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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils response part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 7 Colne Valley 

 
 
This area is hugely important for leisure, relaxation and recreation purposes, enjoyed by 
ramblers, anglers, bird-watchers and canal boaters. The Colne Valley Regional Park was 
founded in 1965 and is an important resource for a large number of people and 
organisations who have a stake in the park. Apart from the noise, visual intrusion and 
ecological damage, the railway would also result in ‘reputational damage’ to the park – 
building a perception that the construction disruption and permanent fragmentation to the 
park make it not worth visiting. The viaduct is of great concern to local communities. The 
fact that the overall height of the structure is not made clear in the draft ES exacerbates 
concerns about the intrusion of the structure on the local environs. We expect HS2 Ltd to 
work with the Park and community groups to provide a specific package of mitigation 
measures.  
 
Comments on Part B 
 
2.1.20 In this paragraph, and several others, the document refers to South 
Buckinghamshire District Council – this should be South Bucks District Council. This 
applies also to the South Bucks Core Strategy and South Bucks Local Plan mentioned 
elsewhere. 
 
Description of the Proposed Scheme 
 
2.2.2 Buckinghamshire Councils would expect to be kept informed of progress and 
outcomes of the M25 Slip Roads element of the proposed scheme. The Councils would 
request further details on the ‘provision of earthworks and turnouts to allow for the future 
provision of a Heathrow spur’. As previously outlined, we would expect vehicles to use 
temporary on / off slip roads direct to the M25 rather than routeing vehicles via the A412 
and J17.  
 
2.2.5 We seek clarity over the overall height of the viaduct to include the trains themselves 
and the catenary.  
 
2.2.6 The description of the route includes references to a cutting (700 m length) and over 
bridge at Tilehouse Lane, the Heathrow spur, and a 300m long approach cutting to the 
southern portal of the Chiltern tunnel – with associated retaining structures, portal 
buildings, auto-transformer station, porous portal and access road.   These ‘associated’ 
structures would each have an impact on the landscape and their combined bulk and area 
would be detrimental. We note that the document states that ‘Extensive permanent 
landscape earthworks’ would be included ‘to mitigate the impact of the scheme from a 
noise and visual perspective.’   No mention is made of how these earthworks themselves 
would be beneficial to, or mitigate the impact of the scheme on, wildlife habitats etc. 
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2.2.10 This paragraph states that ‘The proposed scheme would require land on both a 
temporary and permanent basis.’ The Colne Valley Park Action Plan and other documents 
show projects and objectives that would inform the mitigation, enhancement and 
improvement of these areas of land which are to be returned to landscape use. We expect 
HS2 Ltd to work with Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company to minimise the 
effects to a level proportionate with the scale of impacts.  
 
Construction of the Proposed Scheme 
 
2.3.2 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.  
 
2.3.5 This CFA contains tunnels and vent shafts both of which will be permitted to work on 
Sundays - no hours are provided and neither are which activities will be permitted.  
 
2.3.12 We want information about the maximum heights of topsoil, contamination issues 
and run off risks.  
 
2.3.42 It is important that “Opportunities for ecological … will be considered” should be 
changes to “…will be taken”. As well as native, consideration should be given to planting 
trees that remove air pollutants and particulates where possible. Also buildings should 
utilise green roofs.  
 
Table 4 The Buckinghamshire Councils have the following comments about the footway, 
cycleway and bridleway (also seen in Mapbook plans CT-05-020 – CT-06-22-03):  
 

Right of Way Comment 

  

DEN/3/1 – 
Bridleway running 
east-west from 
Tilehouse Lane to 
A412 

This bridleway has a diversion under the passive provision 
for the Heathrow Spur. The path has been diverted around 
410m (from an original distance of 85m to then rejoin a new 
track of around 130m to join the A412. Table 4, paragraph 
2.3.29 (p.23), states the additional diversion length is only 
200m, but it should read 325m.  

CSP/44 - south-
east to north-west 
across Chalfont 
Lane & M25 

This bridleway has a diversion over the tunnel portal which 
runs to the west of the existing route and next to the M25 
motorway. The black and red dotted line, indicating the new 
PRoW, is missing from the proposed scheme plan CT-06-
022.  
 
