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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire Council’s response part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 13 - CALVERT, STEEPLE CLAYDON, TWYFORD AND CHETWODE 

 
 
One of the biggest concerns for this CFA is the serious adverse impacts of the proposed 
Infrastructure Maintenance Depot (IMD) on local communities both during the construction 
and the operation of the proposed scheme. The communities of Calvert, Steeple Claydon, 
Twyford and Chetwode currently enjoy very tranquil surroundings with extremely little 
noise or light pollution – a situation that will be changed forever by HS2. The draft ES 
makes no consideration of the cumulative effects that the construction period, the IMD and 
the operational phase will have in this area – this is a blatant, unacceptable and insulting 
deficiency. We demand that HS2 Ltd work closely with the relevant Councils and 
communities to agree the highest international standards of mitigation. 
 
Comments on Part B 
 
Description of the proposed scheme 
 
2.2.6 Proposed overbridges to facilitate wildlife movements across the Proposed Scheme 
and reduced habitat fragmentation are considered too small, too few in number and are 
multi-purpose (thus potentially reducing their effectiveness as wildlife corridors). The draft 
ES should provide evidence that such small, multi-purpose features will provide 
appropriate measures to enable bats (and other wildlife) to cross the landscape without 
risk of collision with trains and to enable the favourable conservation status of the species 
within their natural range to be maintained. Currently the mitigation as proposed is 
considered inadequate. It is also important to establish if these overbridges will be 
vegetated or illuminated. 
 
Construction of the proposed scheme 
 
2.3.2 There is reference to the environmental management regime for the Proposed 
Scheme, which includes the Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP).  We expect 
that the local authorities and communities will have the opportunity to review and comment 
upon the LEMPs prior to construction commencing.  
 
2.3.2 The major diversion of 5 watercourses should also be mentioned here. 
 
2.3.12 This section highlights that fuel will be stored within the main site compound at 
West Street. 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. 
Therefore 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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2.3.14 & 2.3.31 – These sections state that wherever possible excavated 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. 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.  
 
2.3.28, Table 4 and maps CT-06-054 to CT-06-060 The Buckinghamshire Councils have 
the following comments about the footpath, cycleway and bridleway diversions set out in 
these sections: 
 

Right of Way Comment 

  

SCL/13/2 - west of 
Sheephouse Wood 

Agreed. 

SCL/18/1 – east of 
Calvert village (not 
included in Table 4, 
2.3.28, p22). 

Diversion of this path needs including in the table as 
the path is affected by the adjoining School Hill and 
green over-bridge. Annotations have been made on 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-054. 

SCL/6/1; TWY/4/1 - 
south-east of Portway 
Farm and north of 
Calvert Jubilee Lake 
(Should read SCL/6/1 
and TWY/5/1). 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-055 and 056. 

SCL/8 - south of Steeple 
Claydon 

Path link needs clarifying; assume this refers to 
SCL/8/1. New path needs annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-055-02. Text should refer to 
footpath being diverted over new Steeple Claydon 
Footpath No. 8 over-bridge. 

SCL/9 and SCL/7 - 
south of Steeple 
Claydon 

Path links need clarifying; assume this refers to 
SCL/9/1 and SCL/7/1; and should include SCL/8/3. 
The new route of these three paths needs annotating 
on Proposed Scheme Plans CT-06-055-02 and CT-
06-055-04. 
 
It is desirable to have longer diversions along 
Footpaths SCL/7/2 and SCL/9/3 south of the IMD to 
avoid the public taking short cuts. SCL/9/3 could run 
across the north side of Blackmoorhill Farm; and this 
path could then link with SCL7/2 to cut across the field 
directly to the entrance of the Steeple Claydon 
Footpath 8 over-bridge. The new path running east 
west to the south of the IMD would not be necessary. 
The red line would need extending to enable these 
paths to be legally diverted. 

TWY/18/2 - north-east of 
the sewage treatment 
works 

Agreed. 

TWY/16 and TWY/17/1 - Suggest both paths are diverted permanently under 
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north and east of 
Twyford 

the Twyford West Viaduct to negate the need for the 
Twyford Footpath over-bridge and therefore reduce its 
visual impact on Twyford village. Bridges would be 
required over the proposed new water courses, and 
paths could follow longer diversions to PMB/8/10 and 
PBI/8/11, with an additional new bridge over the 
Padbury Brook. 

