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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils response part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 8 – The Chalfonts and Amersham 

 
 
The whole of this area is designated as the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB) – a nationally recognised and protected landscape. Whilst the route is in tunnel 
throughout this CFA, it does not lessen community concerns about potential visual and 
noise intrusion from the ventilation shafts; significant construction traffic using tranquil and 
sometimes inappropriate roads; and possible impacts on the aquifer, the water table and 
chalk streams. The Councils expect HS2 Ltd to work closely with communities to deliver 
the right mitigation to address real and perceived impacts.  
 
Comments on Part B 
 
Description of the Proposed Scheme 
 
2.1.11 It is not clear why it is necessary to refer specifically to Amersham hospital since it 
is one of a number that together serve the local community.  Chalfont St Giles only has 
one library and not the several stated.  
 
2.1.12 As with above, we question the relevance of the settlement information presented in 
this paragraph. At the very least, the statements made about community facilities should 
be corrected: for example, Chalfont St Peter actually has several primary schools rather 
than one primary.  There are a large number of facilities in the community which are not 
referenced including a secondary school of almost 2000 students, six churches, a large 
leisure centre and three conservation areas.  
 
2.1.13 ‘St Paul Horn Hill’ is stated to be the nearest church; this should be St Paul’s which 
is in fact near Chalfont St Peter and not in it as the text states. In the list of facilities near 
the route it refers to Amersham Field centre near Shardeloes, whilst the centre is in part of 
the former Shardeloes estate it is not near the route of the HS2 tunnel and is south of the 
area shown on map CT-01-15. 
 
2.1.14 This paragraph refers to Shardeloes as a large public park, whilst it is a historic 
park crossed by public footpaths. It is not a public park and people have no right to stray 
off the public rights of way. 
 
2.1.17 Chiltern District Local plan is discussed. However the footnote (7) states the plan is 
2011 when in fact it is 1997. The Core Strategy is 2011.  
 
2.1.21 The third bullet point lists John Milton’s cottage garden – we note that this is a 
grade II registered park and garden. 
 
2.2.2 The Councils are concerned that the ventilation shaft head house building may 
impact negatively on both the crematorium and Amersham hospital. We also remain 
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concerned about activities relating to boring under the River Misbourne and potential 
impact on flow. 
 
2.2.8 The first bullet point refers to Chalfont Lane being closed to traffic for the duration of 
the construction. However it does not add any details of the effects of this on the 
community which will be significant, especially given that it is a direct route to the M25, 
Rickmansworth and Watford. The second bullet point refers to the size of the vent shaft 
head house building and refers to a height of 4m. It is not clear how this height would 
accommodate the necessary winding gear for the lift which is supposed to be included in 
the shaft. 
 
The last bullet point refers to the need for an overhead electricity line to connect the vent 
shaft to the network; again it is not clear if the impact of this line has been assessed for its 
impact on the landscape. Further, we require a reason as to why it can not be below 
ground. An underground cable would avoid further visual impact.  
 
2.2.9 The second bullet point refers to the widening of Bottom House Farm Lane - again it 
is not clear if the effects of this on the landscape have been fully assessed and it is also 
not clear who would ensure any replacement planting would be maintained after HS2 have 
completed construction of the route. 
 
2.2.10 Whereas the Chalfont St Peter vent shaft refers to the source of the power supply 
for the site, no specific mention is made of the source of power supply for the old 
Amersham site discussed here. Therefore the impact of this power supply has probably 
not been assessed and it is difficult for us to assess the impact without knowing the source 
of power supply. Given the majority of the old town north of the hospital site is a 
conservations area any choice of power supply should be sensitive to the setting of that 
conservation area. 
 
Construction of the Proposed Scheme 
 
2.3.2 The environmental management regime for the Proposed Scheme is discussed, 
which includes the Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP). The Buckinghamshire 
Councils expect that the Local Authorities will have reasonable opportunity to review and 
comment upon the LEMP prior to construction commencing.  
 
2.3.5 In relation to working hours, we understand the position would be that any variations 
to working hours would be after consultation with the Local Planning Authority. However, it 
is not clear what powers the Council would have to control these working hours if they 
were in fact varied without consultation. Working hours should be stated clearly as 07.00 – 
19.00, to separate the hours is disingenuous.  
 
2.3.13 We require information about the maximum heights of topsoil, contamination issues 
and run off risks.  
 
2.3.14 Security fencing of the vent shaft sites must be in keeping with the rural 
surroundings and landscaped with appropriate materials, and not be hideous eyesores.  
 