There is no indication of any off-road mitigation for walkers, 
horse riders or cyclists during construction, wishing to 
connect in a north westerly direction with Shire Lane (the 
continuation of Chalfont St Peter Bridleway 44) along the 
Chalfont Lane construction route, and no temporary local 
pedestrian diversions are indicated on the Construction 
Phase map CT-05-022. The extent of the closure of 
Chalfont Lane during construction is not clear. 

CSP/16/1 – 
running parallel to 
and on the west 

This footpath is not mentioned in Table 4, p.23, but appears 
to have a new route running in a westerly direction to be 
shared with vehicular access to the traveller’s site. The 
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side of the M25 route needs adding to Table 4 and annotating on Proposed 
Scheme Plan CT-06-022. No Temporary local pedestrian 
diversions are indicated on the Construction Phase map 
CT-05-022. It is assumed this will be surfaced with tarmac, 
with an adequate width for pedestrians, but no details are 
provided. Details are needed to clarify if this be on a 
separated footway or shared space with vehicles. 

 

We have following concerns in relation to the treatment of PRoW in the CFA reports 

– these concerns apply to all CFA’s: 

 Most of the PRoW crossings have not been annotated on the Map Books for each 
Community Forum area and the detail of sections of path to be deleted are also not 
marked 

 PRoW have not been diverted along desire lines, but tend to run up to, then parallel 
to the line once they hit the HS2 boundary fence. This is contrary to 
previous negotiations explaining that it would be more convenient for the public to 
use desire lines where paths are diverted much further away from the line. For 
example, the footpath diversions south of the East West Rail line, south of Steeple 
Claydon. The red line boundary of HS2 land control would need to be extended in 
order for these longer diversions to be legally possible. 

 The additional journey lengths outlined in each PRoW Table in the Overview 
Section are sometimes highly inaccurate and generally under-estimate the extra 
walking length; sometimes they are over-estimated. 

 Confirmation is required that any structures replaced as part of the construction 
process, should apply the principles and design of British Standard BS 5709: 2006, 
for gaps, gates and stiles. 

 
2.3.42 We are unsatisfied with the general lack of detail in this CFA and throughout the 
draft ES. For example, this paragraph states that ‘Opportunities for Ecological Habitat 
Creation will be considered.’ We think that this is not enough and that opportunities for 
ecological habitat creation must be included and detailed in any document, not just 
‘considered’ as we may find at a later date that they have been ‘considered’ and then 
rejected. Especially as 2.6.7 states that ‘All options would result in construction and 
operational impacts on ecology including impacts to parts of the SSSI and River Colne.’ 
They acknowledge that impact will result, so full ecological habitat creation details are 
required now. 
 
2.6.15 It is unfortunate that the option to tunnel under the Colne Valley Park has been 
rejected purely from economic, practical and safety reasons, rather than taking into 
consideration any of the potential benefits to the landscape, ecological habitats and wildlife 
 
2.7.1 Regarding the Colne Valley Park power line diversion, HS2 are minded to consider 
this option would reduce the visibility of existing power lines.  
 
2.7.1 We would strongly object if access was attempted from the A412 as this would 
significantly impact the local transport 

 

Comments on Part C 
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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: 

3.5.5 The document states that ‘loss of forestry would be mitigated by replanting in nearby 
locations’ and ‘soils displaced from Wyatts Covert would be used in woodland creation’. It 
is regrettable that the scheme would result in the loss of ancient woodland and other areas 
of woodland. Consideration should be given to the management of areas of surviving 
ancient woodland as well as the creation of new woodlands, to enhance the amenity that 
local woodlands give to residents 

3.5.9 We are concerned about the ‘mitigation’ suggested in this paragraph as it takes 
potentially productive agricultural land out of use. There may be more suitable areas for 
replanting. Accompanied with an endowment for future management would ensure that the 
replanting is not a wasted effort.  

 

 Air quality: 

The report correctly identifies the pollutants of concern in relation to traffic and construction 
activities however there is no real consideration of the operational impact. 

