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Introduction 
 
This is a response to the HS2 Phase 2a Working Draft Environmental Impact Assessment. 
It was prepared jointly by Staffordshire County Council, Lichfield District Council, Stafford 
Borough Council and Newcastle under Lyme District Council. It should be read in 
conjunction with the Staffordshire County Council and Stafford Borough Council joint 
response to the HS2 Phase 2a Design Refinement Consultation. 
  



 

Overall Comments 

Highways It is strongly emphasised that early discussion with the Highways Authority 
is required in relation to construction routes. While not all individual cases 
are referred to here, it is clear that a number of the currently proposed 
routes are not suitable for use by construction traffic. The Highways 
Authority wishes to engage on this issue as early as possible in order to 
avoid the need for refusal of routes during the consenting process once 
construction commences. 

Economic 
Prosperity 

It is vital that consideration is given as to how HS2 will contribute to the 
Government’s aim to build, “an economy that works for everyone, so we 
don’t just maintain economic confidence and steer the country through 
challenging times, but we make sure that everyone can share in the 
country’s wealth.”  Maximising the benefit of HS2 in Staffordshire is an issue 
the authority is already considering through the Northern Gateway 
Partnership and Midlands Connect, and Government’s continued support for 
these projects will help to ensure that the benefits of HS2 are spread as 
wide as possible. 
 
As stated in the authority’s response to the Phase 2 Route Consultation, 
consideration also needs to be given as to how HS2 will restrict future 
growth within areas that it will pass through. This is a particular concern for 
Staffordshire given the length of the line that will run through the county.  
 
A mechanism therefore needs to be put in place to mitigate HS2 restricting 
future growth by acting as a barrier to the development of land for 
employment and housing, constraining the expansion of urban settlements 
and dissuading investment in infrastructure projects. In the future, if a need 
arises to provide a road crossing over the line, HS2 Ltd. should work 
proactively with the promoter of any scheme and in the interests of 
economic growth nationally relinquish any claim they may have for an uplift 
in the value of any land that is opened up for development as a result of the 
creation of the road link/access road. 
 
In order to limit any negative impacts following the development of the line, 
HS2 Ltd. should work proactively with local partners to take advantage of 
development opportunities that arise as a result of the construction of the 
line.  For example, where there is substantial investment in infrastructure 
that may be used following completion, and it is environmentally acceptable 
to retain that infrastructure, HS2 Ltd. should work with local partners to 
make effective use of the infrastructure in the aim of developing the local 
economy. Therefore, whilst in many cases it may be appropriate (such as  
with the construction compounds within Shugborough and the AONB) it 
should not be automatically assumed that there is a desire to return land to 
as close to its previous state as possible. We would therefore welcome 
further discussions as to what will happen to the land taken by HS2 Ltd. for 
construction of the line following its completion. 
 
Through the emerging strategies for the Northern Gateway Partnership and 
Midlands Connect, growth opportunities may be identified that would require 
new roads that cross the HS2 line. Any need to cross over the HS2 line 



should be considered as part of construction, avoiding future disruption to 
services or delaying the delivery of schemes due to construction only being 
permitted on certain days of the year. 
 
The significant number of jobs created during the construction of HS2 
undoubtedly has the potential to have benefits for local workers and 
businesses. While this is welcomed, the temporary nature and scale of this 
employment is likely to also have adverse impacts on the local area which 
are not fully considered. This is particularly true in terms of local services, 
the demand for which may increase significantly during the construction 
period. This may be a particular problem for public sector organisations 
given the Government’s spending reductions. HS2 Ltd. should therefore 
consider the need to provide resource to those services required by 
construction workers. The issue of whether authorities should be 
compensated for the loss of business rates revenue post demolition also 
remains unresolved. 
 
It is also a concern that the short term benefits for local businesses could 
result in increased levels of business closures and unemployment once 
construction is complete. The EIA states that, “construction works would 
generate additional indirect demand for goods and services through the 
business supply chain and expenditure effects of workers, which could 
stimulate business growth and opportunities to generate further 
employment.” Again this is to be welcomed, but greater consideration needs 
to be given as to what impact there will be on the area following the 
completion of the project. Any increase in employment as a direct result of 
the construction of HS2 will be vulnerable following completion and 
therefore appropriate support will be required to mitigate against potential 
job losses.  
 
The exact nature of support required is unclear and is unlikely to be until the 
construction impact of HS2 has on the local economy can be fully assessed, 
likely during construction itself.  At this stage HS2 Ltd. should make a 
commitment to ensure that they will work with local partners and provide 
appropriate resource and support to address this issue as required. 

Public 
Rights of 

Way 
(PRoW) 

HS2 Ltd. has clearly considered the impact the scheme will have on the 
public rights of way (PRoW) network including promoted routes. We 
welcome the proposal to maintain PRoW routes during construction where 
possible. Where routes require temporary closure, these should be kept to a 
minimum and an alternative route provided. Alternative routes should: 
 

 avoid the vehicular network. 

 be as short a diversion as possible. 

 avoid unsafe areas and conflict with site traffic. 

 be clearly signed and maintained by HS2 Ltd. 

 open before the definitive lines are closed. 
 
Further detail regarding the monitoring of temporary closures and diversions 
are also required going forward. The draft document does provide some 
indication on the proposed length of temporary closure/diversion for some 
routes but not all and the County Council will require further details in due 
course. 



 
There is less provision for maintaining the definitive path lines for Phase 2a, 
in relation to Phase One. Many of the paths are subject to diversion 
although in the majority of cases these are minor. Some concerns remain 
regarding some of the longer proposed diversions, particularly where path 
users are diverted onto the road network, even if for a short distance. The 
EIA should seek to address these concerns and consider whether off road 
access needs to be installed alongside the road network to avoid conflict 
between non-motorised users and vehicles.  
 
The County Council also requires further, more detailed, information into the 
design of each ‘new’ route prior to Bill deposit, particularly in relation to 
under and overbridges, proposed path surfaces, path widths, details of any 
path furniture (including bridges), and mitigation measures as a result of 
comments made below in relation to certain routes. There is a concern that 
some proposed routes are shown running through proposed landscaping 
areas, particularly in view of the long term maintenance responsibilities for 
the PRoW network. HS2 Ltd. will need to ensure that planting schemes, new 
hedgerows, wetland areas, etc. do not impact on the PRoW network.  
 
The EIA contains very limited information on potential enhancements to the 
PRoW network e.g. the creation of new paths. This should be considered as 
an opportunity to improve the existing network where possible.  
 
None of the Map Books or Area Reports show any of the Definitive Map 
Modification Orders (DMMO applications, Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981). These are referred to in the responses to the Map Books. HS2 Ltd. 
should contact the County Council’s Legal Services team at the earliest 
opportunity to discuss further.  
 
HS2 Ltd. has recognised the need to avoid PRoW running immediately 
parallel to the line. This is especially important for bridleways because 
horses can be ‘spooked’ by trains. Where it is not possible to divert 
footpaths to avoid this, HS2 should seek to screen the line with safety 
fencing and vegetation, without obstruction to path users. 
 
Paths must be shown very clearly in large scale on the correct alignments. 
This will ensure that there is no ambiguity with landowners regarding the 
alignment of a right of way or its status.  
 
Finally, HS2 Ltd. need to ensure that where paths are split as a result of the 
line, their numbering will change. This should be reflected in the Hybrid Bill 
so that the Definitive Map and Statement can be amended. 

Ecology Volume 1 s.8.7.9 states that, in regard of ecology, the working draft EIA 
Report does not contain any field survey information. The comments below 
are therefore strictly preliminary. It is expected that a further opportunity for 
authorities to comment will be made available prior to Bill deposit. 
 
HS2 Ltd. has engaged in some consultation as part of the process 
described in chapter 3 of the working draft EIA Report, via a meeting with 
SCC, LPAs and NGOs in July 2016. The working draft EIA Report does not, 
however, reflect these discussions. The authorities wish to continue 



dialogue with HS2 Ltd. and are members of a route-wide ecology group for 
Phase 2A. This consultation did not include review of alternatives. 
 
The working draft EIA Report is not based on any up-to-date ecological 
survey evidence, being informed only by existing records. This means it is 
more akin to a Scoping Opinion document than an EIA. In the absence of 
survey evidence it is impossible to comment fully on impacts or mitigation 
proposals, indeed impacts cannot be properly assessed as the EIA process 
requires. 
 
The report does not refer to all ecological records that are held by the Local 
Records Centre. Some designated sites (Local Wildlife Sites) both on and 
near the route, are not mapped or acknowledged, including Poolhouse 
Wood Site of Biological Importance which will be lost. Significant protected 
species records are not all acknowledged, for example the large pipistrelle 
bat maternity roost at Ingestre. A review of desk study data is required to 
ensure that this is adequately considered. 
 
Lack of ecological data, identification of impacts and suitable mitigation 
means that this report does not meet Directive and EIA Regulations 
requirements. As stated above, in order to meaningfully input to the HS2 
Phase 2A consultation process, a draft Environmental Statement is 
required, informed by survey data and impact assessment. HS2 Ltd. should 
note the forthcoming EIA Directive scheduled for May 2017 and the revised 
and additional requirements of this, (see footnote) guidance. 
 
The authorities are supportive of HS2 Ltd.’s commitment to achieve no net 
loss to biodiversity as outlined in section 9.8.5. However it is recommended 
that HS2 Ltd. work to national policy (NPPF) and relevant local planning with 
regards to achieving a net gain to Biodiversity and taking the opportunity to 
improve linkages between existing habitats.   
 
Where impacts are already clear, such as loss of ancient woodland, no, or 
inadequate mitigation is proposed. No provision is made for translocation of 
ancient woodland soils for example. Proposed habitats appear to have little 
relationship with impacts in many locations. The location and layout of 
proposed woodland planting and grassland habitat creation in many cases 
provides little or no ecological connectivity benefit and very low potential for 
high quality habitat. Much of the proposed woodland planting is in the form 
of narrow strips, in some cases sandwiched between rail and road, which 
will be subject to considerable edge effects and will not have potential to 
develop into high quality well connected habitat that is of value to many 
woodland species such as woodland birds.  
 
Many proposed grassland areas are small and isolated from other grassland 
habitat. Mitigation ponds appear to be randomly placed, are mostly not 
associated with other habitats or other ponds and are mainly surrounded by 
hedges, which is not appropriate and will result in management problems.  
 
The report fails to acknowledge the cumulative effect of the large number of 
small watercourses culverted, many with a drop inlet/siphon system and of 
the hedgerows severed and hedgerow and fields trees lost that will together 



have an overall effect on habitat connectivity and quality in Staffordshire.  
 
