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HS2 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT 
 
Buckinghamshire response part 3 
 

 
 
CFA 9 Central Chilterns  

 
 
The whole of this area is designated as the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB) – a nationally designated and protected landscape. The draft ES, however, makes 
a mockery of the concept of an AONB; suggests minimal and inadequate mitigation 
creating an alien landscape; and refuses to seriously consider the impact of in combination 
effects on local communities. Despite having a further dedicated section within Volume 27 
on The Chilterns, we feel that this adds nothing to that which is already covered in CFAs 8, 
9 & 10. The AONB is not only a nationally significant area but is also a deeply valued 
community asset; this is wholly unappreciated in the draft ES and the poor mitigation 
suggested is an insult to current and future generations of residents and visitors.  
 
Comments on Part B 
 
2.1.3 Ballinger and Ballinger Common are within CFA 9 but are excluded here.  
 
2.1.9 South Heath is referred to as having a post office and shop; these have both closed 
and therefore the information is not up-to-date. It should also be noted that the 
pub/restaurant (Annie Baileys) has already closed due to the threat of HS2.  
 
2.1.16 It is stated that there are a number of key planning designations in the area, 
including that the entirety of this CFA is within the Chilterns AONB and that there is a 
designated green belt in the area. However, there seems to be no regard for these in the 
rest of the CFA report.  
 
Description of the proposed scheme  
 
2.2.6 The Little Missenden Vent shaft is stated to have the Chilterns Auto transformer 
station located adjacent to it. There are no details of the size and scale of this transformer 
and it is not visible on the photo montage and therefore it’s difficult to assess its impact. 

2.2.7 This paragraph mentions locating a tunnel portal in Ancient Woodland within a 
wooded landscape (of high suitability for foraging and roosting bats) that has the potential 
to attract bats prospecting for either swarming or hibernation sites. This has the potential 
to put significant numbers of bats at risk of train strike at certain times of year.  This could 
be contrary to the requirements of the Habitats Directive and require significant mitigation 
to be proposed. Potential adverse effects are likely to increase over time as bats become 
more familiar with the altered landscape and find this potentially ‘attractive’ feature for 
swarming and roosting behaviours. Mitigation using lighting (as per Wolvercote Tunnel) 
would not be effective due to the speed of the trains and turbulence effects in the tunnel. 
Will monitoring of bat activity through the tunnel be undertaken between completion of 
construction and start of operation? What measures can be put in place to prevent bats 
entering tunnel? 
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2.2.7 – 2.2.9 - How will appropriate compensatory planting for loss of Ancient Woodland 
habitats be calculated? What biodiversity offsetting metric will be used considering that 
these habitats are irreplaceable? We want further detail about the mentioned ‘concrete 
porous portal’. 

2.2.9 refers to the permanent diversion of Chesham Road and Kings Lane to facilitate 
construction of the porous portal but it would seem possible to have a longer tunnel and to 
re-instate the road where it was. It also refers to the need to divert the national grid 
overhead lines. As this is a temporary move there appears to be no consideration of the 
effect of this temporary pylon on the landscape. Again reference is made to tunnel portal 
buildings but no details of the design are given making it difficult to assess the impact. 
 
2.2.11 Temporary land should be reinstated to its original (if rural) or better (if urban) state. 
 
Construction of the proposed scheme  
 
2.3.2 The environmental management regime for the Proposed Scheme is referred to, 
which includes the Local Environmental Management Plan (LEMP). The Buckinghamshire 
Councils expect that, as local authorities, they will have the opportunity to review and 
comment upon the LEMP prior to construction commencing.  
 
2.3.5 The working hours of construction sites are discussed. However it is not clear what 
powers the Council would have to control these working hours if they were in fact varied 
without consultation. 
 
2.3.13 We want information about the maximum heights of topsoil, contamination issues 
and run off risks.  
 
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. 
 
2.3.17 This paragraph refers to construction traffic and access, while the route to reach 
site is covered in a separate bullet. However in effect all the construction traffic from each 
site would follow the same main roads to access the sites and so there would be a greater 
cumulative impact on these main roads. 
 
2.3.19 This section refers to drainage and culverts. It clearly states that the locations 
shown on the construction plans are indicative and as such it is difficult to assess the 
implications in terms of effects on landscape and or drainage. 
 
2.3.22 ‘realigned away from the areas of work’. It is not clear where this may be and 
therefore we request further details when available. The Councils would prefer these to be 
kept on the site rather than requiring additional land. 
 
The Buckinghamshire Councils have the following comments about the footpath, cycleway 

and bridleway diversions set out in Table 3 (2.3.26) of the CFA report and Map Book 

Plans CT-05-030 to CT-06-034: 

Right of Way Comment 
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Footpath LMI/17/2 Little 
Missenden – Mantle’s Wood 

The Permanent diversion around the back of 
the northern portal to the Chiltern tunnel is not 
marked with black and red dashed lines on 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-031. This 
should run from Hyde Heath Lane around the 
tunnel portal to a point that joins with the 
existing path through Mantle’s Wood. 
 
In addition, a new route was being explored, 
and had been agreed in principle with HS2 
consultants, running along the northern 
boundary of Mantle’s Wood, or along the 
existing track through Mantle’s Wood, to 
provide a new link to Footpath GMI/23/7, but 
this is missing from Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-031. 
 
 
Additional provision for walkers and cyclists 
along the vehicular highway Hyde Heath 
Road, would greatly improve the connectivity 
of the strategic rights of way network 

Footpath GMI/23/7 Hedgemoor 
Wood 

No new or diverted public rights of way’ are 
marked with black and red dashed lines on 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-032.  
 
The statement on p.21, ‘Permanent diversion 
via new footpath link to new Mantle’s Farm 
access track behind the tunnel portal’ makes 
no sense. The Mantle’s Farm access track is 
some distance from the Chiltern tunnel portal 
and so it’s difficult to see why these are 
mentioned in the same sentence as an 
alternative for this footpath. 
 