4.2. This paragraph is missing the adopted Bucks Air Quality Strategies  

4.3.1 This assessment work is based on the assumption that the only impacts will be as a 
result of construction activities or changes in the nature of traffic, or where road alignments 
are likely to have changed - this does not allow for consideration of non exhaust sources of 
particulates causing localised impact particularly in relation to the finest fraction (PM2.5) 
for which levels are largely unknown at present. As the line crosses the Colne Valley Park 
this will include AONB which are relatively clean and areas of high particulate pollution 
subject to AQMA’s where the impact will be cumulative. 

4.4 It is not possible to comment on baseline data as there is no baseline information 
presented. Councils have a thorough and detailed knowledge of air quality issues in their 
areas and a more local focus should be adopted to ensure areas are adequately 
considered. Currently this has not been done by HS2. 

4.5.4 The Chiltern tunnel construction is in close proximity to the M25 and although not at 
a point close to the South Bucks AQMA, we are concerned about high levels of traffic 
related pollution.  

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

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

4.6.1 ‘Impacts ...relate mainly to changes in the nature of traffic’. This statement tells us 
nothing. We seek clarification from HS2. 

4.6.3 The Councils are unable to comment on this aspect as no data has been provided to 
substantiate the comments made. 

Community:  

Colne Valley Regional Park is has been identified in the Buckinghamshire Green 
Infrastructure Strategy 2009 as a strategic location for Green Infrastructure (GI) and a 
priority for the creation of GI opportunities. There are significant benefits and opportunities 
in taking a multi-functional approach to environmental mitigation in this location. We 
reiterate that we would like see an integrated plan for mitigation in the Colne Valley Park 
and we will work in Partnership with Groundwork Community Interest Company to provide 
a mechanism with key stakeholders for producing this vision. 

It is extremely disappointing that there is no consideration, assessment or analysis of the 
strategic GI network for Buckinghamshire. Given this serious deficiency it is difficult to 
provide comments on the CFA reports. However, we do have the following comments 
about this CFA: 

 The significant cumulative impact on the Colne Valley Regional Park GI and 
amenity is not fully considered. 

 In terms of policy, ALGG Area 10 SPG is mentioned, but not considered. There is 
no mention of Hertfordshire or Buckinghamshire GI strategies. There is no mention 
of Core Policies 5 and 6 of South Buckinghamshire District Council’s Core Strategy 
which refer to the importance of GI for ‘enhancing people’s quality of life and for 
promoting healthy living and social inclusion’ 1 

 There is no detailed assessment of the impact on GI assets and opportunities in this 
area which is identified as of GI sub-regional significance2 

5.5.6 We welcome the reference to the Colne Valley Park Community Interest Company 
and their key objectives. However, we disagree with the claim that impacts “would not be 
significant”. We similarly disagree with the claim that impacts on rights of way are “unlikely 
to be significant (5.5.7). Routes in this area of the Park will be practically unusable during 
construction and significantly less attractive afterwards.  

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. This is a serious absence.  

Cultural heritage: 

                                                 
1
 South Bucks District Council Core Strategy, Core Policy 5 Open Space, Sport and Recreation.  

2
 Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy, April 2009 
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6.2.2 The document should refer to ‘South Bucks District Council’ Core Strategy and Local 
Plan policies, not ‘South Buckinghamshire’ Core Strategy and Local Plan policies. 

6.2.3 It should also include a reference to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Historic 
Landscape Characterisation  

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 ‘Roman road’ is actually the suggested route of a possible Roman road running 
between (current) Langley Park and Chorleywood: there are not known to be Roman 
settlements at Langley Park and Chorleywood. 

6.4.4 This paragraph is inaccurate.  The medieval and post-medieval landscape of the 
Chilterns, the Thames Valley and the Colne Valley Park is characterised by dispersed 
settlements, woodland and assorted enclosures, not by open strip fields and nucleated 
villages. 

6.4.5 The Savay should be included here as an example of a medieval moated manorial 
centre.  

6.4.10 There is a Conservation Area at Uxbridge Lock, not ‘Denham Lock’. 

6.4.12 The assessment of non-designated assets is completely lacking in any detail and is 
wholly inadequate.  The locally listed building at Dews Farm is locally designated and 
should be included in the section on designated assets or a distinction should be made 
between national and local designations.  It is misleading to say that there is only one 
confirmed non-designated heritage asset within the proposed temporary land take. 

There is no detailed assessment provided of the impact the proposals will have on 
individual heritage assets and historic landscapes, nor any detail of the mitigation 
proposed.  As a result this section is wholly inadequate. 