In determining field survey and desk study scope HS2 Ltd. should consider 
impacts of the route on ecological connectivity at the strategic scale and for 
the long-term as well as the local scale. Consideration should be given to 
the ability of the landscape to support long-range movement of species such 
as those relating to climate change and long range bat migration to 
hibernation sites and potential impacts of severance of these movements by 
the route. For example, bat hibernation sites of many thousands of bats of 
several species in disused limestone mines in Dudley Borough are thought 
to serve a large area of the English Midlands (Robert Stebbings) and 
possibly further afield. 
 
At this stage comments cannot be made on severance effects and the 
position and type of crossings that will be required as insufficient evidence 
has been included. In regard to local connectivity for species, field survey 
and desk study review and local consultation should inform design 
refinement in regard of location and type of route crossing including over-
bridge, under-bridge, viaduct and culvert design. 
 
A partnership of Staffordshire County Council, Staffordshire Wildlife Trust 
and Natural England has carried out Biodiversity Opportunity Mapping for 
the County. This should be used to inform mitigation and compensation 
proposals. The mapping is available from Staffordshire Wildlife Trust. In the 
vicinity of the Shugborough Estate, input from the National Trust should also 
be sought. 
 
It is noted that drop inlet culverts are proposed in places. These should be 
avoided where possible and, where essential, should be designed to avoid 
trapping fish, mammals and other wildlife species. Other culverts should be 
designed to allow wildlife passage in accordance with records, survey 
evidence and local knowledge.  
 
Given that ponds are likely to be habitat of principal importance and taking 
into account the general loss of ponds in the rural landscape over the last 
few decades, replacement ponds should be provided on a two for one basis 
whether great crested newts are present or not. The text is contradictory in 
this respect. 
 
Clarity is required on which Phase One Information Papers and other 
generic documents also apply to Phase 2A. 

Landscape Assessment of lighting should include the effect of operational lighting on 
the wider rural landscape and the resultant erosion of perceived remoteness 
and rural outlook. 
 
Generally, site restoration appears to consist of hedge planting alongside 
the route on the edge of the permanent land take, areas of woodland 
planting and wetland habitat creation. Plans appear incomplete and do not 
include land restored to farmland, other habitat (such as heath), restored 
habitat around balancing/ecological ponds and service access etc. 
 
Balancing ponds should be designed so that they contribute to landscape 



character, and ecological mitigation ponds as stated above should not be 
entirely enclosed by hedges, but should be designed to relate to the 
landscape. Balancing features that are expected to be dry for most of the 
year need to be designed appropriately. 
 
Overall, the proposed restoration is minimalistic and uninspiring. Hedge 
planting alone alongside the route is unlikely to deliver effective visual 
mitigation unless the route is in cutting over approximately 10m deep, or the 
planting is associated with false cuttings, and there is little evidence of these 
indicated on the plans.  
 
There is no evidence of applying the vision of the published HS2 Landscape 
Design Approach, particularly in relation to innovative design, wider benefits 
and reinforcing a sense of place. Opportunities for landscape solutions 
should be identified at this stage in order to be deliverable, however this is 
not reflected on the maps or report content. 
 
The substantial nature of replacement/supplementary tree/hedge planting 
along the route will create a large demand for nursery stock. It is unclear 
whether this nursery stock will be supplied from within the UK or from 
external sources. Given the pest and disease/biosecurity issues that arise 
from such a substantial introduction of plant material into the wider 
environment (with potential attendant knock on issues for ecology and 
landscape) it is crucial that HS2 Ltd. address this element now. In addition 
the genetic origin of the stock should be native and wherever possible local.  
 
Individual hedgerow (or other non-woodland trees) or small groups of trees 
have not been considered as part of the EIA. This is a significant 
shortcoming in the document as individual trees can be extremely important 
landscape features (in addition to their ecological, social and historical 
values). It is disappointing that this has not occurred even at the broadest 
level given the amount of easily accessible spatial data available. 
 
Viaduct heights over minor watercourses (e.g. Bourne Brook) should be 
reduced to the minimum required for maintenance vehicle clearances to 
reduce visual impact generally. 
 
In the definitions table, for Landscape/fence barriers, the last sentence 
states ‘These features are labelled with the height of the top of the 
barrier/bund above rail level’. This information is not on the plans or in the 
reports.  
 
Restoration indicated for satellite compound areas and attenuation ponds is 
incomplete. Some examples of this are detailed in the following sections. 
 
Details are required as to what will happen to defunct roads. For example, 
will these be excavated and removed and reinstated to farmland/remain as 
tracks (in which case can some vegetation be retained)? This affects 
numerous roads and the proposals need to be made clear on the plans at 
each location. 
 
What will be the construction of ‘HS2 access roads’? To minimise landscape 



impact these should be as farm tracks where possible. Alignments should 
be located alongside field boundaries to be less visually intrusive rather than 
severing fields, leaving small parcels un-farmable.   
 
If woodland habitat creation is mitigation for loss of habitat, it needs to be of 
a size and shape that will maximise biodiversity enhancement, rather than 
slivers of left over parcels of land that are too narrow to develop beneficial 
habitat. Ecological mitigation ponds appear frequently to be ‘tacked on’, 
creating awkward isolated parcels of land enclosed by hedges. These need 
to be integrated into the landscape in a sympathetic manner.  
 
Mitigation planting early in the construction programme is referred to in a 
number of locations in Section 11. The authorities consider this unfeasible 
as the development footprint at completion is substantially less than during 
construction. The likelihood therefore is that any planting to be retained 
permanently would be within the working area, impeding construction 
activity and vulnerable to damage, and similarly any temporary planting. 
HS2 should clarify whether the principle of significant advance planting is 
deliverable and only refer to it if it is likely to be achievable and make a 
valuable contribution to mitigation. Landscape mitigation planting 
(scrub/woodland) should also be clearly defined. 

Noise and 
Vibration 

Baseline noise data is required as obtaining this is critical in accurately 
defining impact, particularly in very quiet rural communities and tranquil 
places used for recreation by those communities, such as Shugborough. 
.There is also a need to identify noise insulation requirements from CRTN 
assessment of highway diversions. 
 
Noise impact from auto-transformers needs to be included in assessment. 
Assessments should also be carried out on the impact from 
compound/construction activities. 
 
The site specific noise and vibration monitoring data is required to 
validate/amend noise contours and proposed mitigation works. These will be 
completed for the EIA and further comments may be made at that stage. 
The low ambient background noise levels will make the impact more 
significant. 

Historic 
Environmen
t 

Throughout each of the Community Areas, none of the designated or 
undesignated heritage assets are provided with reference numbers (i.e. the 
PRN from the Staffordshire Historic Environment Record); these were 
provided by the Staffordshire HER. This issue, coupled with a lack of 
locational data (e.g. National Grid Reference) for heritage assets, names or 
vague written descriptions has made locating many of these assets on GIS 
difficult and time consuming.  
 
This lack of reference numbers within the text of each Cultural Heritage 
section may have caused a problem in locating non-designated heritage 
assets within particular envelopes. Examples are provided in the relevant 
Community Area report sections. 
 
In all community reports s7.4.3 states that ‘…only those leading to 
significant effects are described in the construction assessment set out 
below.’  The authorities expect and assume that all other effects will be laid 



out in the final EIA document; this should be stated. 
 
Section 8.1.9 (bullet point 3) of the draft CoCP states that the 
Archaeological and Heritage Works Plan will implement ‘…controls on the 
movement of construction vehicles in areas of heritage interest’. While this 
is welcomed, this should clearly state that such controls will be implemented 
for construction work within the scheme and for construction traffic travelling 
on the surrounding public road network. Historic Environment consultants 
should be involved in discussions regarding plans and guidance to minimise 
the risk of such damage occurring. 
 
It is disappointing to note (s7.1.3 and individual map books) that only 
designated heritage assets are recorded as Environmental Baseline data on 
the Environmental Baseline maps at this time. Use of map-based 
information on non-designated heritage assets could have assisted in better 
understanding any inconsistencies in the recording of such assets noted in 
the opening comments of this section. 
 
Following a review of the Environmental Baseline Maps in the available map 
books, only partial routes for construction traffic beyond the bounds of the 
construction area (red line boundary) could be found. These were visible on 
the maps containing details of the route.  Broader traffic routes should be 
available for review and discussions at this point of the scheme. It is 
expected that HS2 Ltd. fully engage with Staffordshire County Council as 
the Highways Authority on the development of appropriate construction lorry 
routes. 
 
With regard to the Landscape Character Area and Viewpoints Maps, it is not 
clear whether historic environment considerations (and particular knowledge 
of sensitive areas of historic landscape character) have informed the 
selection of viewpoints or photomontage locations. It is expected that this 
approach should be considered in particular at Shugborough, Swynnerton 
Old Park, Hopton Heath Registered Battlefield and Bury Bank Hillfort to 
better understand potential impacts upon the setting of these important, 
landscape scale heritage assets. 
 
It is noted that several nationally important heritage assets (e.g. Grade II 
listed buildings, Conservation Areas) are considered to be of moderate 
significance within the Scope and Methodology Report (Table 19, p.107).  
This level of significance is on par with locally listed structures, non-
designated heritage assets, historic townscapes etc. 
 
The authorities are of the view that this somewhat crude approach to 
assessing significance fails to appreciate the historic characteristics of 
particular designated heritage assets. A good example of this might be the 
Trent and Mersey Canal Conservation Area. This asset has important 
associations with notable historic figures (e.g. Josiah Wedgwood, James 
Brindley) and played an important role in the industrial development of 
Staffordshire and the West Midlands. The authorities therefore consider this 
Conservation Area to be of high significance (according to the current HS2 
analysis, it along with all Conservation Areas are considered to be of 
moderate significance only). 



 
Reference is made in section 7.3 to consultation with the Staffordshire 
Historic Environment Record (HER) to provide part of the Environmental 
Baseline. HS2 Ltd. will need to review the HER on a periodic basis to 
ensure that the EIA is fully informed regarding the results of more recent 
work along the route in Staffordshire. 
 
This section should also highlight that there remains the potential for 
previously unrecorded archaeological remains along the line of the scheme.  
Work on historic mapping, aerial photographic mapping, LIDAR and other 
remote sensing techniques will inform our understanding of such potential. 
However, following discussion with the Heritage Sub-Group, a risk model 
was prepared to consider broad archaeological potential. Such an approach 
would be of particular significance where the route extends through areas of 
Staffordshire which are relatively poorly understood in archaeological terms.  
The production of a risk model is addressed in a technical note but should 
also be highlighted within each Community Area Report to emphasise its 
role in informing understanding of potential.  
 
The assessment of temporary effects in all Community Area Reports should 
also recognise the potential impact of construction traffic effect of 
construction traffic travelling through or near to historic settlements and in 
particular Conservation Areas and similar sensitive, designated historic 
assets. 