2.3.16 “Workers would be expected to travel to and from site on a daily basis using public 
transport or ride share schemes’. This is sensible however a park and ride location should 
be identified in advance or firmer plans put in place to ensure this takes place. There is 
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very limited public transport to and from both Chesham Lane and Bottom House Farm 
Lane sites.  
 
2.3.17 We would like to remind HS2 Ltd that the route being considered for the Chesham 
Lane vent shaft – passing the Epilepsy Centre and Robertswood Primary School and 
Nursery in Denham Lane – is already heavily congested in mornings and afternoons 
during term time.  
 
2.3.20 ‘The drainage scheme to be designed’ is referred to – in other words it is not yet 
designed which makes it impossible to assess its effectiveness or its impact on the 
landscape.  In addition it states that surface water will be pumped via the ventilation shafts. 
What contingency is in place should these pumps fail? 
 
2.3.22 It is stated that there will be no major utility diversions within the area, however 
‘major’ is not defined and any utility diversion is likely to affect the users and possibly 
impact on the landscape depending on the utility to be moved and its location. There is no 
mention of the West London oil pipeline. 
 
2.3.24 Alternative routes for traffic when the normal route is closed for construction are 
discussed. However the planning of these alternatives has not been finalised and as such 
again it is difficult to assess the impact and effectiveness of any proposed diversions. 
 
2.3.29 We wish to know whether stockpiles will be located within the floodplain or areas at 
risk from surface water. If so, can this be avoided or managed? 
 
2.3.31 It seems that there is an assumption that all excavated material will be useable as 
fill – since we believe this is unlikely we require sight of the evidence behind that 
assumption. Also, there is reference to the possible need to crush or screen material; it’s 
not clear where this will take place, whilst mobile screening equipment is possible its 
location could still impact on the locality in terms of noise, dust and impacts on the 
landscape. More information is required in the formal ES on the locations and duration of 
any screening /crushing works so that people can fully assess the impacts of construction 
of HS2. Crushers are regulated under IPPC regulations and a suitable permit would be 
required.  
 
Again we also note the proximity of Chilterns Crematorium and Garden of Remembrance 
which serves all of CFA 8 & 9 as well as the major conurbations of Aylesbury and High 
Wycombe. We expect HS2 Ltd to work carefully to mitigate the effect of the construction of 
the proposed scheme on this peaceful spot.  
 
2.3.34 We are surprised that there is no communications equipment policy. E.g. mobile 
telecommunication pole design, heights etc. 
 
2.3.36 In addition to reliance on existing trees, consideration should be given to planting 
trees that remove air pollutants and particulates where possible. Also buildings should 
utilise green roofs.  
 
The Buckinghamshire Councils have the following comments about the footpath, cycleway 

and bridleway diversions set out in the CFA report and Mapbook plans CT-06-047 to CT-

06-053-03: 
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2.3.25 to 2.3.26 The table of Rights of Way (RoW) diversions is missing from this Chapter. 
 

Right of Way Comment 

  

CSP/10/1 – 
Chesham Lane 
(SL9 0PR), GR: 
0005, 9306. 

At the Chalfont St Peter Vent Shaft site, a materials 
stockpile is proposed to be constructed over Footpath 10 
on the construction phase plan CT-06-024 and planting on 
the Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-024.  
 
A temporary diversion during construction and 
accommodation post-construction is required for 
pedestrians. Section 2.3.25 simply states ‘Two PRoW 
(CSP/10/1 and CSG/28/4) crossing the Proposed Scheme 
would be temporarily diverted during construction.’ The 
route needs annotating on Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-
024 and no temporary local pedestrian diversions are 
indicated on the Construction Phase plan CT-05-024. 

Bottom House Farm 
Lane  

The construction traffic route uses a widened Bottom 
House Farm Lane to access the Chalfont St Giles Vent 
Shaft Satellite Compound. Two public footpaths cross the 
widened road, but neither Construction Phase Plans nor 
Proposed Scheme Plans indicate new or diverted PRoW 
or temporary local diversions.  
 