The location of the Hyde Farm Access Track 
and Footbridge has moved and is contrary to 
plans previously used for discussion and 
consultation. The old location was located at a 
pinch point north east of Hyde Farm, and 
south west of the ‘Pit (disused)’ on the OS 
base plans. The old location is greatly 
favourable as it provides many more options 
for the path network to be connected up on 
both north and south sides of the line. On 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-032 there are 
no new PRoW south of the line, which is 
contrary to discussions to date.  
 
The 400m additional journey length stated for 
this path is therefore meaningless as the path 
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runs in a south easterly to north westerly 
direction. Without a southern link alongside 
the line, the alternative for walkers would only 
be to retrace your steps, walk along GMI/26/1, 
along Hyde Heath Road and use the diversion 
over the Tunnel Portal, which is 2,380km 
against the existing 903m to connect with 
LMI/17/1, an additional distance of 1,477m, 
not 400m. 

Footpath GMI/27/1 – Hyde Farm 
to Hedgemoor Wood, Great 
Missenden 

The additional distance is mentioned as 
negligible, but it should read 60m (300m new 
against 240m original route). The previous 
location of the Hyde Farm Access Track and 
Footbridge (see 23/7 above) would reduce 
this to negligible. There is no alternative in a 
south easterly direction for this path, whereas 
previous plans have indicated a track 
connecting Hedgemoor Wood with Mantles 
Wood on the south side of the line. 
 
A connection is needed between Mantles 
Wood and Hyde Lane on the south side of the 
line and it is hoped further discussions can 
take place before the final ES on the location 
of this route. 

Footpath GMI/33/3 and 
GMI/33/2 Great Missenden – 
north west of Sheepcotts 

It is agreed the additional distance of the 
proposed diversion (48m) over the new Hyde 
Lane bridge is negligible. However, an 
additional path was being considered 
connecting across to the Chesham 
Road/Kings Lane T-junction to enable 
pedestrians to link easily into South Heath 
village. 
 
No ‘new or diverted public rights of way’ are 
marked with black and red dashed lines on 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-032. 

Footpath GMI/33/4 - west of 
Sheepcotts 

Agreed. However, this route is not marked as 
a ‘new or diverted public right of way’ and 
annotated with black and red dashed lines on 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-032. 
Moreover, it should be acknowledged this 
route will become a new bridleway to provide 
cycling access into South Heath village. The 
extra distance between Chesham Road and 
Hyde Lane (45m) is calculated as negligible 
(590m against 635m), but Table 3 (2.3.26) 
indicates an extra 100m. 

Footpaths GMI/80/1, GMI/79/1, 
GMI28/2, GMI/79/2 and 
GMI//28/1 – Sibley’s Coppice 

Agreed. However, the reinstated routes 
should be marked on Proposed Scheme Plan 
CT-06-033. The revised gradients of the new 
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 routes should be made clear over the green 
tunnel as the footpaths at present are 
relatively flat. 

Frith Hill (public footpaths) It is not clear to which path this refers; 
possibly GMI/16/1 next to 1, Bayleys Hatch, 
South Heath, HP16 9QG. 

GMI/13/3 – south west of 
Jenkin’s Wood 
 

A route over the top of the South Heath Green 
Tunnel North Portal was being explored, with 
a new footpath link to Frith Hill road, and a link 
back into Jenkin’s Wood, but this is not 
mentioned. A diverted route over the tunnel 
portal would only be around 600m, against 
1050m over Park Farm over-bridge. 
 
The current route is 260m over the line, 
against 1050m over the Park Farm over-
bridge, which is an additional journey length of 
790m, not negligible (<50m) which is stated in 
Table 3 (2.3.26). This may have been 
confused with the row below for GMI/2/1. 

GMI/12/1 – Park Farm over-
bridge 
 

Agree. However, path needs marking on 
Proposed Scheme Plan CT-06-033; and the 
additional journey length is negligible, not 
750m as stated in Table 3 (2.3.26). 

GMI/2/1 – North-west of Park 
Hill 
 

A proposal was being discussed to divert this 
path further away from the line, around the 
north or south side of Havenfield Wood, to 
then pick up the track leading to the over-
bridge. A new path was also being considered 
which creates a route along the existing track, 
where the bridge is to be built, to then link 
onto Potter Row at the property North Lodge 
(opposite Springfield Farm). This would be 
more favourable all round, and would possibly 
negate the need to build expensive and 
intrusive new tracks on the north and south 
sides of the line and would create better 
strategic links to the wider rights of way 
network. The remainder of the original 
footpath could be deleted. 
 
The proposed route in the ES has an extra 
distance in Table 3 (2.3.26) as negligible, 
when it is around 800m on the new route, 
against 120m on the existing, so an additional 
distance of 680m. 

 
 
2.3.30 Crushers are regulated under IPPC regulations and a suitable permit would be 
required. Crushing of material can be very noisy and produce significant volumes of dust 
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that can travel significant distances. Careful consideration of crushing locations is 
therefore required. 
 
2.3.35 The small building should utilise a green roof/walls and other sustainable 
construction techniques.  
 
2.3.43 refers to the auto transformer station at the northern portal of the Green Tunnel at 
South Heath, again no details of the design or scale of this transformer are given. 
 
2.3.44 As well as native, consideration should be given to planting trees that remove air 
pollutants and particulates where possible.  
 
Route section main alternatives 
 
2.6.6 refers to the various extended tunnel options looked at.  It concludes that option C 
would avoid direct impact on Grims Ditch scheduled monument and that there would be 
less land take and severance resulting in benefits for ecology and agriculture. Despite all 
of these benefits the alternative is rejected because it is more expensive. Given this is 
supposed to be an environmental assessment and the design of the scheme is therefore 
supposed to take the findings of the Environmental Statement into account in reducing its 
impact it is difficult to see how this improved option can be rejected on cost grounds alone. 
Therefore, there should be a more detailed explanation as to why the option which would 
protect a nationally protected ancient monument has been rejected. 
 