Waste 

As highlighted in previous comments, the current document fails to identify 
the timber and other products arising from the removal of trees and 
woodland as either a waste stream or a material resource. It is not 
acceptable to include such a potentially important resource within the 
general waste streams for the project. 

Non-Technical Summary 

3.2  
 

The statement makes it clear that path diversions, where required, will follow 
the shortest possible route taking into account safety, pedestrian and traffic 
flows, construction duration and environmental effects. This should also take 
into account the effect that the proposed route will have on the land over 
which it crosses and public enjoyment of any proposed new route, and 
should avoid routes running parallel to the line or road network where 
possible. 

4.2  We welcome HS2’s agreement to appoint experienced community relations 
personnel to engage with the community regarding any proposed changes 
to the PRoW network. 

7.11  
 

The statement regarding visual screening of the line so that it does not have 
a detrimental impact on users of PRoW is welcomed. Screening must be 
positioned in a way to ensure that it does not obscure any other points of 
interest for path users nor become an obstruction to path users e.g. hedges 
and trees planted too close to the path network. 

7.11 Landscape mitigation introduced during the scheme should be should also 
be informed by the Character Areas historic landscape character and 
historic built environment. Mitigation could then offer opportunities for the 
enhancement of historic landscape character across Community Areas.  

7.14 According to this section, the intention is to keep the route as low as 
possible to reduce noise nuisance. It is unclear how this fits in with route 



heights adjacent to King’s Bromley. The most important physical restriction 
in this length suggests the route only needs to be 7.5m above the A515. 
Instead, the line is 13m high for the Bourne Brook/A515 viaduct rising to 
17m high for the Trent Viaduct. It is 16m high for the Pipe Ridware 
embankment where the maintenance loops are currently proposed. HS2 
Ltd. should therefore consider how far the vertical alignment of the route 
here could be lowered with particular reference to the King’s Bromley 
viaduct. Whilst acknowledging that discussion has commenced on this item, 
it should nonetheless be viewed as a key concern. 
 
In considering this, HS2 Ltd. should take note of any impact on the depth of 
cutting at Blithbury/Stockwell Heath, along with existing issues getting local 
watercourses below the route in this area. In the descriptions of the various 
lengths of the route, it is mentioned that inverted syphons will be required in 
Blithbury to get the local watercourses under the proposed route.  
 
The authorities would strongly prefer to avoid inverted syphons. There will 
also be a number of drop inlet culverts along the route where levels are 
difficult. It is not clear exactly who will be maintaining these in the future and 
emergency contact numbers for if a problem develops. 

7.15  
 

HS2 acknowledge that there will be significant changes to the PRoW 
network as a result of this scheme and these will undoubtedly have a big 
impact on non-motorised path users due to the potential for increased 
journey distances and times. Where possible, diversions should be kept to a 
minimum and any new or alternatives routes, including under and 
overbridges should be in place before the existing routes are stopped up. 

7.6 This section considers direct impacts upon designated heritage assets but 
fails to raise the potential for indirect impacts. There is no need here to go 
into detail here although the potential should be recognised. 

8.2  
 

The statement says that there will be 11 PRoW which will be permanently 
diverted. Detailed responses to each individual route are included later in 
this document. 12 PRoW will be directly affected during construction and 
users of these routes will be affected at different times. HS2 Ltd. recognise 
that this will have significant adverse effects on path users and this should 
be mitigated by ensuring that in all cases disruption should be kept to a 
minimum and path closures should be phased so that access to the whole 
network in an area is not denied. Where temporary or permanent diversions 
are required these should be made available prior to the existing definitive 
routes being closed. HS2 Ltd. should contact the County Council’s Rights of 
Way team to discuss any closures at an early stage, particularly if there are 
possible diversionary routes which could be available. HS2 Ltd. also 
recognise that there is the potential to affect levels of health and physical 
activity as some routes are used as ‘active travel’ routes. In all cases HS2 
Ltd. should ensure that the diversionary routes are kept to a minimum and 
are as direct as possible in order to limit the adverse effects on non-
motorised users. Non-motorised should not be diverted onto the vehicular 
network unless safety of users has been fully assessed through the 
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 

8.2 
 
 
 

This paragraph should recognise that there is considerable demonstrable 
potential for the presence of unrecorded archaeological sites, particularly 
along the Trent Valley. Nearby are two Neolithic causewayed enclosures 
(northern outliers of what is currently predominantly southern tradition of 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Para1, line 
9. 

monument type). This, along with other material from the valley suggests a 
significant ‘ritual landscape’ during the late Neolithic and Bronze Age.  
Similarly there is the potential for significant palaeoenvironmental evidence 
particularly within areas of the Trent Valley and within CA4 associated with 
the landscape of meres and mosses. 
 
Also recovered recently is evidence for a palaeochannel (at Barton Quarry) 
dating to c.9-10,000BC associated with late upper Palaeolithic flint working.  
This recent discovery is a relatively rare survivor and might suggest the 
potential for similar conditions (and sites) to be present elsewhere in the 
valley. 
 
Prior to and during are not mutually exclusive. Depending on the results of 
initial evaluation, it may be appropriate to maintain archaeological watching 
briefs during construction.  As such this should be modified (underlined) to 
read ‘A programme of archaeological investigation and recording would be 
undertaken prior to and/or during construction works…’ 

8.2  As identified in s7.1 above, the design of landscape mitigation should 
(where appropriate) be informed by the area’s historic landscape character 
and the character of its built heritage. There may be opportunities for the 
enhancement of historic landscape character in such situations. 

8.3  
 

The statement says that there will be 13 PRoW which will be permanently 
diverted and one which will be permanently extinguished. Detailed 
responses to each individual route are included later in this document. 14 
PRoW will be directly affected during construction and users of these routes 
will be affected at different times. HS2 Ltd. recognise that this will have 
significant adverse effects on path users and this should be mitigated by 
ensuring that in all cases disruption should be kept to a minimum and path 
closures should be phased so that access to the whole network in an area is 
not denied. Where temporary or permanent diversions are required these 
should be made available prior to the existing definitive routes being closed. 
HS2 Ltd. should contact the County Council’s Rights of Way team to discuss 
any closures at an early stage, particularly if there are possible diversionary 
routes which could be available. HS2 Ltd. also recognise that there is the 
potential to affect levels of health and physical activity as some routes are 
used as ‘active travel’ routes. In all cases HS2 Ltd. should ensure that the 
diversionary routes should be kept to a minimum and be as direct as 
possible in order to limit the adverse effects on non-motorised users. Non-
motorised users should not be diverted onto the vehicular network unless 
safety of users has been fully assessed through the Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA). 

8.3 This section should also acknowledge potential impacts upon the setting of 
the historic estate complex at Ingestre, in particular the Grade I listed 
Church of St. Mary (the only known church designed by Sir Christopher 
Wren outside London) and the Grade II* listed Ingestre Hall. This complex 
represents a highly sensitive historic receptor along the route and should be 
considered as such throughout this assessment process. 

8.4  
 

The statement says that there will be 9 PRoW which will be permanently 
diverted as a result of HS2. Detailed responses to each individual route are 
included later in this response. 10 PRoW will be directly affected during 
construction and users of these routes will be affected at different times. 
HS2 recognise that this will have significant adverse effects on path users 



and this should be mitigated by ensuring that in all cases disruption should 
be kept to a minimum and path closures should be phased so that access to 
the whole network in an area is not denied.  
 
Where temporary or permanent diversions are required these should be 
made available prior to the existing definitive routes being closed. HS2 
should contact the Rights of Way team to discuss any closures at an early 
stage, particularly if there are possible diversionary routes which could be 
available. HS2 also recognise that there is the potential to affect levels of 
health and physical activity as some routes are used as ‘active travel’ 
routes. In all cases HS2 should ensure that the diversionary routes should 
be kept to a minimum and be as direct as possible in order to limit the 
adverse effects on non-motorised users.  Non-motorised users should not 
be diverted onto the vehicular network unless safety of users has been fully 
assessed through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 

8.5  The statement says that there will be 3 PRoW which will be permanently 
diverted and 1 which will be permanently extinguished as a result of HS2. 
Detailed responses to each individual route are included later in this 
response. 5 PRoW will be directly affected during construction and users of 
these routes will be affected at different times. HS2 Ltd. recognise that this 
will have significant adverse effects on path users and this should be 
mitigated by ensuring that in all cases disruption should be kept to a 
minimum and path closures should be phased so that access to the whole 
network in an area is not denied. Where temporary or permanent diversions 
are required these should be made available prior to the existing definitive 
routes being closed.  
 
It is not clear why the two paths which carry the Newcastle Way (Public 
Footpath No 10 and No 33 Madeley) will be ‘diverted’ to follow Manor Road, 
as neither route appears to be affected by the railway. If the routes are 
diverted onto Manor Road this would effectively mean they were both 
extinguished because Manor Road already has full highway rights. These 
diversions should be reconsidered in liaison with the PRoW team. 
 
Closures should be discussed at an early stage, particularly if there are 
possible diversionary routes available. HS2 Ltd. also recognise that there is 
the potential to affect levels of health and physical activity as some routes 
are used as ‘active travel’ routes. In all cases diversionary routes should be 
kept to a minimum and be as direct as possible in order to limit the adverse 
effects on non-motorised users.   Non-motorised users should not be 
diverted onto the vehicular network unless safety of users has been fully 
assessed through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 

8.5 Paragraph 1 states that the ‘…Grade II listed milepost on Bar Road would 
be permanently lost.’ While it will be removed from its current position, it 
need not be permanently lost. The authorities prefer that this milepost be 
carefully removed, conserved and relocated at an appropriate spot on the 
correct road. If this is already intended it should be clearly stated here. 

8.6  
 

There will be 19 PRoW which will be permanently diverted and 4 which will 
be permanently extinguished as a result of HS2. Detailed responses to each 
individual route are included later in this document. 23 PRoW will be directly 
affected during construction and users of these routes will be affected at 
different times. HS2 Ltd. recognise that this will have significant adverse 



effects on path users and this should be mitigated by ensuring that in all 
cases disruption should be kept to a minimum and path closures should be 
phased so that access to the whole network in an area is not denied. Where 
temporary or permanent diversions are required these should be made 
available prior to the existing definitive routes being closed.  
 
HS2Ltd. should contact the County Council’s Rights of Way team to discuss 
any closures at an early stage, particularly if there are possible diversionary 
routes which could be available. HS2 Ltd. also recognise that there is the 
potential to affect levels of health and physical activity as some routes are 
used as ‘active travel’ routes. In all cases diversionary routes should be kept 
to a minimum and be as direct as possible in order to limit adverse effects 
on non-motorised users.  Non-motorised users should not be diverted onto 
the vehicular network unless safety of users has been fully assessed 
through the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA). 