Confirmation is needed that some accommodation can be 
provided along the lane during construction for walkers, 
cyclists and horse riders. The road itself is used by 
walkers, horse riders and cyclists connecting with the 
PRoW network, especially informal circular walks from 
Amersham, so they may need to be taken over the other 
side of the hedge in order to separate with HS2 
construction vehicles needing access to the ventilation 
shaft. There is no indication of the width of the new road 
during or after construction, or upon which side of the road 
these alterations will impact, but it is important some 
provision is provided for vulnerable users and the quality 
of experience is maintained post-construction 

Section 2.3.25 Section 2.3.25 simply states ‘Two PRoW (CSP/10/1 and 
CSG/28/4) crossing the Proposed Scheme would be 
temporarily diverted during construction.’ However, no 
temporary local pedestrian diversions are indicated on the 
Construction Phase plan CT-05-026. It is stated in Section 
2.3.26, ‘Further detail about proposed temporary 
diversions and closures, if required, will be reported in the 
formal ES.’ 
 
New planting is shown across CSG/28/4 and AMS/18/3 on 
Plan CT-06-026; and across AMS/16/2 on Plan CT-06-
026-02. These should be removed where crossed by 
PRoW. 

Footpath 40/2 Little Little Missenden Vent Shaft has new tree planting which 
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Missenden crosses Public Footpath 40 and should be removed from 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-30 or the path should be 
diverted. 

 

2.6.11 The Councils share concerns about the impact of activities on the A413/ A404. The 
construction period and location close to hospital and crematorium require further 
consideration. 
 

 

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: 

3.5.9 With regards to construction impacts and mitigation 3.5.9 refers to the effects on the 
loss of the manege at the Chalfont Valley Equestrian centre.  It implies any mitigation to 
cover for this loss will be in the final Environmental Statement, and as such would the 
suggested mitigation be a replacement manege this is likely to be outside of the 
safeguarded area and may require planning permission from the Local Authority.  

 Air quality: 

4.4.3 ‘Chilterns District Council’ should be ‘Chiltern District Council’. 

4.5.2 This paragraph refers to monitoring of construction dust and mitigation. It is not clear 
if this would be done by HS2 Ltd or if Chiltern District Council would be expected to do 
this. Given this monitoring would be an additional area of work would the District Council 
receive additional funding from HS2 Ltd to undertake this work? 

4.5.5 It is admitted that construction activity could affect local air quality. However, it goes 
on to state that none of the roads in the area meet the criteria for further screening. It is not 
clear what criteria have been used and therefore it is difficult to assess if the HS2 
screening has been done effectively. More details on this aspect should be provided to 
allow independent verification of the process as part of the formal ES. 

Community:  

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

There is no reference or consideration of Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure Strategy 
2009. 
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5.4.6 The Baseline section refers to Rushymed Residential Care Home being outside the 
landtake area. As this is located in Coleshill it is not near the proposed route and it is not 
clear why this is mentioned. 

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: 

Paragraph specific points: 

6.2.1 Should refer to ‘Chiltern District Council’ Core Strategy and Local Plan policies, not 
‘Chiltern’ Core Strategy and Local Plan policies.  The relevant policies should include 
CS20 and CS21, as well as CS22.  

Mention should also be made to the Buckinghamshire and Milton Keynes Historic 
Landscape Characterisation and to The Chilterns Historic Landscape Characterisation as 
relevant documents 

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 

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 inadequate as an environmental  baseline.  

6.4.1 There is also some evidence for in-situ flint working and palaeoenvironmental 
remains within the gravel deposits of the Colne and Misbourne valleys.  

6.4.2 This paragraph is inaccurate.  There are a series of known Mesolithic and later 
prehistoric flint working and possible occupation or settlement sites along the valley floor 
adjacent to the River Misbourne. 

6.4.3 The Roman activity at Mantles Farm, Mantles Green Meadow and Shardeloes may 
all be part of a single large villa estate complex.  

6.4.4 This paragraph is inaccurate.  The medieval and post-medieval landscape of the 
Chilterns is characterised by dispersed settlements, woodland and assorted enclosures, 
not by nucleated villages.  The exception to this is the creation of medieval planned towns 
such as Amersham.   

6.4.7 ‘Milton Cottage’ is actually ‘Milton’s Cottage’ – the poet lived there from 1665 to 1667 
and the building is the only surviving house he lived in.  The Grade II Registered Garden at 
Milton’s Cottage has been missed from the list. 

6.4.8 The assessment of non-designated assets is completely lacking in any detail and is 
wholly inadequate.  It is misleading to only mention the vent shafts as there are also 
construction works immediately west of the tunnel portal which fall within this CFA.  No 
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mention is made of the suggested route of a possible Roman road which crosses the 
proposed site of the Amersham vent shaft or of the adjacent Crematorium gardens.   

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 The physical impact of potential ground settlement or dewatering on the ornamental 
lake at Shardeloes and buried archaeological remains beneath the lake is not identified. 