PBI/5(F)/7, PBI/6/3 and 
PBI/6/2 - north and 
north-west of Church 
View Farm 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-057. 

PBI/5A/3 - north-east of 
Twyford Mill 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-057. 
 
NB. This is a Restricted Byway, not a Footpath, as 
stated in 2.3.28, Table 4, column 5, p.23. The Twyford 
Mill over-bridge should therefore be constructed to 
carry pedestrians, cyclists, horse riders and horse 
drawn carriages. 

PBI/9/3 - east of 
Godington 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-058. 

CHW/24/2 - north-east 
of Godington and south-
west of Casemore Farm 

Agreed. However, could the bridleway not pass under 
the Godington Viaduct No. 2 to negate the need for 
the over-bridge? If the O/Br is needed for private 
vehicular access it would be preferable to allow the 
bridleway to pass under the viaduct. 

CHW/18/1- east of 
Manthorn Farm and 
west of Sunflower Farm 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-059. A slight diversion of CHW/20/1 is needed 
to link with the end of the newly constructed road 
bridge. 

CHW/11/1- east of 
Barton Hill Farm and 
west of Chetwode 

Agreed, but would suggest path is diverted in a 
straight line from roadside in Chetwode, which would 
negate the need for an additional embankment to 
support the footpath. In addition, it would enable 
walkers to take a direct line between roads. 

 
2.6.28 The Buckinghamshire Councils wish to know whether the impact on the water 
environment has been weighed against the other impacts by changing the scheme from 
viaducts to a more restrictive proposal on the watercourses. 
 
2.7.1 The proposal to culvert two watercourses underneath the proposed maintenance 
depot will have an immediate impact of flood risk on the watercourse environment. This 
could pose a flood risk to the Calvert area and landfill. The IDB will need consulting on any 
works affecting these watercourses and the Padbury Brook where it falls within their area. 
 
2.7.1 The draft ES does not appear to fully acknowledge the strategic significance of East 
West Rail (EWR). The use of descriptors such as the “Bicester to Bletchley line” and the 
“Aylesbury link line” in vol. 1 (2.17) and elsewhere are used rather than referencing them 
as an integrated EWR route that is in the National Infrastructure Plan and confirmed as a 
committed rail project. The Oxford to Bedford and Milton Keynes to Aylesbury sections of 
EWR converge in the Calvert area and both are impacted by HS2 re-alignment proposals 
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in a locality of significant environment sensitivity. With reference to section 2.7.1, and in 
the interests of clarity, EWRC do not expect Network Rail (NR) to seek appropriate powers 
to re-align its current layout – it will be for HS2 Ltd to secure appropriate consents for this 
to happen. 
 
2.7.2 We welcome the reference here about a potential additional EWR station at Steeple 
Claydon for site operatives at the proposed IMD that might be retained permanently for 
residents/wider community use. Subject to a suitable business case, a station here would 
act as part mitigation and compensation for extensive adverse impacts to communities in 
this area during both construction and operation of the proposed scheme.  
 
Whole CFA Report: FCC Environment provides Buckinghamshire County Council (BCC) 
with a critical service contract for the treatment of municipal residual waste, currently at the 
Calvert landfill site and from 2016 at the new Energy from Waste (EfW) facility. This 
contract will run for 30 years providing a secure treatment site not only for the county and 
district councils in Buckinghamshire, but also will provide a service to the commercial 
businesses of Buckinghamshire, supporting the local economy. 
 
The continued efficient operation of the FCC facility at Calvert / Greatmoor is hence of 
great concern to BCC and we would request that the development of HS2 in this locale is 
managed appropriately to minimise any potential disruption to site operations and to 
access for customers to the site. 
  
We understand that FCC and HS2 Ltd have already discussed in some detail the 
proposals, whatever arrangements are made the BCC will want to ensure the effective and 
efficient management of the EfW facility is maintained. One example is the potential use of 
the new site access road down the disused Akeman Street Railway, which we believe HS2 
may be interested in during the construction period. Waste delivery vehicles carrying 
county and district waste are on tight turnaround schedules to maintain route efficiencies 
and provide the best service to the tax paying residents of Buckinghamshire. We would 
hope that any considerations which could impact on such timings be discussed in detail 
with FCC to ensure no further detriment to our customers. 
 

 

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.  
 