2.6.11 The Councils share the concern of the impact of activities on the A413/ A404. The 
construction period and location close to hospital and crematorium requires further 
consideration. 
 
2.6.15 states all the extended options are feasible in engineering terms and would have an 
environmental benefit, but this would still be more expensive than the planned route, given 
the overall cost of the scheme and the environmental benefits of the longer tunnels we feel 
there should be more detail in the final ES so that its clear what alternative routes have 
been looked at and rejected and the clear benefits and non-benefits of each to enable 
parliament to make a measured assessment of the proposed scheme. 
 
2.6.5 states that by raising the profile of the line can re-instate Hyde Lane in situ and so 
avoid the demolition of Sheepcotes Cottage. This is supported as it shows how amending 
design can reduce impact and supports the case for lengthening the tunnels to have a 
similar effect. 
 
2.7.1 states the design of viaducts would be designed and their effects on flood risk 
assessed in the final Environmental Statement.  Without this detail it is not possible to 
assess the impacts of the viaducts on the landscape/flooding etc and this work should be 
done for the final Environmental Statement. 
 
2.7.1 states that viaducts are based on third party data and determined that flood storage 
may be required. Where are these areas of flood storage? It is not clear which 
watercourses this applies to. 
 
2.7.2 refers to alternative site access roads and location for a site following suggestions 
from local residents and these are still being investigated. Again the alternatives 
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investigated and/or rejected should all be set out in the final ES, so that the full 
implications of the chosen route and design can be considered. 
 

 

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 
 
3.5.5 No solution or mitigation is proposed for the significant impact of the loss of the best 
and most versatile agricultural land 
   
3.5.6 The loss of woodland and loss of ancient woodland is stated. It is then stated this 
would be mitigated by replanting in nearby locations. However this disregards the fact that 
ancient woodland is irreplaceable. It states the loss of woodland would be significant 
during the construction phase but that the effects would lessen as the planting matures. It 
is not considered that this can adequately replace existing woodland. 
 
3.6.2 The likely effects of HS2 on livestock are discussed. Again the assessment of the 
implications of this is still being done and this is another gap in the draft ES which needs to 
be addressed before the final ES. 
 

 Air quality 

4.2.1 This part is missing the adopted Chiltern Air Quality Action Plan and Bucks Air 
Quality Strategies which contain air quality management area and district wide policies 
and measures to improve air quality and reduce emissions  

4.4.3 This is an oversimplification (see route wide response) as monitoring would not have 
been targeted at the areas in question. 

It is not possible to comment on baseline 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. 

4.43 Two sites are located in Great Missenden 

4.5.4 This section states that ‘impacts would be negligible’. The Councils have not been 
presented with any information regarding input parameters or how this assessment may 
have been undertaken. Therefore the Councils are unable to comment on this important 
aspect. 

4.5.6 The Councils do not agree with this paragraph 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 
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HS2 not fully understanding or considering local effects, the vehicle mix and detailed 
monitoring. 

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. 

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

Community  

5.4.5 The baseline section refers to the numbers of school children in Little Missenden 
village school. It is not clear why this is relevant given that the number of pupils in schools 
in other villages have not been listed. 

5.4.9 & 5.4.10 These paragraphs list interesting facts about the villages. However, again it 
is not clear what relevance these have other than to pad out the otherwise deficient draft 
ES. 

5.5.3 The permanent loss of dwellings is referred to as having ‘a minor adverse effect’ but 
would not be significant, surely an adverse effect is significant and in terms of this 
settlement the demolition of exiting properties is likely to be highly significant. 

5.5.4 The loss of the village’s only public house is stated as likely to be significant but no 
attempt is made to replace this community building.  

5.5.5 The loss of the weights and measures gym is mentioned and that this loss is likely to 
be significant but again no alternative forms of mitigation are suggested. 

5.5.6 This paragraph states that residents of South Heath are reliant on access to Great 
Missenden and that this will be adversely affected. However, no form of mitigation is 
offered. 

5.5.7 It is stated that the western part of Sibley’s Coppice will have no access to the public 
for approximately 2 years. The effects of this would be detrimental for the local community 
and are considered to be significant. However, no mitigation in the form of temporary 
access is offered and the locals are expected to lose access to this asset for the duration 
of the construction. We request that HS2 Ltd provide temporary access to the rights of way 
here.  

5.5.8 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 at this stage.  
 
It is extremely disappointing that there is no consideration, assessment or analysis of the 
strategic GI network for Buckinghamshire at this stage. Given this serious deficiency it is 
difficult to provide comments on matters relating to the impact of green infrastructure.  
 
There is no reference or consideration of the Buckinghamshire Green Infrastructure 
Strategy 2009. 
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Cultural heritage: 

Paragraph specific points 

6.2.1 The document 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. 

The baseline is a descriptive summary only and includes some inaccuracies.  There is no 
detailed presentation or listing of all the heritage assets within the study area, the ZTV or 
the temporary and permanent land take areas and only nationally designated heritage 
assets are shown on the maps.  This is completely inadequate as an environmental 
baseline. 

6.4.1 This paragraph is inaccurate.  The Prehistoric cross-ridge dykes in the 
Buckinghamshire Chilterns are all short earthworks that often run along and across small 
promontories, possibly to control grazing livestock.  There is little real evidence for a 
network of prehistoric route ways in the central Chilterns, although a co-axial landscape 
trend evident in surviving route ways and field boundaries has been identified through 
historic landscape characterisation studies. 