6.5.4 The construction of the Little Misbourne Vent Shaft and Auto-transformer Station will 
have an impact on the setting of both the grade II listed walled kitchen gardens and the 
grade II* registered landscaped parkland of Shardeloes.  There will also be a residual 
effect on the setting of these assets.  There appears to be no understanding that screening 
planting will in turn create additional visual impacts, including an impact on setting. 

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

6.5.7 There may also be potential for Mesolithic and palaeoenvironmental remains within 
the gravel deposits along the Colne and the Misbourne Valleys. 

 
Further Comments: 
 
Below the Chalfonts the tunnel will run deep below ground until it crosses the Misbourne 
Valley where it pass only 20 metres below listed buildings in the Chalfont St Giles 
Conservation Area.  The revision of the route in January 2012 removed the tunnel from the 
proximity of the many listed buildings in the Amersham Old Town Conservation Area but 
redirected it under the Grade II* registered parkland and conservation area at Shardeloes.  
Here it will run directly beneath the feeder chalk stream to the 18th century ornamental lake 
at Shardeloes and directly beneath the Grade II listed walls of the kitchen garden. 
    
The main twin tunnel will be bored from the south end, with a main depot just outside the 
District beyond the M25, but “satellite compounds” with associated security fencing, 
lighting, car parking, offices, and stockpiles of materials will be required in conjunction with 
the four vent shafts.   Access requirements for construction traffic and maintenance will 
require permanent widening of the narrow rural lane that runs past Grade II listed Lower 
Bottom House Farm.  This widening will entail re-location of the listed granary, and will 
serve to separate it more decisively from the farmhouse. 
 

Buckinghamshire Councils have identified some inadequacies in the level of information 
provided.  The main deficiencies with regard to cultural heritage are as follows: 

 

 Total lack of empirical detail as to the effects of vibration caused either by the 

construction process or the passing of trains through the tunnels.  The statements 

that there will be no damage to buildings and that ground movement will be “very 

rare” offer no convincing re-assurance, especially with regard to the minimal 

foundations and non-standard construction of heritage assets.  The approach also 
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avoids the issue of the impact of vibration on the amenity of residents or users of 

heritage assets. 

 Inadequate information as to sound impact, based on inappropriate baselines.  The 

sound maps only cover sound above a lower daytime threshold of 50 decibels, and 

do not clarify the spread of sound at lower levels or the impact of sound 

reverberated across valleys.  Failure to recognize or estimate the sound impact on 

rural assets within 200-300 yards of the exposed line is clearly deficient.   

 Lack of detail as to the appearance of sound barriers. 

 Inadequate information as to intentions and policies for providing planted screening.  

While it is stated that species native to the local area will be used, it is not clear how 

substantial the screens are to be, nor whether they are to be tall tree screens or 

lower hedgerows.  Nor is it clear how HS2 Ltd will provide for the future retention 

and maintenance of the screens in the longer term.  

In terms of built heritage, the Buckinghamshire Councils noted that the Area Reports for 
the District refer to only the following: 

 

 Lower Bottom House Farm, Chalfont St Giles – “temporary change” in the setting of 

the Granary and the other listed farm buildings caused by the substantial increase 

in flow of traffic during construction.  This ignores the permanent need to re-locate 

the granary and widen the road, which will have a permanent effect. 

 Shardeloes Grade II* registered park and Grade II listed kitchen garden – 

possibilities that ground settlement will affect structures and other features 

(presumably the lake), and destabilise the walls of the kitchen garden.  The CoCP 

provisions might appear to allow for investigatory works to minimize this but may 

well not be operative because they are not specified as part of the draft ES 

No mention whatsoever is made of the effect on: 
 

 The listed buildings and conservation area (with chalk stream and pool) only 20 

metres above the tunnel at Chalfont St Giles 

 The impact of the Little Missenden vent shaft on the setting of listed buildings at 

Shardeloes Kitchen Garden and Kennel Farm 

 
The NPPF Chapter 12 “Conserving and enhancing the historic environment” stresses the 
desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and the 
importance of putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation.  Securing and 
maintaining the “optimum viable use” of an asset is to be regarded as a public benefit as it 
provides a means of conserving the built assets. Deprivation of viability will impact on their 
long-term preservation as well as on perception of their heritage values. 
   