 

Agriculture, forestry and soils 

3.6.2 The statement in this paragraph is misleading and inaccurate. Within 1 mile of 
Chetwode, 2 deaths have been caused by horses frightened by trains on the old GCML. 
 

 

Community 
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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 for this CFA. 

The Policy Framework should include the draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan (currently 
scheduled for submission this summer). The Bucks Green Infrastructure Strategy and the 
Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy should also be included and should be used 
as a key reference for planning and managing the HS2 line and its associated 
infrastructure.  
 
This area already has an existing deficit of Green Infrastructure (GI) and is a recognised 
Priority Action Area in the Buckinghamshire GI Strategy; therefore it is essential any 
further loss or degradation is avoided through appropriate mitigation/offsetting. 
Recognising the context of the above strategies and drawing links between them would 
help this. For instance Bernwood is a priority GI scheme which is referenced in the 
Aylesbury Vale GI Strategy and Buckinghamshire GI Strategy, impacts on this scheme 
should therefore be assessed specifically. Links should also be made between the Calvert 
and Bernwood landscape/ecological scheme in the GI Strategy and HS2’s mitigation 
proposals. 

Any loss or degradation of any GI will be in an area of existing GI deficiency and 
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 

It is concerning that community impacts are dismissed because the area is a rural one with 
a relatively sparse population. Similarly, the strategic Rights of Way network, although 
quieter and less heavily used than the Chilterns, is not any less valuable in this area and 
should not be treated as such. Multiple community effects and mitigation measures are 
deferred to the formal ES, which makes it impossible to comment on such matters at this 
stage. 
 
Rights of way in this area play a very important role linking villages. We want to draw 
attention to the importance of the footpaths leading to the school in Steeple Claydon.  
 
5.4.5 Full consideration must be given to the future of the sports ground site in Calvert 
Green.  
 
5.4.6 Consideration must be given to the impact upon the Grebe Lake site and its 
recreational use.  
 
5.4.10 – 5.4.12 The impact upon the community facilities in Twyford must be fully 
considered.  
 
5.5.3 This paragraph states minor adverse affects on community despite the fact that in 
Chetwode 10% of houses will be demolished and another 10% are already owned by the 
DfT under EHS. These are serious significant losses which are having a huge impact on 
the community. A green tunnel would remove some blight and prevent the DfT from having 
to acquire more properties in the village.  
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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: 

6.2.1 The document should refer to ‘Aylesbury Vale District Council’ Local Plan policies, 
not ‘Aylesbury Vale’ Local Plan policies.  The relevant policies should include ‘GP60’, not 
‘GP6’.  Mention 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. 

6.3.2 This paragraph is inaccurate. Detailed HER data was supplied for the full 10km 
corridor within Buckinghamshire. 

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 The medieval Augustinian priory at Chetwode was founded in 1245 but appears to 
have been a relatively small establishment.  The extent of the monastic precinct is not 
known.  The brickworks at Calvert (and presumably the workers’ housing) is 20th century.  
Much of the modern housing in the settlement was built recently, following the demolition 
of the brickworks.  

6.4.7 The grade I listed medieval church at Chetwode is actually the chancel of the 
monastic church.  It has been used as the parish church from 1480 onwards. The 
proposed route goes through the Chetwode Conservation Area significantly affecting the 
setting of this Church with important medieval stained glass. A green tunnel would mitigate 
this. Equally, Twyford St Mary’s Church for the dates back to the 12th and 13th centuries 
and, as with most medieval buildings, the extent o its foundations are unknown. It is filled 
with vulnerable but hugely significant elements. Exacerbated due to the fact that the line is 
elevated at Twyford, noise will have a critical impact on the church and without significant 
mitigation measures the church will be rendered unusable for most services. We are 
extremely disappointed and gravely concerned that the importance of both these churches 
– from a community and historic point of view – is not given due attention in the draft ES. 
Of even deeper concern is the absence of mitigation and compensation measures. We 
expect HS2 Ltd to work with local church officers to investigate and mitigate impacts in an 
appropriate way.  

6.4.8 The assessment of non-designated assets is incomplete, lacking in detail and is 
inadequate. The significance of the surviving medieval ridge and furrow earthworks in 
north Buckinghamshire were assessed by English Heritage as part of a regional study.  
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This concluded that the ridge and furrow in Preston Bissett and in Twyford parishes are of 
regional or county importance.  These significant heritage assets are missing from the list. 