9  Section 9 states that ecological survey work is on-going and therefore 
baseline information is currently limited. Volume 1 s.8.7.9 further states that, 
in regards to ecology, the working draft EIA report does not contain any field 
survey information. Comments related to ecological issues must therefore 
be considered as provisional until the fuller assessment of significant effects 
is available in the formal EIA report. 

9.6 This section should again recognise potential impacts upon the setting of a 
variety of designated heritage assets along the length of the route. 

Volume 1: Introduction and Methodology 

General 
Highways 

General Design Approach Query: 
 

1. Date, location and prevailing weather information should be provided 
to Staffordshire County Council for the speed surveys that were used 
to determine the 85th percentile speeds. This information is required 
in order for the basis of the design speeds assumed to be validated. 

 
2. The authorities require clarification on who would retain ownership 

and responsibility for maintaining severed sections of road which are 
stopped up but are still needed for access (residential properties). It 
is considered that HS2 Ltd. will take ownership and provide a right of 
access. The authorities also have concerns over street cleaning, 
minimising fly tipping and surface maintenance in these areas. 

3.1.21  All the authorities welcome the opportunity for direct engagement with HS2 
Ltd. on matters related to biodiversity, ecology and landscape. Some good 
examples of mitigation/compensation/biodiversity offsetting were achieved 
using this approach for Phase One e.g. Whittington Heath Golf Course 
heathland creation and other habitat creation in liaison with Lichfield District 
Council. The authorities look to replicate and build upon this approach for 
Phase 2a. 

4.0 The route description is inconsistent as it refers to some sites/features of 
acknowledged ecological importance (legal and/or policy protection) but not 
others. 

4.2 As drafted, the outline description doesn’t refer to the route passing in close 
proximity to Cannock Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) or 
the Registered park and garden at Shugborough. 

4.2.2 This fails to refer to the route crossing the Trentside Meadows Site of 



Biological Importance (County Wildlife Site) south-east of Pipe Ridware in 
the Trent floodplain that supports habitat of principal importance.  Further, 
there is no mention of Moor Lane, Colton (Hedge 1) SBI or Fimershill 
Hedgerows Biodiversity Alert Site. 

4.2.3 This fails to refer to the route crossing Lount Farm Site of Biological 
Importance (County Wildlife Site) that supports habitat of principal 
importance adjacent to Moreton Brook.  

4.2.4  This fails to refer to the route crossing the Poolhouse Wood Site of 
Biological Importance (County Wildlife Site) east of the M6 or Highlow 
Meadows Site of Biological Importance (County Wildlife Site) west of the 
M6.  

4.2.5 Fails to refer to the ancient woodlands, including Sites of Biological 
Importance (County Wildlife Sites), affected by the route south of 
Swynnerton Park. 

4.2.8 Fails to acknowledge that the route passes through the catchment of Betley 
Mere SSSI and Ramsar Site (Part of Meres and Mosses Phase 1). The 
route is within Cheshire at this point, however the Ramsar site is in 
Staffordshire. Hydrological impacts need to be assessed: Mere and Mosses 
catchment mapping data has been provided to HS2 Ltd. 

4.5.13 This only seems to cover track level infrastructure. There will be a lot of 
associated infrastructure which will need maintenance, including all 
drainage and culverts. Emergency contact details will be required here. In 
order to maintain screens on structures like inverted syphons, there will 
need to be vehicular access tracks to these structures. There do not appear 
to be any such tracks marked. 

5.3.3  States that in general, embankment slopes will be 1:2.5 but Figures 7 and 8 
on the preceding page show slopes of 1:2.0. 

5.3.5 This section needs to include a statement relating to ecological mitigation as 
regards the re-use of soils to deliver ecological mitigation requirements. 

5.4 This section fails to reference potential for attenuation and balancing pond 
features to be designed to provide ecological and landscape benefits where 
appropriate.  

5.4.1 There does not appear to be any discussion of how railway drainage will be 
sustainable. By only using dry lagoons, it appears that the only treatment 
comes from water flowing through the grassed lagoons. By lowering one 
part of the lagoon, a pond could be created and planted with reeds to offer 
an improved treatment of the water. 

5.4.7 Reference is advised to features allowing for ecological connectivity in water 
course crossing design such as design and sizing of culverts to allow wildlife 
passage.  

5.5.1  
 

The following statement: “New, diverted or realigned roads and public rights 
of way (PRoW, i.e. footpaths, bridleways and byways), will be constructed to 
the appropriate standard for each location.” is unclear and could be 
interpreted to mean different things. Whilst it is appreciated that the location 
does, to a large extent, determine the nature of a public right of way HS2 
Ltd. should seek to improve and enhance the route where it is affected by 
the scheme.  
 
This does not automatically mean tarmacking it or hard surfacing it and 
discussions should take place between HS2 Ltd. and the highway authority 
to determine what works are required. Country lanes are very different to the 
main road network, and it is important to retain the existing character of 



these minor rural routes where reasonably practicable. 
 
Country lanes are extremely important to non-motorised users as they 
provide vital links between the public rights of way network. Whilst the 
character of these routes is vital to their appeal they should also be safe for 
non-motorised users. This is particularly important for horse riders as the 
public bridleway network is fragmented throughout the county and minor 
lanes are an extremely important resource for riders. 
 
The closest and safest possible diversionary route for any of the public 
rights of way should be established and should avoid diverting pedestrians, 
cyclists and horse riders onto the road network, especially as these routes 
will carry increased traffic during the construction period. Off road routes 
should always be preferred. The decision to operate a phased closure 
programme is welcome. 

5.8 There is no reference to green bridges.  A description of these and the 
circumstances for installation and design should be included in the final ES. 

5.13.2 
  

We would advise that site and landscape restoration be looked at 
strategically for the purposes of habitat/species conservation, enhancement 
and restoration, taking into account both the District (where applicable) and 
Staffordshire Biodiversity Opportunity Maps. The final EIA should commit to 
the long term monitoring of replacement habitat areas. 

6.3.2 This states that site-specific control measures at a local level will be 
included within the LEMPs, which will be developed during the 
Parliamentary process and detailed design stage in consultation with the 
relevant stakeholders. Sufficient detail should be agreed at the Bill stage to 
provide assurance that ecological mitigation and compensation will be 
secured in the short and long term. 

6.3.13 There is a lack of clarity regarding timescales, reporting, and remediation 
should monitoring indicate that mitigation/compensation is not being 
delivered as proposed 

6.3.13 Essentially the lead contractors will be self-monitoring for compliance with 
the LEMP. This is open to abuse and avoidance of compliance. 
Independent monitoring is expected for a project of this size and 
significance. 

6.3.30  Generic and site-specific traffic management measures will be implemented 
on relevant roads, PRoW and other points of access as necessary. 

6.3.37 The authorities support paragraph 6.3.37 relating to provide any surplus 
excavated material that arises and which cannot be beneficially reused for 
the earthworks of the Proposed Scheme for use for restoration of mineral 
sites, where the transportation of that material does not result in significant 
environmental effects. 

6.3.40 The authorities support use of the waste hierarchy. 

6.3.44 The noise and vibration strategy needs to factor in disturbance to legally 
protected species in conjunction with ecological receptors/mitigation.  

6.4.6 - 6.4.9 In addition to the habitat creation/planting required for protected/notable 
species translocation it is recommended that advance planting be carried 
out for provision of habitat such as bat foraging habitat to reduce as much 
as possible the inevitable time-lag to maturity.  

6.4.11 This states that fencing could be used to protect trees. It would be 
appropriate for contractors to be required to adopt BS5837:2012 as 
standard for protection of trees and hedgerows.  



6.4.17  Some utility works will require PRoW to be temporarily realigned. This will 
be managed using a traffic management plan, as detailed in section 6.3. It is 
presumed that these are routes already accounted for in the non-technical 
summary as routes that will require temporary diversion during construction. 
Clarification is required. 

6.6.2  HS2 Ltd. need to ensure that adequate off-road parking is provided to 
accommodate all staff and visitor requirements. The document refers to 
limited parking for some compounds which could lead to highway safety 
concerns particularly as the majority of these sites will be served off the rural 
road network. Equally any large compound facility (e.g. as proposed at 
Stone) must not have a detrimental impact of parking on residential roads in 
this area therefore proper parking provision is required.   

6.7.1 and 
6.7.2 

‘All areas of land required …for the works will be cleared.’  ‘Vegetation will 
be removed…’ There is no reference here to attempting retain sensitive 
features or to minimise landscape / biodiversity impact. This is also reflected 
in the Area Report Maps, where, for example, potentially unnecessary 
hedgerow removal (and replacement) is indicated, such as associated with 
works to OHL and either side of viaduct alignments etc.  
 
Where non-realigned roads fall within the site area, hedges on at least one 
side of the road should be retained. Blanket tree and hedge removal either 
side of the road for later replanting is not acceptable, and proposals should 
seek to retain hedgerows and hedgerow trees, and  proposals should seek 
to retain hedgerows and hedgerow trees, and field ponds where possible 
and minimise loss through good working practice. 

6.7.2 There is no reference to seeding temporary soil stockpiles, only ensuring 
they will be managed to control weeds. Depending on the length of time of 
storage this would be unlikely to comply with DEFRA Construction Code of 
Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites paragraph 
5.5.12. 

6.9.5 Where conditions are suitable it is suggested that abandoned water course 
lengths that are not subject to construction works be left as back waters 
rather than being in-filled. 

6.9.6 The authorities prefer to avoid the use of inverted syphons, drop inlet 
culverts or pumping. All of these techniques are prone to blockage (or pump 
failure) and will very likely result in flooding in those circumstances. If they 
are used, there will need to be 24hr emergency maintenance availability in 
case a problem occurs and clear maintenance access to these structures. If 
there is a risk to local residential property, there may need to be remote 
telemetry monitoring of these sites to prevent flooding. 

6.10.1 Existing roads or PRoW that cannot be used because they are crossed by 
the works will either be stopped up and the traffic diverted onto other 
existing highways, or new crossings will be built. New crossings will either 
be built on the line of the existing road or PRoW (termed ‘online’), thereby 
requiring its closure or temporary realignment during construction, or 
alongside or nearby (termed ‘offline’). 
 
The temporary closure or temporary diversion of a PROW would require a 
Traffic Regulation Order under the Road Traffic Act 1984 unless this can be 
addressed through the Hybrid Bill. The closest and safest possible 
diversionary route for any public rights of way should be established and 
should avoid diverting pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders onto the road 



network. It is important that paths are reinstated if any damage to their 
surface occurs as a result of the proposed development and potential 
increased vehicular use, particularly by HGVs on associated haulage roads. 
All new crossings should be available before access on the existing route is 
closed. 