While the scope of the Environmental Statement was intended to assess inputs such as 
direct structural impact and visual impact on the setting of assets, it was also to look at 
wider socio-economic topics impacting on viability.  In practice it appears that the socio-
economic analysis has concentrated only on the employment opportunities created by the 
construction of the line.  Only in the chapters on agriculture, forestry and soils is there any 
note that there will be impact on working farmsteads, with loss or short-term severance of 
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land.  These chapters conclude that permanent loss of land cannot be mitigated, and that 
the Code of Construction Practice will be adequate to control dust, noise and vibration 
impacting on livestock units.  There is no detailed assessment as to particular needs, and 
neither of the special circumstances of farms with listed or historic buildings. 
 
No consideration has been given to the continuing viability of Woodland Park as a care 
home only 300 metres away from the line.  There is also no consideration of the effects on 
residential heritage assets resulting from fear of considerable inconvenience during the 
construction process and uncertainty as to the tolerability of future noise levels. 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils stress that these fears are already resulting in blight, with the 
prospect of listed buildings left vacant until 2016 and beyond.  Whereas the compensation 
system offers a degree of support to existing individual owners, it cannot redress the 
potential harm to built assets left uncared-for and unmaintained over extended periods of 
vacancy.  This harm will be made all the more acute by the usual conservation premium 
attached to the costs of maintenance of such buildings.  Their decline will be a public loss 
with possible permanent consequences. 
  
In this respect the mitigating provisions made for recording of harm, however pertinent to 
archaeology, are not adequate for built heritage.  It is essential that more careful 
assessment is made of the future prospects for such buildings, with schemes put in place 
to minimize harm and manage issues to further their preservation.  If necessary, money 
should be set aside to cope with the consequences. 
 
The following is a list of matters that the Buckinghamshire Councils believe should, as 
regards built heritage, be considered as a matter of priority and certainly before publication 
of the final ES: 

 

 Specific provision for investigation of the consequences of tunnelling at relatively 

shallow level below Chalfont St Giles and the Shardeloes registered park and 

kitchen garden, with suitable measures formally identified and adopted for 

minimizing harm and repairing damage.  Also investigation of the potential for 

vibration disturbance to residents at Chalfont St Giles and within the kitchen garden, 

along with any relevant mitigation measures, as necessary to prevent blight and 

provide for future viability. 

 Provision of further information regarding the permanent visual consequences of 

the road-widening at Lower Bottom House Farm, Chalfont St Giles. 

 As above, more detailed assessment and up-front consideration for the impact on 

the setting and viability of historic assets along Potter Row (including Bury Farm 

and Hammonds Hall Farm), and at Cottage Farm and Woodlands Park.  

Consideration should also be given to the noise impact on the Grade II listed farm 

group at Road Farm on the opposite side of the valley from Woodlands Park. 

 

Ecology: 
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7.3.3 It is stated that HS2 Ltd have yet to receive information on bats and badgers from the 
local groups. This is considered to be a gap in their coverage which should be filled before 
the formal ES. 

7.3.4 It is stated that field surveys to date have been limited to locations where the 
landowner has given consent to access or from public rights of way. Therefore again there 
is a significant gap in the knowledge base which needs to be filled before the formal ES.  
Maps should be provided of which land parcels have been and have not been accessed 
for ecological assessment.  Our other comments on this paragraph include: 

 We are concerned about the lack of ecological surveys for certain species (e.g. 

dormouse and bats) and trust that all necessary surveys will be reported as soon as 

they are available. 

 Again the value of the fish populations have potentially been underestimated – 
bullhead is present and so is brown trout. 

7.4.6 When discussing the River Misbourne, there is a failure to recognise that chalk 
stream habitats are of international significance. 

7.4.7 Table 4 It is unacceptable to value surveys and receptors before ecological surveys 
have been completed. Further, where is the survey data – the assessment of impacts 
cannot be based on records from Environmental Records Centres and local groups as 
such datasets are incomplete and do not prove absence. 

7.5.5 HS2 Ltd state the impacts to the river and lake could be significant at a county/ 
metropolitan level (despite having not finished the assessment). However chalk streams 
are internationally important and therefore any damage to the chalk stream could be of 
international importance and should be recognised as such in the formal Environmental 
Statement. 

7.5.5 It is stated that the hydrological impacts on the River Misbourne and Shardeloes 
Lake could be significant on the habitats and species that are dependent on them in the 
long-term. Buckinghamshire Councils are concerned that monitoring of the River 
Misbourne has yet to be completed and no mitigation measures are proposed. 