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 affected.  As a result this section is 
wholly inadequate. 

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 There is no detail of the nature of the heritage assets that will experience significant 
physical impacts during construction. 

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

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

6.6.3 There will clearly be a significant residual effect on the setting of the grade II listed 
15th century timber-framed hall house of St Mary’s House in Twyford.  This is missing from 
the list as is the considerable impact of the maintenance depot on the setting of the 18th 
century model farm at Portway Farm in Twyford and the grade II listed late 18th century 
farm buildings at Rosehill Farm. 

Ecology: 

There is no baseline data provided against which to assess the draft ES making it very 
difficult to carry out the consultation properly. 

Cumulative impacts of the Energy from Waste Facility, East West Rail and HS2 is not 
currently considered in this CFA.  

7.3.4 Maps should be provided showing which land parcels have been and have not been 
accessible for ecological assessment. 

7.3.4 The timings and effort of ecological surveys conducted to date are questionable in 
terms of compliance with published best practice guidance (e.g. dormouse, bats). 

7.3.5 Radio-tracking can form part of standard methods for large infrastructure projects 
where significant impacts are likely. Therefore this should not be considered in the ES to 
be something ‘extra’ when such methods would be expected in light of the potential 
impacts of a scheme of this scale on the bat populations of the Bernwood Area. In fact this 
survey effort barely meets the recommended standard of 2-3 years survey data as surveys 
were only commenced in autumn 2012. BCT Guidelines p67 9.7 states “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 
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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.” 

7.3.6 Clarification is required over whether access for survey has been possible 
throughout the Bernwood Area and where access has not been possible, what the 
perceived constraints to ecological survey are – especially with respect to hard to survey 
species such as Bechstein’s Bat.  

7.4.8 Table 6:  
 

 We think that more than one maternity roost of Bechsteins Bat has been recorded 
between the HS2 Ltd, North Bucks Bat Group, and Bernwood Bechstein’s Project 
ecologists compared to the single roost referred to in the draft ES. The presence of 
multiple maternity roosts of this species increases the significance of the 
Bechstein’s Bat population in this area as roosts are thought to have been recorded 
on both sides of proposed route. This needs confirmation by the various groups 
conducting surveys.  

 We would argue that the value of bats is more than district/borough. Important 
populations of Natterer’s Bat, Brown Long-eared Bat, Daubenton’s Bat, Whiskered 
and Brandt’s Bat  are also present and the bat species assemblage and populations 
are more representative of County or Regional importance. The assessment of 
residual impacts should include potential impacts on bat populations as a whole as 
well as individual species. 

 If Hazel Dormice surveys have only been conducted in 2013 then sufficient survey 
effort cannot have been conducted to establish likely absence if survey guidelines 
have been followed. 

 Reptiles may be 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 of more than district/borough importance. 

 We would like to know what level of survey has been completed for terrestrial 
invertebrates and over which land areas  

7.4.9 It is stated that the baseline is unlikely to change before construction. Does this 
mean that there will be no pre-construction surveys undertaken to update the ES a number 
of years down the line? Ecological data is only valid for relatively short periods of time (1-2 
years) for more mobile species (e.g. bats). We seek assurances from HS2 that ecological 
data will be kept up to date from pre-construction, through construction and into 
operational phases of the development.  

7.5.2 Over bridges and underpasses may provide safe crossing points at discreet 
locations, but do not prevent bats flying along the existing route for commuting and 
foraging (as they do at present). De-vegetation does not necessarily stop bats from 
continuing to use traditional flight paths. What assurances can HS2 provide (e.g. pre-
operational monitoring and long-term post operational monitoring) that such mitigation 
measures designed to deter bats from using areas where they may be at risk of 
collision/turbulence effects are actually working?   It also important to know how far in 
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advance of construction/operation, compensatory plantings and crossing points would be 
in place to enable habitats to mature, wildlife to find and use and for monitoring to 
demonstrate successful uptake. 

7.5.3 25ha of prime bat commuting and foraging habitat will be lost through vegetation 
removal between CFA13 and CFA12. It is stated in section 7.5.3 that “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”. What 
evidence is there that such vegetation removal will deter bats from flying in areas where 
they could be at risk of collision/turbulence effects from trains?   

