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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils response part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 14 - NEWTON PURCELL TO BRACKLEY 

 
 
Similar to CFA 13, the communities in this area of northern Buckinghamshire currently 
enjoy very tranquil surroundings with extremely little noise pollution – a situation which will 
be changed forever by HS2. In the formal ES we expect HS2 Ltd to take better 
consideration of the proximity of the line to community facilities such as the Westbury 
Cricket Club and the Queen Elizabeth ll Jubilee playing field at Turweston. Compensation 
and mitigation measures should be provided by HS2 Ltd which are commensurate with the 
scale of the impact on these community assets. We expect the formal ES and Transport 
Assessment to identify roads which are unsuitable for construction traffic, such as the two 
roads into Turweston.  
 
Comments on Part B 
 
Description of the proposed scheme 
 
2.2.8 & 2.2.9 We would like clarification over whether areas of floodplain compensation will 
be used as ecological mitigation or just as flood defence mitigation. If the latter, we 
question why they are not used as ecological wet grassland mitigation areas. The 
Buckinghamshire Councils also need to know generally if biodiversity offsetting will be 
used to ensure no net loss of habitats of ecological value 
 
Construction of the proposed scheme 
 
2.3.2 The environmental management regime for the Proposed Scheme, which includes 
the Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP) is referenced. The Buckinghamshire 
Councils expect that the local authorities will have the opportunity to review and comment 
upon the LEMP prior to construction commencing.  
 
2.3.10 This section highlights that fuel will be stored within the main site compound at 
Northampton Road, Brackley. 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.  
 
2.3.11 These sections state 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. Any material which 
is identified as contaminated or potentially contaminated and needs to be stockpiled prior 
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to disposal must be placed in a separate stockpile on a suitable membrane/area. This is to 
prevent the contamination of additional areas.  
 
2.3.26 Table 3 and maps CT-06-060 to CT-05-65 The Buckinghamshire Councils have 
the following comments about the footpath, cycleway and bridleway diversions set out in 
these sections: 
 

Right of Way Comment 

  

BHA/2/2 – Barton 
Hartshorn  

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-
060 and clarity is needed in Table 3, p.23, 2.3.26 to confirm 
the path passes over the Barton Footbridge. This additionally 
impacts on Footpaths BHA/2/1 and BHA/3/1 as mentioned in 
Paragraph 5.4.15 (Area Report 13). 

WBB/17/1 - South 
of Turweston 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-
064. 

TUW/3/2 - 
Turweston 

Agreed; but longer, straight line diversion is suggested for 
TUW/3/2 to take path away from running parallel with HS2 
fence boundary. Route continues along Bridleways TUW/4/2 
and TUW/9/2. 

TUW/4/2 
Turweston 

Agreed. 

TUW/5/1 
Turweston 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-
065. 

TUW/9/2 
Turweston 

Agreed. 

TUW/7/1 
Turweston 

Agreed; needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-
065. Suggest longer more direct diversion that takes path 
away from the HS2 fence boundary. 

 
 

 

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.  

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 detailed comments.  

The Policy Framework should include the draft Vale of Aylesbury Plan (scheduled for 
submission this summer). It should also include the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure 
Strategy and the Aylesbury Vale Green Infrastructure Strategy. 
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Equestrian activities are an important characteristic of this area. All rights of way need to 
be reinstated and we would like land bridges to be provided to avoid horses being startled. 
We expect that all adverse impacts on businesses will be fully mitigated.  

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 

5.4.6 The impact upon the Shelswell Inn and whether its operation is viable/possible must 
be fully considered.  The role that the Inn plays as a community facility must be taken into 
account and whether relocation may be required 

5.4.11 The ES must take into account the proximity of the line to community facilities. The 
impact upon the Westbury Cricket Club must be fully considered.  

5.4.21 The impact upon the future viability of the Whitfield racecourse must be fully 
considered to take account of the impacts upon horses and visitors and whether it would 
remain an attractive visitor destination. 