7.5.6 The need to remove parts of the hedgerow on Bottom House Farm Lane is stated. 
However, looking at the associated construction mapping this would appear to be large 
parts of the hedgerow and the text should reflect this in the formal Environmental 
Statement. 

 

Land quality: 

8.2 There is no reference to the adopted Chiltern District Council contaminated land 
strategy. 

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

8.4.12 Whilst they may be unrecorded, it is important to consider agricultural sites at this 
stage as they often have a significant number of potentially contaminative land uses. 

General point - 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. 
 
8.5.2 / 8.5.3 It is stated that the CoCP will contain requirements involving detailed ground 
investigations order to confirm the full extent of contaminated land. ‘Any scheme would be 
discussed with the regulatory authorities’. We feel that this should be more than “discuss”, 
but in line with standard planning and regulatory Part IIA duties to ensure that the relevant 
standards are met. 
 
8.5.4 Additional local controls must be implemented to ensure that the transfer of 
contaminants via air to Amersham hospital does not occur. 
 
8.5.5 The Councils would request that evidence is provided to confirm this statement. 
 
8.5.7 In line with standard regulatory processes, if unidentified contamination is found, the 
local Council should also be notified. 
 
8.6.4 This may be needed for a number of years following remediation. 

 

Landscape and visual assessment: 

The Buckinghamshire Councils consider that there is not enough specific information to 
make meaningful detailed comments on the proposals for individual CFAs.  
 

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.  Such documents for example, the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide 
(2010) would need to be referred to as well as those mentioned in the Buckinghamshire 
Blueprint such as Environmental Guidelines for the Management of Highways in the 
Chilterns (2009).  

9.3.2 With regards to the key assumptions, there are references to discussions held with 
the Councils on the locations of viewpoints. The implication of this paragraph is that all the 
viewpoints have been mutually agreed when in fact the Councils consider the HS2 
viewpoints inadequate and suggested additional viewpoints which HS2 Ltd declined 
without any reasonable justification. 

9.5.1 With regards to the construction impacts and mitigation, the Buckinghamshire 
Councils note the statement that the works would be highly visible in many locations and 
would have significant effects which cannot be mitigated. It is not acceptable for there to 
be no solution or mitigation proposed. 
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9.5.2 There is mention of the replacement of trees lost as a result of accidents during 
construction. The CoCP does refer to the British Standard in regard to protection of trees 
during construction which should mean any trees shown to be retained should be 
protected. The formal ES needs to either mention the British standard or cross refer to the 
relevant paragraph in the CoCP. As any existing trees felled or damaged by accident may 
be replaced by a new tree that would take time to establish, there will be an impact on the 
landscape greater than keeping as many existing trees as possible. 

9.5.5 It is stated that hedgerows will be removed. Landscaping must be continued so that 
the compound is neither visible from the road nor Ashwell’s Barn and Farm.  

9.5.8 The table shows the impacts of construction to be moderate adverse in all locations 
but again no solutions are given to reduce this impact. 

9.5.13 We note that an assessment of the effects of lighting during the construction has 
not yet been done and will from part of the formal ES.  As we have no details of the type, 
size and location of any compound lighting it is impossible for us to assess the impacts of 
the proposed scheme on the landscape and this information will need to be made 
available as part of the formal ES so that we can independently assess the impacts of the 
HS2 scheme. 

9.5.14 There is reference to the impacts as being either moderate adverse or in some 
cases major adverse but again no solutions or mitigation are offered. 

9.5.23 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.  

 
9.6.6. It is considered that there should be far more photo montages from each potential 
view point so that a full impression of the impacts of the proposed HS2 route can be seen. 
The three photo montages chosen for each forum area are extremely selective and do not 
give a true impression of the impact of the proposed HS2 scheme. 

 

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.  

The A413 is the main route accessing the villages of Chalfont St Peter, Chalfont St Giles 
and the town of Amersham. Prolonged periods of congestion, noise, dust and scarred 
landscape will likely discourage visitors and will have a detrimental effect on the vitality 
and viability of these retail centers. This is not acknowledged by the draft ES and no 
mitigation and compensation has been suggested,  

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

10.4.4 Incorrect chart used for this CFA.  

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

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

An analysis of occupations by district would be helpful. 

 

 

Sound, noise and vibration: 

11.3.4 The paragraph states that:  

‘The engineering design of tunnels, their portals and vent shafts, will ensure 
passenger comfort in tunnels. This design will also avoid any significant airborne 
noise effects caused by the tunnel portals’ 

In our view the proposition in the second sentence does not follow and is not linked to the 
first. 