7.5.6 The Buckinghamshire Councils require clarity over how bat collision risk will be 
assessed and how bat collisions will be monitored so that impacts during the operational 
phase can be appropriately scrutinised. If significant mortality rates are detected, there 
should be scope for retrospective mitigation and additional monitoring accordingly.  

7.5.12 We require clarity about how long ongoing management of newly created 
woodlands would be funded by HS2 Ltd. 

7.5.13 It is stated that proposed mitigation planting for Black Hairstreak would result in 
colonisation by nearby populations. How long does suitable habitat take to mature and 
what would be the possible consequences of unsuitable (insufficiently mature habitat) 
being in place over a number of years? Presumably this would augment adverse 
fragmentation effects? 

7.5.16 It is stated that 2 of 20 ponds to be lost contain great crested newts, however it is 
unclear how many of these have been surveyed or if access has indeed been granted to 
all 20 ponds. 

7.5.23 We have reservations that using temporary ‘mobile’ screens to guide foraging 
during construction prior to vegetation maturing will be effective. Further details of such 
screens and supporting evidence base to demonstrate how they will be successfully 
implemented must be provided.Bechstein’s bats are known to be present in Finemere 
Wood, but have not been recorded using a variety of artificial boxes over an 8 year study 
period – what alternative roost provision will be made for this species and who will 
monitor/manage bat boxes to ensure they are not blocked up by nesting birds and or 
bees? We also require clarity about the ratio of provision of replacement ponds. 
 
7.6.2 & 7.6.3 – What evidence is there to suggest a clearance of 20m of vegetation will 
restrict bat movements? This may be the case for some species, but other species will fly 
in open space and still be at risk of collision and or turbulence effects. Equally, we 
question whether screening will actually work – we cannot draw any meaningful conclusion 
on this without knowing what it is made out of,how high it is, where it will be deployed and 
with examples of where it has been previously used to successful effect. 
 
7.6.4 and 7.6.9 (table 8): Even in the presence of the proposed mitigation for bats there is 
still a potentially significant effect at up to national level until mitigation planting has 
matured. The legislation is clearly designed to protect populations yet the proposed 
scheme appears to have an unmitigated (albeit apparently temporary) significant adverse 
effect on local bat populations including Bechsteins Bat. There is no mention of whether 
derogations will be applied to the Habitats Directive and whether HS2 will establish a 



HS2 Draft ES: response of the Buckinghamshire Councils   

 

 10 

system to monitor the incidental capture and killing of the animal species listed in Annex 
IV(a) (i.e. bats)as required by the Habitats Directive 
 
Map CT-06-054 - does not adequately illustrate extent of vegetation removal. 
 
Map CT06-054/55 - does not provide dimensions of the over bridge – The proposed 
structures are considered inadequate to maintain the favourable conservation status of bat 
populations within their natural range. 
. 
All maps – where cuttings, embankments and landscape mitigation earthworks proposed 
there is no indication these areas will be ‘planted’. However, they provide excellent 
opportunities for e.g. wildflower meadow/scrub creation as mitigation and the ES should 
reflect this. 
 
Overall in terms of Ecology, the Buckinghamshire Councils request more substantial and 
more numerous green bridges, assurance as to the ability of HS2 Ltd to deliver long-term 
ecological enhancement through appropriate management and funding, biodiversity 
Offsetting as per pilot areas and monitoring of where significant impacts are predicted. 

Land quality: 

8.4.9 Areas have been correctly identified as potentially contaminated land (i.e. activities at 
Calvert Landfill, infilled areas around Calvert landfill, existing railway lines and a former 
RAF airfield). 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. Therefore this 
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. Other than this, no additional information is 
required in the ES. 

8.5.1 & 8.5.3 We agree and 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 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.  

8.5.7 It is highlighted that due to a railway cutting being located immediately adjacent to 
Calvert landfill there is the potential for gas migration to occur and for leachate to migrate 
into the cutting. There is also an additional cutting through the Calvert Jubilee nature 
reserve which also has the potential to expose leachates. The report states that further 
mitigation measures may be required to prevent gas or leachate migrating from the landfill 
- we agree with this recommendation.  

8.5.10 As identified in 8.4.9 there is the potential to encounter contamination along the 
route. However there is also the potential to encounter contamination which has not 
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previously been recorded or identified during the construction phase. 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.  