5.5.3 There is a 40% loss of the playing field at Turweston. We expect HS2 Ltd to provide 
land to replace this community asset in an appropriate location negotiated with the local 
community. Consideration must take account of whether the playing fields would remain 
an attractive and appropriate community facility once the line is operational. The 
paragraph states that the loss is ‘moderately adverse’, but we would argue that the loss of 
this land that has been used and valued by the community for almost a century is highly 
significant and a major loss.  

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

There are no key assumptions given. 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.  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. 

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

6.5 There is only a limited assessment of the impact that the proposals will have on 
individual heritage assets, no assessment of the impact on historic landscapes, and only 
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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.   

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

6.5.4 The setting of the Conservation Area at Turweston as well as the settings of 
individual listed buildings within the historic settlement will be affected. 

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

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

Ecology 

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

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

7.3.3 & 7.3.4 We would question the timings and effort of the ecological surveys 
undertaken on which the current impact assessment has been based. There is no 
acknowledgement of otter and water vole surveys on the Great Ouse. Both species are 
known to be present in close proximity with recent records indicating breeding groups in 
the vicinity of the scheme. The Great Ouse also holds one of the last known populations of 
Water Voles in North Buckinghamshire to the east of the proposed scheme. Surveys 
should also be undertaken for aquatic invertebrates and Kingfishers, which are known to 
be present on the river. 
 

7.4.8 Only low numbers of common bat species have been recorded by HS2 Ltd to date in 
this area. We require clarity regarding whether this is due to a lack of access or whether 
surveys have conducted at the wrong time of year or in unseasonable conditions. Full 
season survey data of the entire route should be assessed before reaching conclusions. 
Barbastelle are under probably recorded and it should not be assumed they are absent. 

7.5.2 The Buckinghamshire Councils want clarification on which metric has been used to 
arrive at the conclusion that 11ha is an appropriate amount of compensation for loss of 
calcicolous grassland, given the uncertainty of success. The monitoring of success and 
funding of long-term management need to be specified. 
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7.5.4 It should be specified which bat species use the disused railways with appropriate 
surveys taken if necessary. There may be Barbastelles who forage along river corridors 
and over wet grassland such as those present in Turweston. Possible permanent adverse 
effect on bat populations is not consistent with the requirements of the Habitats Directive. 
The lack of survey data makes the assessment of adverse effects unfounded and the 
assessment rationale does not appear to be consistent across the route. 

7.5.5 The Buckinghamshire Councils request clarity about how hydrological impacts on 
Turweston Manor Grassland will be monitored post construction and how the habitat loss 
will be compensated. 

7.5.7 Mitigation should be included to reduce impacts on Otters (such as restricting 
working hours to daylight and restricting lighting of watercourses). 

7.5.9 The number of ponds that will be created (in compensation) for great crested newts 
must be specified. The number should be calculated using Biodiversity Offsetting.  
 
7.5.15 The Buckinghamshire Councils wish to know which measures will be undertaken to 
mitigate loss of Turweston Manor Grassland. Clarity is also sought about who will fund the 
creation, monitoring and management of this. 
 
7.6.2 The Turweston Green Bridge will provide very limited opportunities for wildlife to 
safely cross the Proposed Scheme, which is clearly not sufficiently permeable to wildlife 
itself. 
 
7.6.7 There will be permanent significant adverse effect on bats due to train strike. Clarity 
must be provided as to how this is compatible with the requirements of the Habitats 
Directive. i.e. whether the favourable conservation status of the species concerned will be 
maintained within their natural range or not. We require clarification as to whether 
derogation licences be applied from Natural England for ‘incidental’ killing or injury.  
 
7.6.8 We require clarity about what other measures might be considered to facilitate the 
passage of species of wildlife across the route.  