6.4.3 Grim’s Ditch is not securely dated so may have its origins in the later Bronze Age.  

6.4.9 The assessment of non-designated assets is incomplete, lacking in detail and is 
inadequate.  In particular a complex of medieval earthwork enclosures in Jenkins Wood of 
schedulable quality closely associated with the surviving medieval manorial moated site 
and surviving post-medieval buildings at Bury Farm are arguably of considerable 
importance as a group. 

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

Further comments 
 
The line through this area is to run predominantly in a twin-bore tunnel that requires four 
vent shafts, one close to listed buildings at Little Missenden.  Just beyond Little Missenden 
the tunnel will emerge into a cutting before passing very close to listed and non-designated 
heritage assets at Hyde Lane.  The effect on the setting and amenity of these highly rural 
and attractively picturesque assets will be particularly bad.  The cutting will be roofed over 
just before the Chesham Road to form a green tunnel that passes very close to listed 86 
Kings Lane, but re-emerges close to listed Bury Farm.  It then proceeds in a cutting 
parallel with Potter Row, close to listed and unlisted historic buildings, with particular effect 
on the setting and viability of listed buildings at Hammondshall Farm, Cottage Farm and 
Woodlands Park, eliminating a considerable section of adjacent Grims Ditch.  
Photomontages at the end of the reports illustrate the unsightly security fencing that will be 
visible along the top of the cuttings, along with the upper part of the gantries.  Re-routing of 
Hyde Lane and sunken Leather Lane, along with the provision of over-bridges, will further 
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affect the visual and environmental setting of the listed buildings, as will embankments 
designed to reduce noise and dispose of spoil, and provision of drainage ponds and 
ditches.   
 
The Draft ES includes details of the immediate land-take, access routes and facilities 
needed for the construction of the line.  These have potential to cause disruption and harm 
lasting up to four to five years, especially in the case of the construction of the cuttings and 
green tunnel.  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 northern tunnel portal, the portals of the green tunnel and off Leather 
Lane adjacent to Hammondshall Farm.  Similar use of small rural roads and lanes at Hyde 
Heath Road, Hyde Lane, Kings Lane, Leather Lane and Potter Row, with ongoing 
requirements for access to the tunnel portals, will inevitably impact adversely on the quiet 
rural setting of the listed former and working farmsteads in the near vicinity, and could 
result in structural damage to the non-designated historic cottages that give directly onto 
Potter Row..   
 
The value of the draft ES in its approach to cultural heritage is limited in the following 
ways: 

 It suggests a broad overview of the local environmental impacts, but in many cases 

provides little technical detail to substantiate its conclusions or provide re-assurance 

that matters have been properly considered.  This applies in general terms across 

the chapters of the Draft ES with the marked absence of detailed analysis of the 

impacts on cultural heritage. 

 The lack of detail restricts opportunities for identifying the extent of the harm and 

the need for additional or improved mitigation. 

 The Draft assures that further detail will be available in the final ES.  However, by 

the time that this is issued there will be opportunity for comment only through formal 

Parliamentary procedures, without recourse to direct formative discussion with HS2 

Ltd.  Proposals for land-take will also have crystallized by this time, prematurely, 

and options for further mitigation will in all likelihood be over-restricted.  

 The Draft is inter-dependent on a Code of Construction Practice that points to 

further documents that are not yet available, including Environmental Minimal 

Requirements that will include a planning and heritage memorandum for which 

there is no draft.  The cross references between the chapters of the CFAs and the 

CoCP become circular, with potential for critical requirements to be over-looked or 

negated.   In the case of Cultural Heritage the CFAs refer to measures as provided 

for by the Draft CoCP, and therefore conclude that no further mitigation measures 

are necessary, whereas the Draft CoCP promises measures only as identified in the 

Draft ES.  The assets in Chiltern have not been identified for any special measures 

even where effects have been noted.  Special mitigation for cultural heritage 

therefore appears to be NIL.  

 
There are inadequacies in the level of information provided.  The main deficiencies with 
regard to cultural heritage are: 
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 The baseline assessment of the Central Chilterns area as equivalent to a rural 

“market town” is totally inappropriate to the very isolated rural and tranquil situations 

of the listed and non-designated historic cottages and farmsteads along the route.  

The adverse impact and need for mitigation will therefore inevitably be greater than 

assumed. 

 Lack of sectional detail as to the impact of cuttings, mitigation/spoil banks, security 

fencing, sound barriers and over-bridges.  These will have major impact on the 

settings of the assets close to the line, and sections or other three-dimensional 

information should be provided for critical points, e.g. at Hyde Farm.   

 Lack of detail as to the potential means being considered for providing suitable 

sound insulation for the special circumstances and distinctive architectural 

character of individual buildings.  The sound maps indicate that these will be 

necessary for Grade II listed Sheepcotts Cottage in Hyde Lane.  It may also be 

relevant to consider them for further heritage assets at Hyde Lane and Potter Row 

 
There is minimal identification of impact and special provision for heritage assets. In terms 
of built heritage the CFA notes only the following: 
 

 Significant effect on the setting of buildings at or near Hyde End, including 

Sheepcotts Cottage, Sheepcotts, Hyde Farm and 86 King’s Lane.  The effects of 

construction within 150 metres of these buildings, and within less than 10 metres 

from Sheepcotts Cottage and 86 King’s Lane are dismissed as temporary, and the 

permanent impacts on the setting as adequately mitigated by the care in positioning 

the new overbridge, the earthworks and planting.  No details are provided for the 

height or appearance of the overbridge, and the landscape mitigation earthworks 

shown on the plans do not appear to afford any benefit to the heritage assets. 

 Demolition of the Annie Bailey’s Restaurant and Weights and Measures Gym, both 

undesignated buildings of “low heritage value”.  No mention is made of any 

requirement to record even their external appearance. 

 Impacts on Hunts Green Farm, Cottage Farm and Woodlands Park (mentioned in 

Report 10: Dunsmore, Wendover and Halton), but without identification of any 

mitigation measures. 