6.10.7  Smaller-scale works to existing PRoW will also be carried out in consultation 
with the relevant highway authority. See comments under 6.4.17. 

6.19.3 Experience of other schemes has shown the importance of integrating 
location, design and phasing of fence installation to minimise landscape and 
ecological impacts and to avoid loss of new planting to later fence 
installation.  This should be specified as a consideration during the detailed 
design phase.  

7.1.5 During the gathering of baseline data, the historic environment consultants 
should consider a review of the HS2 EIA process with consideration of 
lessons learned.  If this has already occurred as an initial part of the process 
it should be clearly stated as such here. 

7.4.7  States that the effects of overlapping construction of phases 1 and 2a 
around Fradley is being carefully considered.  The works here need to be 
integrated so as to minimise any disruption to canal users. 

8.2.7 In addition to agricultural and ancient woodland soils it may be appropriate 
to require measures for storage and re-use of other soils such as species-
rich grassland and wetland soils and peat. 
 
Realignment of hedgerow patterns should be considered where small land 
parcels are the result of the scheme to avoid subsequent hedgerow removal 
by landowners in order to make land parcels economic to manage. 

8.3 HS2 Ltd. will need to screen the project for impacts on Cannock Chase 
Special Area of Conservation (SAC) approximately 3 kilom from the route 
and Pasturefields Saltmarsh SAC approximately 1 km away in consultation 
with Natural England.  The SACs are vulnerable to nitrogen deposition.  

8.5.2 and 
8.5.5  

Effects relating to the severance of PRoW and highway and pedestrian 
diversions are assessed as part of the traffic and transport topic. However, 
where PRoW are a ‘promoted’ destination in their own right as a recreational 
resource, they have been considered within the community assessment. 
Where impacts on open space and PRoW are considered, these have been 
informed by surveys of their use. 
 
The authorities remain unconvinced that user surveys can provide 
comprehensive information regarding the value of a route to the local 
community and internal and external tourists. This is not fully recognised 
primarily as a result of reliance on the user surveys data. 

8.6.2 This section should also state that the potential for previously unrecorded 
archaeological remains will also be considered. This potential will be 
addressed in part through the Risk Modelling process which was initially 
adopted and refined during the HS2 EIA process.   
 
It is concerning to note, following a review of the relevant sections in the 
‘Introduction and Methodology’ report and individual CA Reports, that there 
do not appear to be references to the preparation of an archaeological risk 
model for Phase 2a. Whilst it is understood that the preparation of an 
archaeological risk model for Phase 2a is referenced in a technical note, this 
should be repeated here. 



8.6.3 While it is noted that an appropriate buffer zone is applied beyond the land 
required for construction (both temporary and permanent) it is strongly 
advised that a broader understanding of the historic landscape be 
developed through this process (beyond the 500m buffer). This would 
provide a wider context for the assessment of archaeological potential along 
the route and in particular within areas where archaeological character and 
potential is poorly understood. 

8.6.4 The authorities note the 2 km buffer for the assessment of the setting of 
designated heritage assets and welcome the role that the ZTV can play in 
this process. HS2 Ltd. should be aware that in certain circumstances they 
will need to assess heritage assets beyond this ZTV boundary, particularly 
where the elevation or size of heritage assets is a factor, for instance, the 
Triumphal Arch at Shugborough. 

8.6.4 While there is reference to the role of the ZTV in informing the assessment 
of the setting of designated heritage assets, it is not clear whether 
interdisciplinary working is taking place between historic and landscape 
specialists.  The importance of such an approach was highlighted in s10.2.2 
of the SMR. 

8.6.5 It is noted that the scope of the assessment includes historic landscape 
(character) and the historic built environment. It is disappointing to note 
however, that the assessment of the scheme’s effects on historic landscape 
character are not featured in the CA Reports but instead will be produced as 
part of the formal EIA process.   

8.6.11 The role of surveys to ‘confirm or update the cultural heritage baseline’ is 
welcomed.  As identified at s7.1.9 of the Introduction and Methodology 
report, this process should also involve periodic consultation of the relevant 
HER for an update on recently deposited grey literature reports within or 
close to the line of the route. 

8.7.4 This section does not make clear what biodiversity data has been collected. 
In addition to protected species, data should be collected by records 
searches and surveys for species of principal importance (NERC Act 2006) 
and bird species of conservation concern (BTO red and amber lists).  
Habitats of principal importance data should be collected. In regard to 
species, and woodland habitats an arbitrary cut-off date should not be 
applied as these are likely to persist in the same location for many decades 
unless disturbed/destroyed.  

8.7.7 It is noted that impacts on species are only reported for European protected 
species in Volume 2. This approach potentially downplays impacts on 
species that are protected by UK legislation but could be subject to 
significant effects such as loss of a large population or a significant breeding 
site. An example might be a NERC Act species of restricted distribution 
such as a sedentary butterfly species or a reptile species of restricted 
distribution such as adder. This also conflicts with s.8.7.8 which states that” 
the evaluation of species receptors has been based on the distribution and 
status of the species concerned, rather than only the legal protection“.  

8.10.13 This section does not appear to recognise the potential role that historic 
landscape character and built environment character could play in informing 
understanding of the value and susceptibility to change for character areas.  
This approach should be followed through within each Community Area 
report. 

8.14.1 It is welcomed that the Scoping Assessment considers all non-motorised 
users and the potential effects on such users resulting in physical changes 



to the wider transport network. 

8.14.5 and 
8.14.6 

Whilst the principles of the methodology assessment process are accepted, 
a quantitative assessment is required to be submitted and audited by 
Staffordshire to validate HS2 Ltd. findings. The authorities expect that any 
impact is mitigated by HS2 Ltd. with any reasonable measures (including 
TRO procedures if necessary) being implemented or funded to leave 
Staffordshire in a “no worse” position.  

8.14.9 The assessment of construction traffic has assumed that the access routes 
to compounds are predominantly based on one access route in and out. In 
the absence of data reflecting material location/movement and staffing 
gravity model information Staffordshire would seek further clarification on 
this aspect and a review of information used to determine these 
assumptions made by HS2 Ltd. 

9.1.1 The mitigation hierarchy proposed is in accordance with CIEEM guidance 
and the British Standard BS42020:2013, although best practice would be to 
add Enhance.   

9.2.1  There is a clear recognition that underpasses and overbridges should be 
provided where possible to avoid severance of the public rights of way 
network and maintaining such links via these structures should be 
considered before any path diversion is proposed. 

9.3.3  The agreement to maintain roads, cycle ways and public rights of way 
around construction sites is welcomed although further details are required 
including the extent of this maintenance and the extent of the area around a 
site to be maintained. 

9.8 Compensation and offsetting sites should be cross-referenced against 
relevant local policy and guidance and HS2 Ltd. should liaise with the 
District authorities here. Working to this approach will highlight areas where 
habitat creation would produce the greatest gains to conservation to allow 
for habitat connectivity and the movement of species. 

9.8.5 The revised metric for offsetting biodiversity impacts should be provided with 
or prior to formal ES submission to allow informed assessment by 
stakeholders. 

9.8.7 The proposed Environmental Memorandum needs to include provisions for 
monitoring of the long-term management of mitigation and compensation 
habitats and species populations and means of review and enforcement 
such as through the proposed Ecology Review Group. 

9.10.5 The authorities support paragraph 9.10.5 relating to mitigation measures for 
mining/ mineral resources, including prior extraction of the resources for use 
within the Proposed Scheme or elsewhere. 

9.15.1  
 

During the construction phase, PRoW routes will be maintained operational 
where reasonably practicable. Where routes cross the Proposed Scheme 
and are required to be diverted. Generally the alternative PRoW crossing of 
the Proposed Scheme will be constructed prior to any closure of existing 
routes. Where routes cross the Proposed Scheme in proximity to the 
existing route, a temporary alternative alignment may be required before the 
new crossing on the existing alignment is available. In some instances, 
routes may need to pass through construction compounds and interface 
with the haul road. Where this is necessary, the movement through the 
compounds and across haul roads will be managed to minimise any conflict 
with construction vehicles and to provide safe routes for users. 
 
This Statement is evasive and allows too much scope to change or alter 



plans. In all cases ‘new’ routes should be available before the existing 
routes are closed. Closest and safest possible diversionary route for any of 
the public rights of way should be established and should avoid diverting 
pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders onto the road network, including 
passing through construction compounds and along haulage roads where 
possible. Particular attention must be given to equestrians because horses 
can react quite differently to any changes to terrain they are used to. It is 
also important that paths are reinstated if any damage to the surface occurs 
as a result of the proposed development and potential increased vehicular 
use, particularly by HGVs. 

9.15.7 In a number of chapters there are references to the “potential” and 
“encouragement” to restrict travel to and from compounds at certain times of 
day. However, if this was to be implemented it would require a significant 
monitoring strategy to maintain the integrity of the highway network for 
which no supporting detail has been provided. 
  
The Travel Plan heavily favours on sustainable travel such as 
cycling/walking/bus travel and car sharing. However the majority of roads 
and proposed compounds are served from the County’s rural road network 
which do not benefit from supportive bus operations e.g. to cover shift 
patterns, and have no suitable footpaths or ideal road widths to support 
walking and cycling.  
 
Further, vehicle sharing by the workforce has historically not been achieved 
to any significant scale. Therefore specific measures should be considered 
that are relevant to the areas in question and not generic as provided within 
the draft EIA otherwise the FTP should be given very little weight in any 
reduction to the associated trip rates.  

11.1.3 It is unclear whether the LVIA assess the full scheme including utility 
diversions. If not this is an omission in the Methodology, particularly in view 
of proposed site strip and vegetation clearance. 

11.2.3  Regarding the following statement: ‘Landscape and visual receptors within 
approximately 500m of the Proposed Scheme have been assessed as part 
of the study area. Long distance views of up to 1km have been considered 
at settlement edges’, one km is not long distance. The ZTV should be used 
to inform locations for considering more distant views and it could be 
appropriate to consider viewpoints further form the alignment, dependent on 
landform and the heights of embankments and viaducts.  
 
Additionally more distant sensitive receptors, such as viewpoints within 
Cannock Chase Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, listed buildings, listed 
parks etc. should be assessed outside the 500m stated study area. 

Vol 1 Appendix - Draft Code of Construction Practice 

2.1.3 This states that the nominated undertaker and its contractors will comply as 
a minimum with applicable environmental legislation at the time of 
construction, together with any additional environmental controls imposed 
by the hybrid Bill.  In accordance with all other schemes that are subject to 
the land use planning regime it would be expected that there would be 
compliance with Government policy as set out in documents such as the 
National Planning Policy Framework and Natural Environment White Paper 
and with relevant British Standards. 