Land quality 

8.4.10 Several land uses which have the potential to cause contamination to the land have 
been identified including active and historic areas of landfill, other areas of potentially 
infilled land, disused railways and former military land. 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 have 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. 

8.5.3 We agree with this section 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 
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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.  

8.5.4 to 8.5.7 These paragraphs identify that there is the potential to mobilise 
contaminants during the construction phase at a number of sites in this CFA. However the 
report states that mitigation measures contained within draft CoCP would be implanted to 
manage these effects. We agree with this and recommend they are implemented.  

8.6.1 During the operation of the railway there is the potential for contamination to occur 
along the route. However this section 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.  

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 ‘Buckinghamshire’s Mitigation Blueprint for HS2’ 
have not been incorporated in the current proposals (e.g. appropriately designed viaducts). 

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.  

9.6.16 The paragraph states 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. 

Socio-economics 

The Buckinghamshire Councils wish to know whether HS2 Ltd has assessed the effect 
that noise and vibration from the railway line will have on dairy farming and whether these 
will impact upon milk production.  It is considered that these effects could pose a 
significant risk and the Buckinghamshire Councils wish to know how HS2 would propose 
to provide compensation in respect of them.   

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. 

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 distances involved. 

An analysis of occupations by district would be helpful. 

Sound, noise and vibration 

It is 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. 

We want HS2 Ltd to explain how they will mitigate against the secondary noise impacts 
from the elevated A43. We suggest that low noise surfacing is assessed and modelled as 
an option.  

11.5.3 Whilst 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. 

11.6.11 The communities identified as potentially significantly affected are not well defined 
in either this section or on the operational contour maps. This needs to be addressed in 
the final ES. 

11.6.10 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 We are concerned about the feasibility and practical effect of the further mitigation 
proposed for Westbury. Whilst 4-5m barriers can be provided on the embankments these 
may not prove technically or aesthetically possible for the Westbury viaduct. 

Traffic and transport 

12.2.4 The Local Policy Framework mentions Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 Implementation 
Plan and the reference to HS2 contained within it. However, it fails to mention 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. 
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12.3.5 It is stated that ‘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. 

 Likely HGV construction routes for the area are identified in maps CT-05-061 to CT-05-
068 and comprise the A422 Brackley Road and Haul Road within Buckinghamshire. 
Work on the Turweston and Westbury sections of the line must be accessed via 
Junction 10 of the M40 and the A43.  

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, including Silverstone.  

12.5.2 Measures to avoid/reduce impacts on travellers are outlined – the use of a haul 
road adjacent to the Proposed Scheme alignment is welcomed. Defined HGV routes 
should be confirmed and agreed with the relevant local authorities.  

12.5.7 No access for workers should be permitted via The Green, Turweston. Signage 
should clearly state that no construction traffic should use the two roads into Turweston.  

12.5.5 The temporary road closure of Featherbed Lane and associated diversion is 
mentioned. The road closure is stated to last ‘for a month or more’ – confirmation of the 
likely duration is required. Confirmation is required that local access will be maintained. 

12.5.8 Access points to construction compounds within Buckinghamshire will require 
review and approval by BCC Development Management.  

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

12.5.9 It is stated that the CoCP would include HGV management and control measures. 
Details of such measures and their impact are required.  
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12.5.10 to 12.5.11 The development of the CoCP and a construction workforce travel plan 
are referred to – the workforce travel plan should be completed in line with current best 
practice guidance and reviewed by BCC Sustainable Travel team as soon as available.  

12.5.15 concerns the level of effect to be determined in terms of delay. Assessments 
should also consider locally sensitive junctions as identified by BCC and surrounding 
authorities.  

Water resources and flood risk assessment: 

Our comments on the Westbury and Turweston area within Bucks are the same as our 
general comments for other CFAs, Volume 1 and the route-wide effects. These are in 
relation to watercourse crossings, proposed culverting, management of surface water and 
flood storage compensation areas.  