No mention whatsoever is made of the effect on: 
 

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

Shardeloes Kitchen Garden and Kennel Farm 

 The heritage interest of Chapel Farm at Hyde End 

 The impact of the operational line as it passes from the green tunnel portal into the 

cutting only 200 metres from the Grade II listed buildings and earthworks at Bury 

Farm, Potter Row 

 The impact of construction traffic on non-designated heritage cottages fronting 

directly onto Potter Row.  Some of these cottages are of traditional flint construction 

with minimal foundations. 
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 The impact of the Satellite Compound, the diversion of Leather Lane (with loss of 

tree screen boundary), the new over-bridge and the proximity of the operational line 

to Grade II listed Hammonds Hall Farm, Potter Row. 

 The impact on the setting of non-designated Three Bears Cottage, only just outside 

the land-take by the section through Grim’s Ditch. 

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. 
   
The potentially devastating permanent impact of the operational line on the equestrian unit 
at Hyde Farm is only to be assessed for the formal Environmental Statement, not at this 
Draft stage.  No consideration is given as to the options for the future use of the listed 
buildings here, one of which is used for stabling, should the equestrian business prove 
non-viable.   
 
The Buckinghamshire Councils have stated that there is 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.  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. 
 
Priorities for further consideration of the built heritage before the Final ES:  
 

1. Consideration of the impact of the Vent Shaft at Little Missenden, and its visual and 

environmental impact on the setting of the Kitchen Garden and Kennel Farm.  Tree 

Screening is to be provided around the far sides of the building, away from road 

views of the listed buildings.  Why is it not provided in front, where it would serve to 

mask the large blocky scale of the Vent Shaft building and the Auto-transformer 

building? 

2. Much more detailed assessment of the impact for heritage buildings at Hyde End 

(including Chapel Farm) and at King’s Lane, with identification of precautionary 

measures to prevent damage and serious consideration of the means of mitigating 

the devastating impact on their setting and viability, both during construction and 

afterwards.  The harm to these buildings will be such that tunnel options should be 

reconsidered. 
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3. 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. 

4. Clarification of the intended land-take above woodlands Park/Cottage Farm.  Will 

Three Bears Cottage survive (NB c1860 flint and brick cottage for the Liberty 

estate)?  Why is a strip of land to be taken from Leather Lane, passing close to rear 

of Grade II listed stable building at Cottage Farm?  

5. Assessment of the physical impact of construction traffic passing along Potter Row, 

with particular regard for provision of measures to avoid structural damage to the 

historic cottages adjacent to the road.  

6. Discussion of the suitability of different measures for achieving mitigation, whether 

in terms of the appearance of sound barriers, planting, banking or insulation of 

individual buildings, with regard for the local settings and for the specialist 

architectural and historic character of the buildings. 

7. Agreement of a specification for at least minimal recording of non-designated 

heritage assets to be demolished, to include the The Weights and Measures Gym 

on Finch Hill and, if relevant, Three Bears Cottage adjacent to Grims Ditch.    

Ecology: 

7.3.5 It is stated that field surveys have been limited to locations where landowner 
permission has been given or where there is public access. The lack of surveys is a major 
concern and we would hope to see a large increase in areas surveyed in the formal ES. 

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

7.3.5 and 7.3.6 Timings and effort of ecological surveys must be questioned – see route 

wide impacts (e.g. dormouse, bats). What about bat surveys of buildings and trees to 

inform predicted residual effects – if the data has not been gathered we cannot be 

expected to comment on effects. This applies to Great Crested Newt surveys as well. 

 

7.4.6 Table 5 Bat populations cannot be valued at ‘likely to be district/borough’ in the 
absence of any survey data. This point applies for Dormice too. Surveys for Dormouse 
must be conducted over a period of six months between April and November to be in 
accordance with best practice and to be confident of presence or absence. Assumptions 
on the value of the receptor should not be made in the absence of survey data especially 
as there are significant areas of broadleaved woodland on or in close proximity to the route 
and with records of this species within 3km. Comments about terrestrial invertebrates 
being more extensive with a similar habitat present throughout the area suggests that 
those woodlands to be affected will not be subject to survey. This should be clarified and 
justified.  

7.4.7 This paragraph states that there are no anticipated environmental changes sufficient 
to alter the value of any receptor stated in the baseline above and that this baseline is not 
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likely to change before construction. The baseline surveys have not been completed 
(Dormouse) or even started for some species groups (such as bats) yet the ES already 
says the baseline receptor values are unlikely to change. This is not acceptable. 

7.5.2 Its suggested that 30ha of woodland is being proposed as compensation for losses 
of 13.9 ha of replanted Ancient Woodland at Mantles Wood LWS and Sibleys Coppice. A 
2:1 ratio of replacement is not adequate to compensate for the loss of irreplaceable 
habitats and fragmentation of those habitats being retained. 

7.5.5. Large areas of ancient woodland will be affected without any real regard as to the 
potential impacts on the remaining sections of woodland of the construction and 
operational processes. 

7.5.6. The draft ES does not make it clear on whose land replacement planting would be. 
HS2 have suggested this could be by agreement with the landowner and outside the route 
of construction/safeguarded area. Therefore, Buckinghamshire Councils have concerns 
about a) will it actually be planted; and b) will it be maintained after the construction period 
has ended. Finally nothing planted will replace the ancient woodland which is a point we 
need to keep referring to in our responses.  Woodland mitigation plantings may result in a 
net increase in extent of woodland area but it will take decades or possibly centuries until 
they start to develop into suitable replacement habitat, by which time significant 
biodiversity losses will have occurred as a result of habitat destruction and fragmentation. 

7.5.7 It is suggested that moving soils etc from the ancient woodland before it is cleared 
could be used to make new planting somehow ‘more ancient’. As previously commented it 
will not and cannot mitigate for the loss of ancient woodland.  A question to be answered is 
where new planting areas are at least double the area of that to be lost, how will there be 
sufficient coppice stools, trees, woodland herbs and soils to facilitate establishment? 