4.3.1 The HS2 Environmental Memorandum referred to does not appear to be 
available.  Sites identified as environmentally sensitive in terms of nature 
conservation should include all ancient woodlands and non-statutory wildlife 
sites including in Staffordshire Sites of Biological Importance and 
Biodiversity Alert Sites.  

s4.3.1 Worksites may also be sensitive on historic environment grounds and 
particular in areas where preservation in situ is proposed as a mitigation 
strategy. 

4.4 and 
8.1.9, bullet 
point 3 

In s8.1.9 (bullet point 3) it states that the Archaeological and Heritage Works 
Plan will implement ‘…controls on the movement of construction vehicles in 
areas of heritage interest’.  While this is welcomed, it should clearly state 
that such controls will be implemented for construction work within the 
scheme and for construction traffic travelling on the surrounding public road 
network.   

5.3.1 Experience of construction projects shows that mapping of sensitive areas 
alone is not an effective means of protecting these from storage of 
materials, incursion by vehicles and construction plant etc. Sensitive areas 
should be fenced as standard to BS5837:2012 standards. 

9.1.4 The second bullet point should include land affected by utilities and 
highways diversions and other of route works. 
 
Measures for protection of retained habitats should be included such as 
protective fencing. 
 
Plans should show habitat translocation, planting and other habitat creation 
required prior to construction to effectively mitigate impacts.  
 
The sixth bullet point should refer to species of principal importance in 
addition to protected species 

9.1.5 This states: The contractors will, where it is reasonably practicable reduce 
any habitat loss within the land required for the Proposed Scheme by 
keeping the working area to the minimum required for construction of the 
Proposed Scheme. Impacts cannot be accurately assessed or mitigation 
designed if this caveat is operated.  The working area should be kept to the 
minimum required as a standard otherwise there is no effective control over 
impacts. 

9.2.6 Not all protected species or species of principal importance are covered by 
the licensing regime. Compliance with best practice and published 
guidelines for protection of species should be specified.  

9.3.2  It is not clear how the monitoring required by the contractors will interface 
with the Ecology Review Group – will the contractors be required to report to 
this group? 

11.2.1 In order to mitigate impacts on geological sites, the CoCP should reference 
creation of new/replacement exposures where practicable. 

12.1.11 This should include phasing of translocation, planting and habitat creation 
works. 

12.2 Protection of trees should include hedgerows. 

12.3.1 This section appears to undermine mitigation provision as it is left to 
contractors to consider where measures can be implemented early and 
programme the landscape works accordingly. Some mitigation will depend 
on early works, e.g. translocation of ancient woodland or other habitats.   
 



The ES and CoCP should make clear that such works must be appropriately 
programmed to allow for mitigation to take place. Where protected species 
mitigation relies on replacement planting, e.g. for bats, this should be 
programmed into the scheme, not left to contractors to decide. 

12.3.1 The nominated undertaker will require its contractors to consider where 
measures can be implemented early and programme the landscape works 
accordingly. Locations for landscape measures will relate to the findings of 
the EIA Report, and will be aimed at the protection and mitigation of adverse 
effects on sensitive and valued landscape features and characteristics. 
 
Nothing in the EIA refers to sensitive landscape features and characteristics 
therefore it is unclear how will this be addressed. The authorities require 
reassurance that this will be delivered. 

12.3.7 Avoidance of unnecessary tree and vegetation removal and protection of 
existing trees in accordance with BS 5837: Trees in relation to design, 
demolition and construction  
 
Nothing in the EIA refers to sensitive landscape features and characteristics 
therefore it is unclear how will this be addressed. The authorities require 
reassurance that this will be delivered. 
 
If the removal and reinstatement of hedgerows on temporary land take is 
presenting worst case scenario then the COCP should include a section on 
key priorities for maximising retention of landscape features that are not 
necessarily identified as sensitive or valued within the EIA. This should be 
informed by a Tree Survey and should prioritise retention of vegetation that 
directly delivers visual screening to properties, mature trees / groups of 
trees that contribute locally to landscape character and visual amenity, 
vegetation associated with field ponds that are characteristic of the 
landscape, mature roadside trees. 

16 It would be in accordance with the Water Framework Directive if measures 
for enhancement of water courses and water bodies, in accordance with 
WFD objectives for ecological quality, were to be included in the scheme 
where practicable. 

Volume 2: Community Area Report CA1 Fradley - Colton 

General 
Ecology 

These are not informed by ecological survey; therefore the following 
comments should be taken as provisional and subject to change.  Proposals 
for ecological avoidance, mitigation and compensation are expected to 
evolve as survey data is obtained.  SCC and partners wish to be consulted 
during this process and suggests that HS2 Ltd. consults with the Ecology 
Group for HS2 Phase 2A which is currently being convened and is intended 
to include local authorities, statutory agencies and NGOs. 
 
It is considered that the contents of Volume 2 are rather premature as 
Phase 1 Habitat Surveys and ecological assessments have yet to be 
completed for the route and so there is no understanding the quality of the 
habitats impacted upon, as well as how much of the area would be 
considered priority habitat. It is clear HS2 Ltd has not applied best practice 
and worked to the mitigation hierarchy as would be expected by a national 
infrastructure project. In the absence of such information, HS2 are already 
proposing mitigation/compensation without itself having a clear 



understanding of what their impact is. Equally, it is apparent that  
opportunities for avoidance and reducing impact (e.g. Tomlinson Spinney, 
Trentside Meadows Site of Biological Importance and Lount Farm Site of 
Biological Importance) have been overlooked. 
 
At this early stage, it is already apparent that the compensatory habitat 
depicted in the ‘Proposed Scheme Maps CT06’ is disconnected from 
existing habitats within the local landscape. The Lichfield District Biodiversity 
Opportunity Map appears not to have been recognised by HS2, leading to 
compensatory habitats within the boundary of the scheme being 
inappropriate and in places isolated, thus unsustainable. In this regard HS2 
has missed an opportunity to apply the Lawson Principle of bigger, better 
and more joined up habitats. 
 
It is also apparent that the maps for the ecology baseline (CT10) do not 
display all Local Wildlife Sites impacted upon by the route; despite this data 
being readily available at this time.  Locally designated sites which have not 
been recognised by HS2 include: 
• Finners Hill Hedgerow Biodiversity Alert Site 
• Moor Lane Colton, Hedge 1 Biodiversity Alert Site 
• Stockwell Heath Pond Biodiversity Alert Site 
Likewise, Volume 2, CA1, Fradley to Colton doesn’t fully recognize its 
impact on protected/priority species known to be present along the route 
e.g. badger, hedgehogs etc. 
 
Whilst the routes impact on priority habitat is recognised individually (6 
areas of woodland, 16 ponds etc.), there is no recognition of the cumulative 
impact. The loss of such a large number of these habitat within a small area 
would likely have a significant impact on local populations of protected and 
priority species.  
 
More generally, the type and location of proposed woodland planting and 
wetland and grassland creation does not appear in many cases to be 
related to the impacts of the project. There appears to be little or no 
consideration of ecological connectivity. 
 
Ecological mitigation ponds appear to be randomly located and generally 
closely surrounded by proposed hedgerow planting.  It is not clear how 
these will be managed long-term as they will have no value to landowners. 
Where possible ecological mitigation ponds should be located within or 
adjacent to complementary habitat such as woodland, wetland, species-rich 
grassland or scrub that will support amphibians and other species.  
Grouping of ponds might be desirable for increased ecological value. 
 
Environmental baseline maps and draft Vol 2 text fails to acknowledge all 
designated sites and habitats of principal importance data that is held by the 
Local Records Centre and does not reference the impacts on these in route 
descriptions.  
 
On several map sheets there appears to be land take of existing woodland 
purely to plant woodland. This requires explanation. 

General A Technical Standard is preferred for how SUDS will be provided by the 



Flooding scheme and in what circumstances. There is little mention of dealing with 
the first flush of drainage systems in order to limit pollution of local 
watercourses. This is necessary on the Highways and infrastructure area 
drainage systems where there is a possibility of contamination. It may not be 
necessary on the track drainage systems if assurance can be given that 
only clean water will be discharged. 

2.1.16 There is clear recognition of the importance of the PRoW network including 
promoted routes such as the Way for the Millennium. 

2.2.10  Refers to the route north of Fradley Wood gradually returning to a height 
above ground level of approximately 2m but the profile section on drawing 
C861-ARP-CV-DPP-000-012001 shows the height in this area as 4.5m. 

2.2.17 Permanent closure of part of Common Lane is not acceptable to the 
authority, as it is currently in use by heavy goods vehicles to and from the 
nearby dairy. These would then be diverted past the Richard Crosse 
Primary School in King’s Bromley. The authorities would wish to see 
alternative options developed which would keep Common Lane open. 

2.2.17 Refers to a noise fence barrier approximately 3m in height beginning at 
Bourne Brook viaduct but the Operational Sound Contour Map SV-01-102 
shows this as up to 2m height. 

2.2.18 Clarification is sought regarding the realigned A515 (and other re-aligned 
roads) – will the stopped up section be removed and either habitat creation 
or agricultural land restoration be carried out?  How will trees and 
hedgerows on stopped up road stretches not affected by works be treated?   

2.1.19 and 
2.1.20 

The authorities note the inclusion of the adopted Staffordshire and Stoke-
on-Trent Minerals Local Plan 1994-2006 (saved policies); the adopted 
Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent Joint Waste Core Strategy 2010 -2026; 
and the emerging new Minerals Local Plan for Staffordshire (2015 to 2030) - 
Submission Draft – June 2015 submitted to the Secretary of State on 8 
January 2016. 

2.2.27 Small and isolated grassland creation areas are proposed around a 
balancing pond west of the route and located between the east of the route 
and Pipe Lane approximately 600m from the start of Blithbury South cutting.  
It would be of considerably greater benefit to create this (presumably 
compensatory) habitat adjacent to existing species rich grassland.   
 
Where impacts on important grassland habitats are unavoidable at 
Trentside Meadows and Lount Farm consideration should be given to 
creation of compensatory habitat utilising green hay or harvested seed from 
these sites. 

2.2.37 Creation of wetland habitat below the Moreton Brook viaduct within the 
Lount Farm Site of Biological Importance is undesirable if, as it appears, it 
involves an unnecessary loss of existing important grassland habitat. Flood 
compensation should be created elsewhere and could be used to create 
complementary habitat adjacent to the SBI. No mitigation is proposed for 
important grassland loss and avoidable loss is included in the scheme; see 
CT-05-209a comments.  