8.6.1 During the operation of the railway there is the potential for contamination to occur 
along the route. However section 8.6.1 states that adequate procedures will be put in 
place to deal with any spillages etc. which may occur during the maintenance and 
operation of the railway. Therefore we do not believe any further mitigation measures are 
required in relation to this either. 

Landscape and visual assessment: 

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’ (e.g. the consideration of a green tunnel and mature planting on cuttings) have not 
been incorporated. 

Further, there is a need for design level engagement between HS2 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.  

9.6.15 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. 

LV-12-39 – The country lane should be replaced by a similar country lane and not be a 
road such as the one shown in the photomontage. This is a rural parish and there should 
be no urbanizing by road widening and curb stones.  

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.  

Villages and rural areas in particular have close family links and dependency on relatives. 
This needs to be recognised and discussed with individual relevant communities.  

10.4.3 Latest figures should be used. 

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.  
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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: 

The draft ES also has no consideration or analysis of the cumulative impacts of the sound, 
noise and vibration created by the IMD, operational trains, construction traffic and road 
realignments. This is a serious deficit which we demand is rectified.  

11.5.13 Whilst potential significant effects are identified in certain areas 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. There is no specific mention of potential effects 
on Steeple Claydon arising from the development of the IMD. 

There is insufficient information within the draft ES to identify whether or not the 
construction impacts identified are complete. 

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. 

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. 

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. 

11.6.12 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. 

11.6.13 The communities identified as potentially significantly affected are not well defined 
either on the operational contour maps or within the descriptions. This needs to be 
addressed in the final ES. It is almost impossible to make any meaningful 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  Based on our general knowledge of baseline noise levels and the information 
presented on the operational sound contour maps within this community forum area 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: 

 Map ref SV-01-28 B6 Seven Stars Cottages (2) + possibly one other property. 

 Map ref SV-01-29 G6 Cowley Old House and Barns. 

 Map ref SV-01-30 H5 Sunflower Farm. 
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 Map ref SV-01-30 G4/5 Possible residential property at Manthorn Farm. 

 Map ref SV-01-30 F/G 5 The Burrows, Chetwode. 

There is no noise assessment of the noise impacts arising from the operation of the 
Infrastructure Maintenance Depot at Calvert.  This assessment will need to take into 
account both noise arising from the operation of this site both day and night as well as 
potential disturbance from road vehicle movements on the highways around the site.  
During the construction phase noise arising from delivery of materials to the rail head, both 
by road and rail will need to be considered. Similarly there is no consideration or analysis 
of the cumulative impacts created by the IMD, operational trains, construction traffic and 
road realignments. This is a serious deficit which we demand is rectified 

11.6.16 We are concerned about the feasibility and practical effect of the further mitigation 
proposed for Twyford. Whilst 4-5m barriers can be provided on the embankments these 
may not prove technically or aesthetically possible for the two viaducts that cross the 
Padbury Brook, its tributaries and associated flood plain. 

Traffic and transport: 

12.2.2 The Local Policy Framework mentions Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 Implementation 
Plan and the reference to HS2 contained within it. However, it fails to mention that the 
reference was at that time in opposition to the proposals 

The Policy Framework fails to mention Buckinghamshire’s Freight Strategy or the Local 
Area Strategies which sit under LTP3. Equally no reference to key District Council 
documents such as the Core Strategy or emerging Vale of Aylesbury Plan. 

12.3.4 It is stated ‘the transport and passenger modelling of HS2 is continuing to be 
developed’, therefore updated and revised assessments will be required to properly 
appraise this issue. 
 
12.3.7 We have the following comments: 

 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. 

 There is confusion as to the references to the ‘Edgcott Road, Gawcott Road & 
A421’ routes identified from the north.  

 ‘School End via country lane & A421’ should this refer to the A4421? Clarification 
also required as to what is meant by country lane.  
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 Addison Road seems to be identified as a construction road on the maps but not in 
the text, confirmation required.  

 Cumulative impact of compounds on the routes identified multiple times needs to be 
fully assessed.  
 

12.4. 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 should 
also take account of committed development within the area. 

12.5.2 Measures to avoid/reduce impacts on travellers are outlined. The railhead provided 
to allow construction materials to be brought in by rail rather than road is welcomed; 
however, a full assessment of impacts on rail services is required. 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. 

12.5.5 The temporary road closure of School Hill, West Street and School End and 
associated diversions are listed. The road closure is stated to last ‘for a month or more’ – 
confirmation of the likely duration is required. Is local access to be maintained? We expect 
important effects as a result of such closures/diversions to be fully assessed in order to 
minimise disruption to local residents. 

