policy Framework there is no mention of Buckinghamshire’s Freight Strategy 
nor the Local Area Strategy which sit under the LTP3. There is also no reference to the 
District Council key documents such as the Core Strategy or emerging Vale of Aylesbury 
Plan.  

12.3.5 We note the statement that the ‘design development of the Proposed Scheme 
remains in progress’. Updates and revised assessments are therefore required.  

12.3.6 We have the following comments on the list of key limitations in the reporting of 
significant effects: 
 

 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.  

 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. 

 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 local 
Highway Authority. 

 
12.3.7 & maps CT-05-041 to CT-05-047 Likely construction routes for the area are 
identified in and comprise the A41 and more local roads (Blackgrove Road, Station Road, 
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Lawn Hill via Lee Road, Country Lane, Station Road and A41 or Buckingham Road, Marsh 
Gibbon Road, Edgcott Road, The Broadway and A41 or Perry Hill, Buckingham Road, 
Gawcott Road and A421) as well as a Haul Road. 
 
We are concerned about the use of a number of the identified local, rural roads. As stated 
within Buckinghamshire’s Mitigation Blueprint for HS2, to reduce local impacts no 
construction traffic including staff transport should be routed via local villages. The use of 
Waddesdon as a construction route is also unacceptable (owing to its important heritage) 
and alternative haul routes to the trace must be provided 
 
12.4 We have the following comments on baseline conditions: 

 A more detailed analysis should be provided in the formal ES and Transport 
Assessment.  

 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 BCC.  

 Future baseline traffic volumes take account of the proposed changes to the Energy 
and Waste Facility at Greatmoor.   

12.5 We welcome the measures to avoid/reduce impacts on travellers: temporary rail 
sidings at Calvert as appropriate early in the construction programme to allow construction 
materials to be brought in by rail rather than road. The use of a haul road adjacent to the 
Proposed Scheme alignment is also welcomed. Defined lorry routes should be confirmed 
and agreed with BCC as the Transport Authority. 

Table 13 outlines the estimated numbers of vehicles generated by the site compounds in 
this area. However flows are provided in ‘typical daily number of two-way trips’ and no 
reference is made any restrictions or likely times of travel.  

12.5.8 With regards to the roads anticipated to result in significant increases in traffic flows 
(i.e. more than 30% for HGV or all vehicles), we are concerned about such increases on 
both Station Road and Quainton Road.  

12.5.9 We would like the phrase ‘as far as reasonably practicable’ defined.  

12.5.10 – 12.5.12 The workforce travel plan should be completed in line with current best 
practice guidance and reviewed by BCC Sustainable Travel team when available 

12.5.14 Minor effects are identified in terms of delays to vehicle occupants on Station 
Road. A definition is required as to ‘minor effect’. As stated within Buckinghamshire’s 
Mitigation Blueprint for HS2, there is a strong desire from local residents to retain Station 
Road on its current alignment. Without a change to the vertical alignment of HS2 in this 
area, Station Road will need to rise further to cross HS2. In turn, this would require a 
specific access ramp / turning area for large vehicles accessing the Railway Centre. If the 
alignment of Station Road can be maintained, residents of Quainton and Waddesdon will 
suffer significantly less disruption. 

Assessments should also consider locally sensitive junctions as identified by BCC.  

12.5.19 The identification and details of further mitigation measures is required. 
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12.6 We have the following comments about Operation: 

 The information as set out in Section 12.6 Operation is again stated to be 
subject to review in the formal ES.  

 Details are required in  12.6.2 about how the following will be achieved: 
‘promote, encourage and facilitate use of sustainable transport modes to access 
stations and interchange facilities by all users’  

 12.6.3 - 12.6.4 & 12.6.6 A full assessment of impacts and effects of the 
permanent closure of Perry Hill and the PRoW is required to determine the 
minor and moderate significant effects briefly outlined  

 12.6.7 The identification and details of further mitigation measures is required.  

. 

 

Water resources and flood risk assessment: 

13.4.10 The Muxwell Brook’s current and proposed alignments is detailed. However, this 
seems to have been based on desk top information: what are the physical challenges and 
will reverting the alignment increase the risk of flooding to the Calvert landfill site?  
 
13.6.7 It is stated that the proposed scheme will extend the Muxwell Brook culvert, 
however the impact on the loss of flood storage that this will have needs assessing.  
 
13.6.8 It is stated that flood storage compensation will be provided however there is no 
details of where this will be. We also expect details about how the residual risk will be 
quantified.  
 
We have the following comments about the map books:  
 

 CT-06-049: a new drainage channel is shown to flow to the north, but is outside of 
the land acquisition red line boundary - how this is feasible? And why does is run for 
a long distance? 

 

 CT-06-052: Where are the flood storage compensation areas? 
 
 
 
 
 