6.5.3 There appears to be no understanding that providing 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 Previously undiscovered archaeological remains may be of high heritage value, 
particularly where well-preserved waterlogged structures or deposits survive in-situ.  

6.5.6 The impact on the setting of the listed buildings at The Savay is not specified and the 
setting of the scheduled monument is not mentioned at all.  The house is the most 
complete of the four surviving medieval timber-framed aisled hall houses in 
Buckinghamshire and has a particularly unusual manorial history.  There is clearly no 
understanding of the significance of the historic complex as a whole.   

6.5.8 There is no consideration of the lasting residual impact of the proposed scheme on 
the historic landscape. 
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6.6.2 No detail is provided on how the impact on the settings of listed buildings will be 
mitigated by design to reduce the effects. 

6.6.3 There appears to be no appreciation that the visual impact of the viaduct would be 
an additional factor to existing infrastructure impacts, thereby increasing the cumulative 
visual impact on the setting of heritage assets in this area.  It is not sufficient to deal with 
the impact of the proposed scheme in isolation. 

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: 

 
7.3.4 We think that maps should be provided of which land parcels have been and have 
not been accessible for ecological assessment. We also would like more justification for 
the timings of ecological surveys. We would question whether a Collision Risk Assessment 
(for birds) and a Dormouse survey have taken place.  
 
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 
should been provided now.  
 
7.4 We find the following absent from the environmental baseline: 

 Assessment of Eel and Bullhead as county value –appears as an underestimation 

 Survey assessing whether water voles are present along the River Colne and likely 
to be impacted by the proposal 

 Recognition of the county value of the Green-flowered Helleborine  

7.5 We have the following comments on the construction section: 

 7.5 2 How do you create a natural channel in the River Colne? Surely it is a man-
made channel if you have to create it? How can HS2 Ltd guarantee that it will be of 
similar or greater ecological value as stated? HS2 Ltd must define terms and 
explain how this might be delivered. 

 7.5.2 Why is HS2 Ltd offering a ratio of 75:1 woodland planting (15ha to 
compensate for the loss of 0.2ha) here, but in a ratio of 2:1 in CFA9 ? If this 15ha 
includes mitigation planting for Mid Colne Valley SMI (a loss of 12.1ha), then the 
ratio is even worse than CFA9! 

 7.5.7 0.8 ha water margin vegetation removed during construction, ‘majority to be 
reinstated after works’ – we require details of this (exact area and designs) and how 
it will be managed to get established. 

 7.5.10 – 11 Can HS2 Ltd quantify the potential effects of disturbance on wintering 
and breeding bird populations in terms of reduced survival/breeding rates? What 
would be the effects of such measures in differing environmental conditions (e.g. 
particularly harsh winters or cold, wet springs?) 

 7.5.18 What measures would be used to limit disturbance? 

 7.5.20 The impact of the proposed scheme on the bat population raise questions 
about compatibility with the Habitats Directive. In the western part of the Mid Colne 
Valley SSSI, the Proposed Scheme would fragment woodland that is a movement 
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corridor for Daubenton’s bats. ‘Loss of habitat connections would be a temporary 
effect as vegetation of sufficient height to provide a flight line for bats would re-
establish in less than 10 years.’ – This is not necessarily a temporary effect on local 
populations if the adverse effects over the 10 year period reduce the populations to 
unsustainable levels from which they are unable to recover. Potential impacts are if 
they are unable to move between breeding and roost sites. 

 Table 7 Should ‘permanent beneficial effects of mitigation planting’ be included 
when they are compensating for the loss of irreplaceable habitats such as Ancient 
Woodland? It is not necessarily beneficial when compared with the retention of the 
existing habitats of conservation value. 

 7.5.26 We are very disappointed about the vague and uncommitted nature of the 
further mitigation measures. We require more detailed information and 
commitments from HS2 Ltd. For example what additional mitigation measures ARE 
being considered to reduce disturbance to birds? What mitigation measures ARE 
being considered to provide temporary movement corridors for wildlife during 
construction? 

7.6 We have the following comments on the operation section: 

 7.6.3 Will bird populations (Gadwall and Shoveller in particular) be monitored by 
independent groups and be funded by HS2 Ltd during, and post construction and 
into operational phases?  