11.3.5 This paragraph is not correct. The shafts will require the installation of mechanical 
ventilation equipment and will need to be tested. We are not clear why the formal ES 
should report on development work.  

11.3.6 We believe that this statement is premature since the tunnel vent shafts have not 
yet been designed.  

11.3.8 We need clarification about whether optimised low vibration slab track will be 
installed. 

11.4 The absence of baseline data makes it impossible to scrutinise this section.  

11.4.1 This statement suggests that a noise baseline has been used.  That would be 
surprising, as no information relating to the baseline has been published.  

11.4.2 The Councils have seen no evidence of such assessment having been made.  If it 
has, the Councils require that the assessment should be made available including the 
methodology and all background information necessary for the council to understand it and 
comment on it properly 

11.5.3 With reference to the vibration effect of the tunnel boring machines, the Council 
requires more details about the proposed scheme for the scheme of pre-notification, 
complaints and handling alleged minor damage to properties. 
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Traffic and transport: 

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

Within the Policy Framework there is no mention of Buckinghamshire’s Freight Strategy 
nor the Local Area Strategy which sit under the LTP3. There is no reference to the 
Chesham and Amersham Transport Study.  

No further reference to Chiltern District Council key documents such as the Core Strategy.  

12.3 Assessment scope and key assumptions are outlined. Paragraph 12.3.6 lists the key 
limitations in the reporting of significant effects and the assumed routes 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 Environmental Statement where 
necessary’. It is not clear who assesses whether or not a junction will require further 
assessment and if this information will be shared with the Local Highway Authority.  
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 Environmental Statement.  

 

 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.  

 

 Reference is made to the possibility that excess excavated material may need to be 
removed by road from the South Heath Green tunnel, potentially giving rise to a 
significant impact on construction routes, including the A413. A full assessment is 
required and details of the mass haul strategy to be provided.  

o Likely construction routes for HGVs are identified in maps CT-05-018 to 
CT-05-022 and comprise the following: 
- Chesham Lane via Denham Lane & Copthall Lane 
- Upgraded Bottom House Farm Lane via the A413 Amersham Road 
- Whielden Lane via A355 Gore Hill 
 

 As previously outlined, in an already congested area appropriate construction 
routes from the M40 are problematic. The A413 at Chalfont St Giles is constrained 
and should be avoided. As stated within The Buckinghamshire Blueprint for HS2, 
BCC expect an appropriate route to be provided (for tunnel shaft off Chesham 
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Lane) via a separate haul road from the A413, routed from Junction 1 of the M40 
and the A40. In the Amersham area, routeing vehicles from Junction 2 
(Beaconsfield) to reach the A413 at Amersham could be made acceptable if 
existing congestion in old Beaconsfield were alleviated by the construction of the 
Wilton Park relief road. A financial contribution to deliver this might be considered 
relevant mitigation for the construction traffic impacts in this area. 

 

 BCC requires assurance that construction vehicles will not travel past Amersham 
Hospital along Whielden Street, but will strictly use only the A404/A413 for access 
to the Vent Shaft.  

 

 BCC expects routes used for construction traffic to be clearly identified, maintained 
and used by all, with any breaches monitored and enforced. BCC 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 Environmental Statement 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 take account of locally committed development and 
infrastructure. 

12.4.4 In reference to the Chiltern line through Amersham being used for rail freight 
services, this is not the case and it is difficult to tell if this is a deliberate mistake to imply 
the line is more heavily used or a genuine mistake either way this needs to be corrected in 
the formal ES. 

12.5 The information as set out in ‘Construction’ is stated to be the subject to be reviewed 
in the formal Environmental Statement.  

12.5.2 Outlines measures to avoid/reduce impacts on travellers – defined HGV routes 
should be confirmed and agreed with the relevant local authorities. Consideration should 
be given to the construction of the Wilton Park relief road. No reference is made to the 
minimisation of impacts on cyclists and non-motorised traffic.  

12.5.4 Lists the temporary road closure of Bottom House Farm Lane and associated 
diversions. 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 9 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 regarding any restrictions or likely times of travel.  

12.5.6 No account is taken of the workforce and whilst the first volume refers to the 
workforce using green forms of travel it is unlikely that they will choose to walk cycle or use 
a bus to get to their workplace particularly if they travel in from outside the district to work. 
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Therefore some allowance for workforce vehicles should be added in to give a worst case 
scenario.  