7.5.9 It is stated that new planting and translocated woodland would be come established 
after 20 years. This timescale is considered unrealistic. HS2 Ltd have not provided any 
details of planting schemes and or agreements for after care which would be essential to 
assess if the woodland has a realistic chance of becoming established. Such details 
should be made available. 

7.5.9 How will habitat establishment be ensured and how can it possibly be guaranteed? 

HS2 Ltd need to define what they mean by ‘established’ for the different habitats to be 

created as ecological compensation? Does this mean translocated ancient woodland flora 

will be present in the same diversity (but not necessarily in abundance) as those areas 

from which soils were translocated? How long will appropriate management be funded by 

HS2 to ensure delivery? 

7.5.10 The permanent loss of bat roosts and adverse effects on bats are stated to be 
significant. However apart from suggesting that new planting (which will allegedly be 
established after 20 years) may give alternative foraging locations, no other mitigation is 
offered.  20 year old woodland plantings are highly unlikely to support the same diversity 
and abundance of bat prey items as ancient semi-natural woodland habitats being lost. 
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7.5.15 We request that this information is made available at the time the formal ES is 
submitted so that the full impacts of the proposal including any suggested mitigation on the 
wildlife can be assessed. 

7.5.15 Why are these further measures just being considered? The destruction of a bat 
roost requires some kind of replacement roosting provision under the terms of European 
Protected Species Licences issued by Natural England, which permit activities that would 
otherwise be unlawful (such as the destruction of bat roosts). We feel that HS2 Ltd could 
at least state a commitment to such mitigation. 

7.6.3 This paragraph appears to begin by suggesting that the effects on Red Kites will not 
be an issue, before concluding that it will. As Red Kites are a nationally protected species, 
we request that HS2 set out clearly their conclusions and the evidence for those 
conclusions, about the impact of the HS2 on the local Red Kite populations. Red Kites will 
soon become familiar with areas (in respect to the lifetime of the project) and then be at 
increased risk of collision from trains compared to that stated 

7.6.4 refers to the managing of the grassland at a close sward to reduce risk of Barn Owl 
collision with trains and provide and fund management of suitable foraging habitat away 
from the Proposed Scheme to offset permanent adverse effect so there is no residual 
impact. Where would mitigation be located and how will it be secured for the future? 

7.6.5 This paragraph has no mention of the potential for bats to explore tunnel entrances 
as possible ‘swarming or hibernation sites’. Pending 2013 bat survey results it is 
considered there is the potential for mortality as a consequence of train strike to result in 
permanent adverse effect on conservation status of common bat species at local/parish 
level. Justification must be given for why bats won’t be attracted to tunnel portals as 
potential swarming sites. Many bat species migrate significant distances (up to 60km in the 
UK) to reach swarming sites (which are often prominent features within the landscape like 
cave entrances) and therefore adverse effects could potentially be wider reaching that 
local/parish level. 

7.6 It is stated that parish effects which will be considered in the formal ES; again, without 
the information it is difficult for us to assess the full implications of the proposal. 

Land quality: 

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

8.3.2 It is stated that ‘engagement has been undertaken with Chiltern District Council’.  
This has been limited to HS2 requesting land quality data, rather than engagement. 

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

8.5.2 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 
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differs from CFA 8 where ‘Any scheme would be discussed with the regulatory authorities’.  
This therefore is more correct than the CFA8 comparable paragraph. 
 
8.5.8 We request that evidence is provided to confirm this statement. 
 
8.5.9 “no significant effect between current baseline and post construction conditions”. The 
Councils would ask what sort of baseline HS2 are referring to.  
 
8.6.4 This may be needed for a number of years following remediation. 

 

Landscape and visual assessment: 

The lack of specific information makes it very difficult to give meaningful detailed 
comments on the proposals for individual CFAs and there is a need to understand why 
some of the proposals that have been put forward in the ‘Buckinghamshire’s Mitigation 
Blueprint for HS2’. 
 

Further, there is a need for design level engagement between HS2 and local authority 
landscape architects, biodiversity, and drainage officers etc. on the design of the 
infrastructure, mitigation and enhancements for the whole of the route through 
Buckinghamshire.  Such documents like the Chilterns Buildings Design Guide (2010) 
would need to be referred to as well as those mentioned in the blueprint e.g Environmental 
Guidelines for the Management of Highways in the Chilterns (2009). 

  

9.6.15 It is stated that further mitigation is ‘currently being considered’. However, much of 
the acceptability of the design of structures, landforms and mitigation will depend on the 
further mitigation measures. These could make a significant difference to the design 
quality, contextual response, landscape quality and legacy of the proposed scheme. 

 

9.3.2 This paragraph states that agreement has been reached on the choice of viewpoints 
used by HS2, but in fact the Buckinghamshire Councils have suggested alternative 
viewpoints but the decision has been made to continue with original views  This should be 
made clear in the text as the way it is written suggests consensus and correct assessment 
when this is not true. 

 

9.3.3 It is stated that the Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) will be included in the formal 
ES, without a chance to see it in the draft ES.  We have no way of knowing if this is right 
and also no real way of assessing the implications of the scheme on the ZTV. 

9.5.1 refers to temporary effects and that these will be worse during peak construction 
periods. While an indicative length of construction at each site is given it is not clear how 
quickly any construction sites will be re-instated or if some sites will need to remain until 
the route is tested, which could be several years after the main construction period has 
ended. Given that, the temporary effects could last anything up to 10 years and should 
therefore be properly assessed. 
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9.5.7 It is stated that large areas of land would be excavated and vegetation removed. This 
would have a major adverse effect. The assessment table implies that the construction will 
have a moderate or major adverse effect on the landscape but given this is temporary no 
mitigation is suggested. 