The permanent closure of Perry Hill is also identified. Perry Hill is an important route 
between the A41 and Buckingham and to close it for any length of time is considered 
wholly unacceptable by the Transport Authority and local communities. It would not be 
acceptable to divert traffic via Twyford. We look forward to continue working with HS2 Ltd 
to agree a diversion which would keep this route open.  

12.5.8 Access points to the construction compounds alluded to here will require review 
and approval by BCC Development Management. 

Table 14 outlines the estimated numbers of vehicles generated by the site compounds in 
this area. Flows are provided in ‘typical daily number of two-way trips’; no reference is 
made to any restrictions or likely times of travel.  

12.5.11 The roads anticipated to result in significant increases in traffic flows (i.e. more 
than 30% for HGV or all vehicles) are listed. We have considerable concerns regarding 
such increases on local and residential roads. In particular, the single track country lane 
proposed is not suitable for HGVs, there are no passing places.  

12.5.12 It is stated the CoCP would include HGV management and control measures, 
details of such measures and their impact are required.   

12.5.10-12.5.12 refer to the development of the CoCP and a construction workforce travel 
plan. The workforce travel plan should be completed in line with current best practice 
guidance and reviewed by BCC Sustainable Travel team when available.  
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12.5.17 Minor significant effects are identified with respect to journey time on School Hill, 
Perry Hill, West Street and School End. Definition is required as to ‘minor significant effect’ 
actually means.   

12.5.18 It is stated that the level of effect in terms of delay is yet to be determined on 
Addison Road, Country Lane, School End, School Hill, Main Street, Perry Hill and West 
Street. Assessments should also consider locally sensitive junctions as identified by BCC.  

12.5.19 Definition of minor significant effect as well as a full assessment of the temporary 
diversions is required. 

12.6.2 Details of the Travel Plans for the IMD at Calvert are required for review by BCC.  

12.6.6 – 12.6.7 Full assessment of impacts/effects of the permanent closure of Perry Hill 
and the traffic generated by the IMD is required to determine the significant effects briefly 
outlined here. 

Water resources and flood risk assessment: 

We expect HS2 Ltd to provide information about where the IMD will get its water from. As 
well as roads, rural utilities, such as water, are under pressure – a situation which will only 
get worse with the added use of the construction depot and workers.  
 
13.4.16 It is stated that areas of high susceptibility to ground water flooding are present 
where embankments near to the Padbury Brook are located and this will be further 
assessed in the ES, however the assumption that construction works will have minor risk 
is inconsistent with this. 
 
13.5.8 It is stated that ground water will be returned via an existing spring- how will this be 
achieved? Will the quality of the water be acceptable and what impact will this have on the 
existing spring? 
 
13.5.10 There should be explanation for why the impact is said to be minor for the 
temporary diversion at Barton Hartshorn. 
 
13.5.11 There needs to be explanation for how extensive culverting will be maintained and 
kept clear of any blockages. Who will be responsible and what compensation will be 
provided for loss of flood storage and associated habitat.  
 
13.6.4 It cannot be assumed that there will be no permanent impacts at this stage as the 
scale of impacts needs to be known first. 
 
13.6.6 Currently the watercourses are not culverted therefore there will be an impact in 
cutting them off from natural environment, changing their morphology and reducing their 
capacity. This impact needs to be assessed. 
 
13.6.9 Details are needed regarding the flood compensation schemes mentioned. Where 
will these be provided? What land is being provided for these areas? Are they within the 
schemes land ownership? 
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13.6.10 Flood compensation is required and management of impedance of flood flows for 
the proposals. 
 
13.6.13 needs to be assessed in detail within the FRA before final design is proposed. 
 
Map CT-06-54: there are drainage works proposed close to the rear of existing residential 
properties, what are the residual risks of this? 
 
Map CT-06-55-02: there are known ground water flooding problems in Steeple Claydon 
and flooding from minor watercourses- how will this be taken into account and managed 
by the proposed maintenance depot to ensure these are not exacerbated? 
 
Map CT-06-056: Where are the flood storage compensation areas located? 
 
Map CT-06-058: the proposals have surrounded a farm residency with drainage ditches 
and a pond, how will this be managed to ensure there is no flood risk to this existing 
property? 

 