12.5.8 lists the roads anticipated to result in significant increases in traffic flows (i.e. more 
than 30% for HGV or all vehicles). Concern is raised with regard to such increases on 
already congested roads and local residential roads.  

12.5.9 uses the phrase ‘as far as reasonably practicable’. How the definition of “reasonably 
practical” will be defined, and by whom, needs to be set out. 

12.5.9-12.5.11 refer to the development of the CoCP and a construction workforce travel. 
The Workforce Travel Plan should be completed in line with current best practice guidance 
and be reviewed by BCC’s Sustainable Travel team.  

12.5.15, levels of effects on the roads identified are still to be determined. Assessments 
should also consider locally sensitive junctions as identified by BCC.  

12.5.19, identification of further mitigation measures is required.  

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

12.6.3 The identification of further mitigation measures is required.  

 

Water resources and flood risk assessment: 

With regards to impact on flood risk and groundwater, the Buckinghamshire Councils state 
that as the entire route through this area will be within deep bore tunnels, the focus of flood 
risk needs to be on ground water particularly as it is located beneath the River Misbourne 
which is locally fed by ground water.  We have identified that there has been no detailed 
modelling of groundwater undertaken and therefore question how it can be concluded that 
there will be negligible impact on ground water flows. 
 
The ecology section mentions there may be Great Crested Newts in the area. It should be 
ensured these are not at risk of entering the proposed surface water ponds due to 
restrictions on maintenance. 
 
Buckinghamshire Councils also have the following comments on key assumptions and 
baseline: 
 

 13.3.3 – The Councils wish to understand if the proposal to artificially line ponds is a 
permanent feature or only during construction. Lining them will prevent the natural 
interaction with the ground water and will stop the ponds from drying out which may 
prevent their support for a specific habitat. 

 

 13.4.3 – The Councils want to understand how ground water flows and volumes will 
be impacted if ground water levels are above the top of the proposed tunnels 
ranging from 90mAOD to 55mAOD.  The route passes through a principal aquifer. 
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 13.4.7 - There was a major historical event of flooding from the Misbourne at 
Chalfont St Giles and east of Little Missenden and ground water flood events at Old 
Amersham. The Councils assume that this information and data has been taken 
into account to ensure the underground tunnels will not increase future risk to these 
areas. 

 
13.5.2 The focus seems to be the impact on the quality and quantity of ground water. 
There is very little information and recognition of the risk of ground water flooding in 
relation to the proposed scheme. 

13.5.6 The potential for the ground to settle where the tunnels pass under the River 
Misbourne and Shardeloes Lake is discussed. The document states that this could lead to 
water losses but no suggested mitigation is proposed. 

13.5.7 There is reference to HS2 Ltd monitoring ground settlement during construction and 
presumably reacting to any damage / loss of water should it occur although again no 
mention is actually made of mitigation should harm occur to the river or the lake. This level 
of uncertainty on an internationally important river is unacceptable and means that even 
when Parliament consider the formal Environmental Statement there will be no details on 
the potential harm that may be caused to the environment once constriction commences. 
This issue should be addressed in the formal ES and before construction commences. 

13.5.9 There is reference to risks of tunnelling on groundwater supply, the effects of which 
could be significant and which may require additional mitigation. The implication is that 
HS2 Ltd do not know what these effects will be and that they will deal with them as 
construction commences, which again means there will be a gap in the formal ES 
considered by parliament and that again parliament will not be assessing the full impacts 
of the scheme. 

13.5.11 Despite what is said about the effects on groundwater, according to this paragraph 
the effects on the aquifer would be negligible and insignificant. The Councils question 
whether this assessment is correct and requires further detailed information and evidence 
to support it.  The Councils question how this can be stated to be negligible when there is 
a lack of baseline data available on ground water. 

We draw attention to the lack of quantification and weight given to ground water flooding 
throughout this report. 

13.5.14 There is reference to the residual effects and their impact on Affinity water. It 
would be useful to know what Affinity water considers these impacts to be and if they have 
reached some form of agreement with HS2 Ltd to ensure the areas water supplies are not 
compromised. 

13.6.7 It is suggested that groundwater levels could rise thus causing springs to emerge 
and affect the River Misbourne but despite this potential impact the HS2 report assesses 
this as not being significant. The Councils are also not clear what effect the bored tunnels 
will have on groundwater levels. 

CT-06-026-02 Embankment works across the Misbourne - It is not clear whether the 
impacts have been properly considered. The Councils require further details, including 
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cross sections and imposed floodplain outlines to help them understand the potential 
impact better. 

 