9.5.15 It is stated that there will be significant residual effects but that these would 
generally be reversible in nature. The Councils consider that if they are reversible, it would 
be over a long time period as vegetation will take time to be re-established and that 
therefore further mitigation should be suggested to lessen the impact of the construction 
phase. 

9.6.6 The use of replacement planting and earth banks used to screen the route will 
themselves have an impact on the landscape and it is not clear if these have been fully 
assessed in landscape terms. 
 
9.6.11 We consider that there are not enough photomontages and that more should be 
included so that people can visualise the full effects of the route. 
 
9.6.15 It is not clear if further mitigation will be presented as part of the Formal ES or after 
the ES is completed in a later design phase. 

Socio-economics: 

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

10.4.3 Latest 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: 

Without a baseline; report on change in sound levels; expected mitigation performance; 
and further assessment, the draft ES has very little substance.  

11.3.4 We directly quote the following statement and point out the second statement does 
not necessarily follow from the first:  
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‘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’ 

11.3.5 This paragraph is not correct. Mechanical ventilation equipment will be installed and 
will need to be tested. We are unsure why the formal ES should report on development 
work.  

11.3.7 We quote directly: ‘It is also assumed that the maintenance regime would be 
specified to reduce noise and vibration’ What part of the maintenance regime would be 
specified to reduce noise and vibration? What are the risks associated with poor 
maintenance? 

11.3.8 We find this statement extremely bold and premature since the tunnel vent shafts 
have not yet been designed.  

11.4.1 This paragraph is not an adequate description of environmental noise baseline. In 
this CFA the route does not run close enough to any “rural ‘market own’ areas to justify 
using a generic background. The alignment does pass close to small communities such as 
Hyde Heath, South Heath and Potter Row. No environmental noise baseline is available 
for these communities which is unacceptable. Further, the statement made in 11.4.1 can 
only be justified by measurement.   These measurements have not been made available 
so the statement cannot be the subject of significant technical comment 

11.4.2 We have seen no evidence of such assessment having made. If it has, we 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 We want to see reference to the scheme of pre-notification, complaints and 
handling alleged minor damage to properties for short term vibration effects caused by 
tunnel boring machines. 

11.5.4 We might concede minimal risk but not no risk. 

11.5.8 What ‘further work’ ? Have effects been identified? This work should have been 
included in the draft ES – without it the statement is meaningless.  

11.5.9 The inference here is that the environmental impact assessment is inadequate 
because it has not even been possible to report an estimate of the number of properties 
that may qualify for noise insulation or temporary re-housing under provisions set out in 
the draft CoCP  

11.6.1 Where is the assessment beyond the operational sound contours? It should not be 
necessary to do more assessment if the draft ES was fit for purpose 

11.6.3 It should be remembered that this is an exposure model based on LpAeq,day and 
LpAeq,night . It takes no account of the levels from short duration events. The contours do 
not fairly represent the effect of such an event on a receptor, especially at night when the 
background noise levels are lower. More assessment of the effect of such events on 
receptors where the baseline drops below 40 LpAeq,night   should be done.  The measure by 
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which a short term event exceeds the background noise level is an indicator of noise 
intrusion.  The reliance upon an equivalent noise energy concept ignores these potential 
impacts. 
 
This paragraph recognises that adverse noise impacts can be present at a noise exposure 
level of less than 50 dB by day or 40dB at night.  The DES considers that these are 
‘generally’ unlikely.  Whether or not they occur will depend upon other factors and 
background noise levels will certainly be included.   In these circumstances it cannot be 
assumed that the threshold trigger levels will be valid and an area outside of that 
delineated by these values must be considered.  Without the background noise level 
values being presented it is not possible to respond to this point.  Neither is it possible for 
the DES to maintain that the impact identification zone is constrained to the area defined 
by the threshold values selected. 

Potential changes in levels at receptors within the operational sound study areas should 
be presented. 

11.6.4 Much more detail is required.  

11.6.5 The draft ES should be an assessment of the potential significant effects of noise 
and vibration associated with the construction and operation of the Proposed Scheme not 
merely stating what they are dependant on.  

11.6.6 Apart from the operational noise contours there is no information supplied to explain  
the assessment. This paragraph is a statement of the current position and intent. It has no 
place in the draft environmental statement. – we are unable to locate the further 
significance criteria in Volume 1.  

11.6.7. There are a number of PRoW that cross the route in this CFA (eight including one 
that runs parallel with the alignment) when it is on the surface. When these are transposed 
onto the operational sound contour map, it can be seen that there is potential for users of 
the tracks and paths to cross into and out of the >70 dB sound contour areas. It is wrong 
to dismiss this from consideration.  At the rate of 28 tph (approximately one every two 
minutes) it is likely that a user would experience a train bypass whilst walking towards, 
away from or parallel to the track.  

11.6.8 Where is the forecast? It should not be necessary to do more assessment if the 
draft ES was fit for purpose. What relevance does HS1 have in this context? 

11.6.9 The lack of an assessment of noise significant effects and site mitigation for road 
realignments is a serious omission from the draft ES. 

 

Traffic and transport: 

12.2.2 Reference is made to Buckinghamshire’s LTP3 Implementation Plan and the 
reference to HS2 contained within it –  it fails to mention, however, that the reference at 
that time was in opposition to the proposals. There is no mention of Buckinghamshire’s 
Freight Strategy or the Local Area Strategy which sit under the LTP3. There is also no 
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reference to the Chesham and Amersham Transport Study or key Chiltern District Council 
documents such as the Core Strategy.  