 Has a Collision Risk Assessment been conducted for bats? Noctules may find it 
difficult to habituate to events (train passes) that are both intermittent and high 
speed, resulting in potentially long durations of adverse effects on not just 
individuals but populations of this species in the Colne Valley Park. No data has 
been provided to enable an assessment of potential impacts. Noctule bats 
commonly fly at a height of 10-40m and would therefore be potentially susceptible 
to collision with trains on the viaduct and may also be affected by the turbulence 
produced by passing trains. Loss of individuals is considered unlikely to result in a 
permanent adverse effect that is significant at more than the local/parish level. 
‘Further survey data will be collected during 2013 to inform the formal ES.’ (7.6.4) 

 We would like HS2 Ltd to state how many individuals are expected to be lost and at 
what level this will have an impact. (See route wide comments on bats and Habitats 
Directive) 

Land quality: 

8.2 There is no reference to the adopted South Bucks DC contaminated land strategy 

8.3.2 Again, the reference should be to South Bucks and not South Buckinghamshire.  

It is accepted that there will be areas of historic contamination identified along the route 
and in accordance with the CoCP the undertaker should ensure that a clear line of 
communication is established with the local Environmental Health Department water 
supply company and the EA. No works should be undertaken on potentially contaminated 
ground without a robust method statement agreed by the relevant authority.  

8.4.14 HS2 Ltd should consider exiting data sources to ensure that local 
authorities/agencies do not hold the required information. 
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In neither the CFA report nor the CoCP is there a clear process for responding and 
reporting to the relevant authorities in respect of incidents and emergencies relating to 
contamination  

The destination of removed contaminated materials has not been presented or discussed. 
Offsite cleaning may be considered for some of the activities but is not discussed. 

8.5.3 It is stated that the CoCP will contain requirements involving detailed ground 
investigations in order to confirm the full extent of contaminated land. This paragraph 
differs from CFA 8 where ‘Any scheme would be discussed with the regulatory authorities’.  
This therefore is more correct than the CFA 8 comparable paragraph. 
 
8.5.8 HS2 maps indicate that the construction site would impact the existing Warren Farm 
landfill site and therefore the Councils would welcome further discussion on this site, to 
minimise the risks. 
 
8.5.10 The Councils would wish to be notified if unexpected contamination is found. 
 
8.6.4 We note that post remediation may be needed for a number of years following 
remediation. 
 

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’ which 
aim to safeguard the landscape character of this regionally significant GI area have not 
been incorporated into current proposals. Significantly more detail is required for mitigation 
measures.  

There is a need for design level engagement between HS2 Ltd, local stakeholders and 
local authority landscape architects, biodiversity officers and drainage officers on the 
design of the infrastructure, mitigation and enhancements for the route through the region. 

The proposed scheme will have a hugely damaging impact on the tranquillity of the local 
landscape. Mitigation measures of a very high standard are expected to ease the 
alteration of the local landscape, which may include a 50m easement strip along either 
side of the line in the Colne Valley Park.  

9.5.11 Table 9 sets out the significant visual effects during construction. Some of these, 
such as 057.2.003, 058.2.001, 058.2.006 that are listed as ‘Moderate Adverse’ might 
actually be ‘Major Adverse’, and considering the duration of the construction period could 
be considered as of major significance 

9.6.16 Table 11 lists the visual receptors that would be significantly affected by the 
Proposed Scheme in year 1 of operation. Some of these, such as 051.3.002, 054.3.003, 
065.3.001 that are listed as ‘Moderate Adverse’ might actually be ‘Major Adverse’. 
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9.6.19 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.  

Photomontages The photomontages do not show any proposed infrastructure above the 
height of the trains – assuming there would be electric power lines and supporting 
structures etc, the height above the level of the track would be much higher than is shown. 
 

We would like clarification as to whether the electricity pylons have been deliberately 
removed from the Operation Year 1 photomontage shown in the Mapbook map LV- 12- 
20.  

No lighting is shown – again, assuming there would be lights and supporting structures 
etc, the landscape would change at night times. 
 