2.3.4  
 

This Statement is evasive and allows scope to change or alter plans. In all 
cases we believe ‘new’ routes should be available before the existing routes 
are closed. HS2 should work to establish the closest and safest possible 
diversionary route for any of the public rights of way and should avoid 
diverting pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders onto the road network, 
including passing through construction compounds and along haulage roads 



where possible. Particular attention must be given to equestrians because 
horses can react quite differently to any changes to terrain they are used to. 
It is also important that paths are reinstated if any damage to the surface 
occurs as a result of the proposed development and potential increased 
vehicular use, particularly by HGVs. 
 
Satellite Compounds – Specific detail in relation to each affected PRoW is 
provided in the Map Book section. 

2.5.13 The authorities would expect that, in the event of the maintenance loops at 
Pipe Ridware being removed, that options to lower the vertical alignment 

3.4.5  The authorities welcome the proposal to continue discussions with HS2 Ltd. 
as part of the design development works. 

3.7.3 The list of non-designated heritage assets within the permanent or 
temporary land take for the scheme does not include reference to a possible 
enclosure and ring ditch recorded to the north of Pipe Ridware (PRN 01559) 
which lies within area of construction. One possible reason for its omission 
is that the HER reference considers that it may be a modern feature.  
However, it is the role of the assessment (including non-intrusive 
survey/fieldwork) to determine its nature – it should not be excluded at this 
early stage of the draft working EIA process. This and any similar issues in 
other Community Area Reports should be addressed prior to Bill deposit. 

6.4.8 
 

The scheme will require the permanent and temporary severance of 4 
promoted PRoW routes but the effect on each is not considered to be 
significant. HS2 Ltd. should liaise at an early stage with the organisations 
that developed each promoted route so that they can publicise any 
proposed changes. 

6.4.14  See comments 6.4.8 

7.2.2 It is noted that the effects of the scheme on historic landscape character will 
be assessed as part of the formal EIA Report. This forthcoming assessment 
process should (where appropriate) also inform the preparation of the 
landscape and visual assessment. The authorities note that the Landscape 
and Visual section (s11) references the Cultural Heritage section (s11.1.4) 
but not vice versa.  There should be a clear interdisciplinary approach to 
ensure that both sets of baseline evidence fully inform the assessment 
being carried out by each discipline. 

7.2.4 As per the comment in the response to Volume 1 (s8.6.4 (1)), the 
assessment of the impact of the scheme upon the setting of designated 
heritage assets may need to be extended beyond the 2 km buffer 
depending on the elevation or height of a given asset. 

7.3 There is little consideration of the CA’s historic landscape character beyond 
passing reference to the enclosure of fields (s7.3.16) and the opening out of 
field systems in the 20th century (s7.3.17). Given the scale of the scheme, 
more detailed consideration should be made of historic landscape character 
in the full EIA. There is no consideration of historic hedgerows (defined by 
the Hedgerow Regulations 1997) which are introduced at s8.3.15 (Ecology 
and Biodiversity). These issues should be addressed in the full EIA.  

7.3.2 As with s7.2.4, the assessment process should consider whether there are 
specific designated heritage assets outside the 2 km buffer which, because 
of their elevation/height, may be impacted by the proposed route. 

7.3.7 The list of non-designated heritage assets within the permanent or 
temporary land take for the scheme does not include reference to a possible 
enclosure and ring ditch recorded to the north of Pipe Ridware (PRN 01559) 



which lies almost entirely within area of construction. See Overall 
Comments section  (CA1, s3.7.3, p.75) for further detail 

7.3.16 I would argue it is dangerous to state that all farmhouses in the study area 
date to the post-medieval period out of hand.  For example, elements of the 
Hunger Hill farmstead date to the 17th century but there is the potential for 
earlier evidence to be present within this farmstead. 

7.4.24 This section should also consider the potential for the scheme to enhance in 
particular the setting of designated heritage assets and the broader historic 
landscape character of the area. The design of bunds, bridges and planting 
should be informed by an understanding of the built environment and 
historic landscape character. Landscape restoration schemes must be 
informed in part by the area’s historic landscape character. 

7.4.25 Regarding the likelihood of ‘residual significant effects’ whilst generally 
speaking the statement is correct regarding the longevity of effects from 
construction work HS2 Ltd. should be aware of the potential for impacts (i.e. 
compression of archaeological features) in particular from long term soil 
storage areas. 

7.5.2 There could be physical impacts during the ‘operational’ lifespan of the 
scheme. These would largely be related to the potential compression of 
archaeological remains preserved in situ beneath earth bunds.  

8.3 This fails to reference two designated LWS at Stockwell Heath affected by 
the route and highways diversions. Habitats of principal importance for 
which the LRC holds data are not acknowledged. 

8.3.17 It is not possible to comment on this section as, in the absence of surveys, 
impacts on species cannot be determined.  

8.4.1 See map book comments – CT-06-202-CT-06-209a. The proposed viaducts 
over the Trent and the several brooks are welcomed as is the inclusion of 
Trentside Meadows in the River Trent viaduct. As discussed during 
consultation, a small extension of the Moreton Brook viaduct would reduce 
impacts on the Lount Farm LWS unimproved grassland and would a 
relocation of proposed flood compensation and wetland creation. These 
design changes are requested to meet biodiversity policy objectives. 

8.4.4  It is hoped that the area of Trentside Meadows affected by the viaduct 
construction can be reduced to below the 7.5 hectares quoted which 
appears to be a worst-case scenario.  It is advised that consultation with the 
site owners and managers should be carried out to minimise impacts.  
Reinstatement of areas temporarily affected should be prioritised on site and 
compensation habitat creation should be adjacent to the site. 

8.4.6 It would seem that a relatively minor adjustment to the scheme could 
radically reduce impacts on Lount farm LWS within this CA. 

8.4.11 Lost hedgerows include unacknowledged LWSs at Stockwell Heath. 

8.4.17 Impacts on barn owls of the scheme in this CA should not be considered in 
isolation from the route as a whole. Impact assessment and mitigation 
should be on a route-wide basis.  In the absence of data, impacts on other 
species cannot be assessed in a meaningful way. 

8.4.23 Translocation of important/species-rich hedgerows should be considered as 
a mitigation option. 

9.4.26  HS2 Ltd. recognises that the construction of the scheme will result in 
temporary diversions of PRoW around compounds. In all cases these 
should be the shortest and safest route available and, where possible, 
should be enhanced for the benefit of path users. Non-motorised users 
should not be diverted onto the vehicular network as part of any temporary 



PRoW closure. 

10.3.34 to 
10.3.40 

The authorities generally support information set out in these paragraphs. 
Paragraph 10.3.36 acknowledges the area of search west of the A38 as 
allocated in the emerging Minerals Local Plan. This is relevant to land south- 
west and north-east of the construction route. Paragraph 10.3.38 suggests 
that there are no allocations in this area. Note that the area of search is an 
allocation in the emerging Minerals Local Plan but is not a specific site 
allocation or an allocation carried forward from the current adopted Plan.   
 
This section of the route does not affect quarries with permitted reserves as 
correctly identified under paragraph 10.3.39, but the route is in close 
proximity to Manor Park Quarry that remains subject to restoration and 
aftercare requirements under the relevant planning permission. There will be 
a requirement to consider the impact of construction on these restoration 
requirements for the quarry. In particular, there is an issue relating to 
hydrology/ prevention of flood risk. 

10.4.20 
To 
10.4.23 

Table 11 indicates that the magnitude of construction impact will be minor 
on mineral resources. However, the project does affect a key sand and 
gravel resource which is allocated to be developed from 2025 onwards.  
There are significant resources within the area of search however, and 
therefore, construction should not significantly affect the provision of sand 
and gravel from this area of search during the period up to 2030. It will be 
important to minimise any cumulative effects of proposed mineral working 
and the construction of the railway (refer to development considerations 
listed for development of the area of search west of the A38 – inset map 14, 
appendix 1 to the new Minerals Local Plan). Phasing of development of new 
mineral sites in conjunction with the construction of the railway will be an 
important consideration.  

11.2.7 It is not possible to make a judgement on supporting information such as 
sensitivity as this is not included in this Report (applies to all CARs) 

11.4.4 Landscape avoidance and mitigation measures – please see under CoCP 
above. 

11.4.33 It is not anticipated that there would be continuous and /or overnight 
working, so no assessment of night time visual effects. Any overnight 
lighting (e.g. for security) will have an effect and therefore should referred to 
properly rather than dismissed. 

13.5.19-
13.5.20 

Noise barriers should be provided on west side of viaducts to benefit Pipe 
Ridware, Rileyhill and dwellings/businesses at Bromley Hayes Garden 
centre. An increased depth of cutting would benefit Bentley Farm, Bentley 
Hall Cottage and Woodhouse Farm. 

14.2.4 Until the quantitative assessment is made available, the authorities reserve 
comment on any assumptions made on the traffic and transport impact. 

14.3.2 No information has been provided to validate the traffic counts, junction 
turning counts and queue surveys undertaken by HS2 Ltd. to establish the 
baseline and peak hour assumptions. 

14.3.3  
 

See comments in the Non-Technical Summary regarding the use of 
surveys. 
 
This report states that the scheme will intersect 12 PRoW between Fradley 
and Colton but also states others could be affected. This information should 
be made available so that accurate responses can be submitted. 

14.3.5 Whilst HS2 Ltd. has assumed capacity on the Strategic Highway, A38 

https://apps2.staffordshire.gov.uk/scc/TrimDocProvider/?ID=002/20/20/0503816


Lichfield Road, this road suffers peak hour queuing which in turn impacts 
the Staffordshire highway network and therefore should be subject to 
assessment. The authorities expect appropriate mitigation on the network 
where appropriate if excessive delays are identified as a result of HS2.  

14.3.7 Clarification is required on what HS2 Ltd. identifies as a “substantial 
accident cluster”? 

14.4.14  
 

The twelve PRoW which will require temporarily diverting during 
construction of the proposed scheme are listed in this section. HS2 Ltd. 
recognises that some of these routes form part of the promoted path 
network and early liaison with the organisations responsible for each route is 
therefore required. In each case temporary alternative routes should be 
provided on the shortest and safest route available. Further information on 
each route is included in the Map Book section below. 

14.5.5 As mentioned elsewhere, the closure of Common Lane as a through road 
does have significant implications on farm traffic which would need to divert 
onto alternative roads where vulnerable road users are more prevalent. The 
authorities require alternative options to be considered to enable Common 
Lane to remain open. 

14.5.8 See comments submitted for each individual PRoW in the Map Book section 
below. 

15.4.21 Describes the mitigation processes for various structures that will be 
constructed. e.g. Culverts sized for 100yr+CC. It says that attenuation 
ponds will be sized so that discharge rates are held to greenfield rates. 
However, this needs to be the case over the range of rainfall rates. It is 
expected that the rates of discharge to be controlled for both the 1year 
event and the 100 year event with climate change. This is in accordance 
with  current national planning policy and guidance for development. 