12.3.5 It is stated that the transport modelling of HS2 continues to be undertaken and 
12.3.6 states that the impact of construction assumes all waste will be removed by road 
and that the assessment may be updated prior to the final Environmental Statement. It’s 
not clear what will happen if the assessment is not completed in time. Parliament would 
not have the full picture to be able to assess the implications of the route. Therefore all 
traffic assessment needs to be completed before the Hybrid Bill is submitted.  12.3.6 
states ‘impact of construction has been assessed on the assumption that all excavated 
material from the worksites would be removed by road’. This should be assessed to 
represent a worst-case scenario. However, HS2 should continue to explore every 
opportunity to move material along the trace in order to reduce the impact on the local 
network.  

12.3.7 Whole areas of potential traffic impacts that have yet to be assessed are listed. This 
is particularly the case with the possibility of excavated material having to be taken from 
the South Heath tunnel. It’s not clear how much material will be surplus or how many lorry 
trips will be required to remove it in addition to the other construction traffic movements 
they have yet to assess. The paragraph separately lists the construction routes from each 
site but misses the point that all these routes will end up on the same main roads and 
therefore this is likely to have a significant effect on the main road network. 

12.3.7 We have the following comments about the ‘key limitations in the reporting of 
significant effects’: 

 The first limitation states ‘the capacity of junctions that would be affected by the 
Proposed Scheme has not yet been assessed in detail. A more detailed 
assessment will be carried out for the formal ES where necessary’. Junctions 
assessed should be determined in consultation with the respective local authorities. 
BCC is currently producing a list of locally sensitive junctions throughout 
Buckinghamshire that will need to be assessed in the formal 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 Environmental Statement. 

 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, potentially giving rise to a significant impact on roads in the vicinity, 
including the B485 and A413. A full assessment is required and details of the mass 
haul strategy to be provided. 

 BCC expect 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.  

 Likely HGV construction routes for the Central Chilterns area are identified in maps 
CT-05-030 to CT-05-033 and comprise the A413, B485 and more local roads, 
including an upgraded Bullbaiters Lane. As expressed within Buckinghamshire’s 
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Mitigation Blueprint for HS2, the surface route between Mantles Wood and 
Wendover should be accessed via the trace as far as possible.  

 Narrow roads leading from the ridge to the A413 should not be used nor improved 
for construction traffic. 

 The use of the B485 must be minimised as this is a key route with existing 
congestion. Within the proposals in 12.3.7 the B485 features as an access route to 
four of the compounds within the Central Chilterns area.  

 Consultation throughout the construction phase is required. 
 

Routes used for construction traffic are expected 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 in section 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 take 
account of locally committed development and infrastructure 

12.4.3 This paragraph refers to bus services, given the levels of construction traffic likely 
as set out above and the possibility of traffic light controlled access points? There would 
appear to be the risk of significant disruption to bus services and therefore HS2 should 
consider the provision of additional funding to allow bus operators to lay on additional 
buses to maintain the frequency. 

12.4.4 This paragraph refers to the Chiltern line and the fact it is used by freight traffic to 
Calvert through this area. This is not the case and needs to be corrected so that the true 
baseline can be considered. 

12.4.8 This paragraph refers to the use of TEMPRO and that this is looking at future 
baseline traffic volumes. It is not clear if this has factored in the increased use of vehicles 
generally and the increased development within the area which although limited would add 
to the numbers of vehicles on local roads. 

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

12.5.4 This paragraph lists the temporary road closure of Frith Hill and associated 
diversion. 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. 

12.5.5 Access points to construction compounds will require review and approval by BCC 
Development Management.   

Table 12 This table 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 any restrictions or likely times of travel.  
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12.5.8 This paragraph 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 small rural roads. Impacts should be fully assessed, taking into account 
working hours and the vehicle sizes required.  

12.5.9 This paragraph states the CoCP would include HGV management and control 
measures, details of such measures and their impact are required.   

12.5.9-12.5.11 This paragraph 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.  

12.5.9 This paragraph refers to the draft code of construction practice reducing deliveries 
etc.  However the Code only lists measures that could be used and it is not clear if any of 
them will be picked up by the contractors and therefore if they will have any impact on 
reducing traffic movements. 

12.5.14 A minor significant effect is identified with respect to journey time on Frith Hill. 
Definition required as to ‘minor significant effect’.   

12.5.15 This paragraph level of effect to be determined on King’s Lane. Assessments 
should also consider locally sensitive junctions as identified by BCC.  

12.5.19 Identification of further mitigation measures is required.  

Water resources and flood risk assessment: 

13.4.10 The assumption that groundwater flow would be parallel to the proposed HS2 
scheme is stated. However it is not mentioned if the tunnel itself will have any impact on 
the groundwater. 

13.4.14 Attention must be given to both watercourses and surface water during 
assessment.  Even though there are no associated modelled flood maps this does not 
mean that minor watercourses are not a source of flooding. Detailed modelling should be 
carried out where any watercourse may be impacted to ensure no increase in flood risk to 
the surrounding area. 

13.5.6 This paragraph admits that construction of the tunnels and shafts could affect 
groundwater quality; this could also affect water supplies. There is no mention of mitigation 
or what happens if groundwater is affected. 

13.5.9 It is stated that during construction there may be increased flooding, and that this 
will be reported in the Flood Risk assessment and the formal ES, again it’s important to 
ensure this work is done. 

13.5.11 This paragraph admits there could be significant effects on drinking water and it 
will be important to see the response from Affinity Water and whether they are happy that 
they can supply drinking water to the local population should the route contaminate local 
supplies. 
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13.5.13 During construction the impact on the aquifer will be monitored.  Buckinghamshire 
Councils state that this implies that HS2 have no idea what effects the tunnelling will have 
and they will react to problems during construction. Again it is therefore impossible to 
assess the impacts of tunnelling on the aquifer and what the long term effects will be and 
these effects should be modelled so that they can be included in the formal Environmental 
Statement and be presented to parliament. 

13.6.7 This paragraph states that no significant residual effects from surface water and 
flood risk are anticipated. Clarity is required about how this has been determined. 