The photomontage in LV-12-20 does not show any effort to soften the structure of the 
viaduct as it crosses the lakes. We would expect to see planting, materials (such as timber 
cladding where appropriate) and complementary structures to soften the piers and large 
structure. 
 
As this would be a viaduct of considerable scale, across an area of great landscape and 
habitats, there is an opportunity to create a structure of high quality design.   The images 
shown portray no evidence that any thought has gone into the design or consideration of 
the environment other than a simple engineered structure. 

 

Socio-economics: 

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

10.4.3 Latest figures should be used. 

10.4.4 Proportion of employment by sector would be a useful measure here. 

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

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

An analysis of occupations by district would be helpful 

Sound, noise and vibration: 
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It is unclear how cumulative noise effects will be identified or screened out – for example 
will it be first past the post or by individual cases.  
 
The process does not appear sufficiently robust to identify significant adverse effects to 
sensitive communities, particularly if not all communities and sensitive receptors are 
adequately mapped, there are concerns surrounding Denham Garden Village and Wyatt’s 
Covert which pose specific local concern. 
 
11.4 There is currently insufficient information relating to the baseline noise level and work 
will need to cover all areas of impact- construction transport infrastructure and operation, 
clarity is needed around the extent of the area of consideration for cumulative impact. 
There is insufficient data to comment on the proposed approach to baseline 
 
We expect clarification about how the accuracy of the modelled noise levels are 
anticipated to compare to the actual levels and how this will be tested. 
 
The draft ES is based on a set of assumptions which have since changed therefore it is 
hard to provide specific comments until all variables are fixed. 
It is further unclear how the impact will effect mobile homes particularly with the noise 
source at a significant height above, is the model adjusted for this height effect and limited 
sound insulation in mobile home roofs? 
 
11.6.10 There appears to be a likely residual significant effect at Savay Lane, Durdent 
Court and Wyatt’s Covert which will need additional work. Denham Garden Village and 
business premises are potentially sensitive to both noise and vibration during the day 
which should be flagged for additional consideration. 

Traffic and transport: 

12.2.2 & 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. 

There is no mention of Buckinghamshire’s Freight Strategy nor the Local Area Strategy 
which sit under the LTP3. 

12.3.5 We have the following comments on section which lists the key limitations in the 
reporting of significant effects and the assumed route for construction traffic:  

 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 as part of the Transport 
Assessment supporting 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. 



HS2 draft ES: response of the Buckinghamshire Councils  

 

 12 

 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.  

 High numbers of HGV movements are expected across the Colne Valley area, 
associated with the construction of the viaduct and the removal of excavated 
material from the tunnel. Construction traffic between Denham and Harefield must 
be assessed and jointly agreed by all Highway Authorities (BCC, Hertfordshire 
County Council, and Hillingdon). 

 Likely construction routes for HGVs are identified in maps CT-05-018 to CT-05-022 
and comprise A- and B-Class roads and the M25, as well as more local roads in the 
vicinity of the proposed compounds.  

 As stated within The Buckinghamshire Blueprint for HS2, we expect routes used for 
construction traffic to be clearly identified, maintained and used by all, with any 
breaches monitored and enforced. We expect these routes to use appropriate roads 
that have least impact on the local environment and communities. Consultation 
throughout the construction phase is required.  

12.4 A broad outline of baseline conditions is presented. A more detailed analysis 
should be provided in the formal ES and Transport Assessment.  

There is no reference to the London Underground to the south east of the CFA. 

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 take account of locally committed development 
and infrastructure 

We have the following comments about the assessment of impacts and mitigation for 
the construction of the Proposed Scheme: 

 12.5.2 Measures to avoid/reduce impacts on travellers – defined HGV/LGV routes 
should be confirmed and agreed with the relevant local authorities. No reference is 
made to the minimisation of impacts on cyclists and non-motorised traffic. 

 12.5.4 The road closures are stated to last ‘for a month or more’ – confirmation of 
the likely duration is required. Confirmation is required that local access will be 
maintained. 

 Table 13 The estimated numbers of vehicles generated by the site compounds in 
this area is given. Flows are provided in ‘typical daily number of two-way trips’, no 
reference is made any restrictions or likely times of travel in order to minimise 
impact. We would like this information. 

 12.5.6 We request details of the proposed access points to construction 
compounds. This would require review from BCC’s Development Management 
team.  

 12.5.10 The phrase “reasonably practical” needs to be defined and specified.  

 12.5.10-12.5.12 refers to the development of the CoCP and a construction 
workforce travel plan – no further reference is made to a Local Environment 
Management Plan (LEMP). The Workforce Travel Plan should be completed in line 
with current best practice guidance and be reviewed by BCC’s Sustainable Travel 
team.  
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12.5.15 It is stated that levels of effects on the roads identified are still to be determined. 
We wish to emphasise that assessments should also consider locally sensitive junctions 
as identified by the respective local authorities.  

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

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

Water resources and flood risk assessment: 

As with the rest of this report, amend South Buckinghamshire to South Bucks in reference 
to the district council and policies such as the Core Strategy.  
 
Colne Valley Park is a key area of potential increase in flood risk. The Buckinghamshire 
Councils have the following comments and questions at the outset:  
 

 Will further detailed modelling be carried out to verify existing flood risk and impact 
of the proposed development on the Colne River and its associated flood plain, 
ground water inflows and surface water catchment?  

 Will there be a definition between Flood Zone 3 and 3b? The Districts SFRA should 
provide this definition.  

 We would like more consideration given to the impact on minor watercourses in the 
area which will be impacted by the scheme.  

 We would like justification for the use of culverts and analysis on how they will 
impact on the watercourses and their environments.  

 
We have the following comments in relation to the Environmental Baseline: 
 

 There appears to be a national grid feeder located in the floodplain. We would like 
more detail on how this will be mitigated and managed. 

 13.4.11 – 13.4.12 We note the contents of these paragraphs and in particular that 
surface water maps are not yet finalised. However, we would like more 
consideration given to how areas at risk of surface water flooding will be managed 
and mitigated. Surface water sewers should be included in this analysis.  

 13.4.13 We require more information about how ground water flooding will be 
managed. We also note the reference to the residual risk of flooding from the Grand 
Union Canal and Harefield Service Reservoir but would like more information about 
the scale of this risk and interaction with areas dedicated to the proposed scheme.  

 
13.5.2 During the construction of the proposed scheme the Lead Local Flood Authority will 
also need consulted. We expect this provision to be included in here and within the 
relevant sections of the CoCP.  
 
We would like more information about how the site compounds located in flood risk areas 
will be managed in the event of a flood risk. This is vital to prevent increase in flood risk to 
the surrounding area, safeguard the safety for on site staff and to avoid pollutants entering 
the watercourse. Similarly, we would like more detail on the impact to all watercourse by 
temporary works.  
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Similarly, we want more information about the plan of action in the event of an emergency 
flood risk event during both construction and operation. Who will be responsible for the 
evacuation of the tunnels and where will evacuees be taken, and by whom?  
 
13.5.12 – 13.5.13 We require several clarifications here:  

 We require a definition of ‘not significant’ in relation to effect on local receptors  

 We require evidence of the statement about ‘negligible impact’ in relation to 
potential surface water contamination from the storage of construction materials.  

 
We would like to emphasis that the diversion of the River Colne needs to replicate and 
provide betterment to the physical and ecological character of the river and its 
environment. 
 
13.6.7 During the operation of the proposed scheme, there is a risk that increasing the 
capacity of the bridge could increase downstream flood risk. This needs to be assessed. 
All occasions where a road or other infrastructure is proposed to cross a watercourse 
should be fully assessed, including consideration to: 

 Residual flood risk 

 Loss of habitat 

 Mitigation for adverse impacts 
 
Alongside discussions with the EA, appropriate mitigation should be identified with the 
Lead Local Flood Authority. 
 
We have the following comments about the Mapbook:  

 There are several instances (such as CT-06-019 and CT-06-019-03) where 
annotations and the legend denote ‘new watercourses’ when in fact the feature is a 
proposed drainage channel to manage surface water. On all relevant maps the 
legend and annotations should be changed to accurately reflect this function.  

 CT-06-20 appears to show balancing ponds located in the floodplain, where they 
may be susceptible to ground water inundation. This impact should be considered. 
Locating ponds in the floodplain is not sustainable and they will not be able to 
function during a flood event.  

 The location of flood storage compensation is not always evident (for example in 
CT-06-020).  

 