Volume 2: Community Area Map Book CA1 Fradley - Colton 

Public 
Footpath 
No 12 CT-
05-202 and 
CT–06-202  

This will be extended under the viaduct to meet the realigned A515 Lichfield 
Road. Further details are required on the length and width of the underpass 
and whether this will be surfaced and lit. Access should be provided through 
the proposed hedgerow by a gap or pedestrian gate. The temporary 
diversion route runs in close proximity to the existing route which is 
welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 0.390 
CT-05-202 
and CT–06-
202  

This will be extended to meet the realigned A515 Lichfield Road. Further 
details are required about the length and width of the underpass and 
whether this will be surfaced and lit. Access should be provided through the 
proposed hedgerow by a gap or pedestrian gate. The temporary diversion 
route runs in close proximity to the existing route which is welcomed. 

CT-05-202 Consideration should be given to minimising impact on Tomlinson’s Spinney 
native broad-leaved woodland. It appears that part could be excluded from 
the land required for construction. 

CT-06-202 The Bourne Brook is lined by trees along its length, providing an important 
ecological corridor through a landscape with low connectivity due to large 
fields and a weak hedgerow network. These trees should be retained where 
possible and replacement planting be used to restore connectivity. Map CT-
06-202 fails to show this.  

CT-06-202 The A515 Lichfield Road realignment indicates that the new road would be 
further within the identified floodplain. It is expected that the new road levels 
will be lifted to remove any concern of future impact by flood water at this 



location. 

Public 
Footpath 
No’s 8 and 
11 CT–05–
202-R1 

The plan shows ‘Land potentially required during construction’ which 
appears to have a direct impact on Public Footpath No’s 8 and 11 Kings 
Bromley, part of which is a route promoted by Lichfield District Council – 
“Walks In and Around Kings Bromley – Walk 1”. This does not appear to be 
recognised in the accompanying Area Report and details about whether 
these routes will be directly affected are required. 

CT-05-203, 
CT-06-203 

Landscape impact from Bourne Embankment - up to 14 m high between two 
sections viaduct - would be significant and incongruous. The scheme should 
replace this with viaduct to minimise landscape impact and visual intrusion 
and increase landscape permeability. 11.5.57 accepts that residual effects 
will remain as major adverse. In this case it is not agreed that maturing 
vegetation would help to integrate the proposed scheme into the landscape. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 1 CT-
05-203 and 
CT-06-203  

This will be diverted west of its existing route at a distance of approximately 
530 m from its original junction with the A513. This is considerably further 
from Kings Bromley village and details are required regarding whether 
pedestrian access will be provided adjacent to the A513 which is a very 
busy road: this should be considered in the EIA. Access should be provided 
through the proposed hedgerow along the A513 by virtue of a gap or 
pedestrian gate. The proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity 
to the proposed permanent diversion which will mean additional road 
walking for pedestrians. This should be addressed in the EIA. 

CT-05-203 Consideration should be given to means of minimising impact of 
construction on the grassland habitat of principal importance at Trentside 
Meadows Site of Biological Importance including by viaduct design and 
location and installation of supports. 

CT-06-203 This fails to show reinstatement of Trentside Meadows SBI where 
temporarily affected. Where compensation for unavoidable grassland loss is 
proposed, this should be contiguous with the SBI rather than separated by 
the river Trent or other features.  

CT-05-203 
CT-06-203 

No restoration indicated for satellite compound areas eg CT-05-203 and  
CT-06-203 Bourne Brook viaduct compound 

CT-05-204  The proposed scheme appears to have a direct impact on Public Footpath 
No 30 Mavesyn Ridware (also promoted route Way for the Millennium), 
shown in the Map Book but not mentioned in the Area Report. This does not 
appear to require a permanent diversion as it will run under the viaduct. 
Further details are required about the effect on this route. The temporary 
diversion route runs in close proximity to the existing route which is 
welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 32 and 
33 CT-05-
204 and 
CT-06-204  

The temporary diversion of both routes is shown running alongside the 
realigned Pipe Lane. Further details are required to confirm that this runs 
within the fields and not along the lane. The Proposed Scheme plan shows 
that Footpath No 33 will be diverted to link to Footpath No 32 which in turn 
will be diverted slightly to the east. It is not clear from the plan or the Map 
Book how this route will cross HS2 and these details are required. There are 
also proposed woodland and hedgerow planting schemes in the vicinity and 
confirmation is required that these schemes would not have a direct impact 
on the realigned PRoW. 

CT-06-204 
See 
comments 
above CT-

There appears to be a hedgerow planted on top of the alignment of the 
footpath which would clearly obstruct it. If the hedgerow were planted next 
to the footpath we would require a considerable width from the footpath so 
that the path did not become obstructed. HS2 Ltd. or the landowner would 



05-204  need to be aware that the maintenance of the hedge is their responsibility. 

CT-05-204, 
CT-06-204 

Landscape around Pipe Ridware has good time depth and is in good 
condition with strong representation of characteristic features and therefore 
merits sensitive development. Proposals should seek to minimise removal of 
characteristic features and secure a restoration that is sensitive to 
landscape character:   

CT-06-204 There appears to be no junction design proposal shown where the existing 
Dawson Lane meets the Pipe Lane Diversion? 

CT-06-205 Pipe Lane diversion should be aligned and designed to be more 
sympathetic to landscape character and minimise impact on Dawson Lane 
(sunken narrow lane) 

CT-06-205 This does not show the grassland habitat creation round the balancing pond 
or located between the east of the route and Pipe Lane approximately 600m 
from the start of Blithbury South cutting referenced in s. 2.2.27 of Volume 2: 
Community Area Report CA1 Fradley – Colton. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 38 CT-
05-205 and 
CT-06-205  

This will be diverted slightly to the west to cross HS2 via an overbridge. 
Further details are requested about the width of the bridge to accommodate 
non-motorised users and any mitigation measures that needed including 
bridge parapets. Access should be provided through the proposed 
hedgerow by a gap or pedestrian gate. The temporary diversion route runs 
in close proximity to the existing route which is welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 8 CT-
05-205 and 
CT-06-205  

It is proposed to divert Footpath No 8 along the northern side of HS2 to link 
with the overbridge for Footpath No 38 before turning back towards the west 
to re-join the original route of Footpath No 8 at Bentley Farm. This is a 
considerable diversion for path users which takes them out of the way of 
their intended destination.  Further details are requested about the width of 
the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users and any mitigation 
measures needed including bridge parapets. Access should be provided 
through the proposed hedgerow by a gap or pedestrian gate. There does 
not appear to be any temporary alternative route provided during 
construction and clarification on this is required. 

CT-06-206 The proposed realignment of Blithbury Road and Stonyford Lane requires 
further consideration. The through traffic movements along Blithbury Road 
should take precedent and it is requested that the proposed junction be re-
designed to give priority to Blithbury Road with Stonyford Lane as a “T” 
junction. 

CT-05-207 It would appear that there is potential to reduce impacts on the Hurst Wood 
remnants each side of the line and associated ponds. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 73 CT-
05-207 and 
CT-06-207  

This will be diverted slightly to the west to cross HS2 via an overbridge. 
Further details are requested about the width of the bridge to accommodate 
non-motorised users and any mitigation measures needed including bridge 
parapets. There are also proposed woodland and hedgerow planting 
schemes in the vicinity and confirmation is needed that these schemes 
would not directly impact on the realigned PRoW. The temporary diversion 
route runs in close proximity to the existing route which is welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 34 CT-
05-207 and 
CT-06-207  

This will be diverted along the north eastern side of HS2 to head east and 
link with Newlands Lane before crossing HS2 via the Newlands Lane 
overbridge. It is not clear whether pedestrian access will be provided 
alongside Newlands Lane. This proposal severs direct links with the PRoW 
network around the village of Colton and from the point of view of PRoW 
users it would be preferable if an overbridge or underpass could be provided 
for Footpath No 34 and No 36 (see below) in closer proximity to Colton 



village. If this is not possible then the links to the path network alongside the 
road should be enhanced by providing a safe route for pedestrians. The 
proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the proposed 
permanent diversion which will mean additional road walking for 
pedestrians, something that should be addressed in the EIA. 

CT-06-207 There is no landscape visual mitigation for Newlands Lane Electricity 
Feeder station. Details are required as to what will happen to old Newlands 
Lane where realigned (is it fully removed and taken back into the field?) 

CT-05-208 
and CT-06-
208 

South of Stockwell Heath the route runs through a landscape of small 
hedged fields. Impact here will be high with considerable hedgerow loss 
including due to diversions of Newlands Lane (Finners Hill Hedgerows 
Biodiversity Alert Site (BAS)) and Moor Lane (Moor Lane, Colton BAS).  The 
proposed balancing pond location appears to unnecessarily increase 
impacts.  

CT-06-208 Query over restoration of land adjacent to attenuation pond at Stockwell 
Heath. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 36 CT-
05-208 and 
CT-06-208  

This will be diverted along the north eastern side of HS2 to head west and 
link with Newlands Lane before crossing HS2 via the Newlands Lane 
underbridge. It is not clear whether pedestrian access will be provided 
alongside Newlands Lane and this should be considered in the EIA. This 
proposal severs direct links with the PRoW network around the village of 
Colton and from the point of view of PRoW users it would be preferable if an 
overbridge or underpass could be provided for Footpath No 34 and No 36 
(see above) in closer proximity to Colton village. If this is not possible then 
the links to the path network alongside the road should be enhanced by 
providing a safe route for pedestrians. The proposed temporary alternative 
runs in close proximity to the proposed permanent diversion which will mean 
additional road walking for pedestrians, something that should be addressed 
in the EIA. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 52 CT-
05-208 and 
CT-06-208 

This will be diverted along the north eastern side of HS2 to head east and 
link with Newlands Lane before crossing HS2 via the Newlands Lane 
underbridge. It is not clear whether pedestrian access will be provided 
alongside Newlands Lane and this should be considered in the EIA. There 
are also proposed woodland and hedgerow planting schemes in the vicinity 
and confirmation is needed that these schemes would not have a direct 
impact on the realigned PRoW. The proposed temporary alternative runs in 
close proximity to the proposed permanent diversion which will mean 
additional road walking for pedestrians, something that should be addressed 
in the EIA. 

CT-05-209a Lount Farm Site of Biological Importance (SBI) a LWS, is affected by this 
stretch of the route. Placing of a temporary material stockpile partly within 
the SBI is not a means of minimising impact on this site. A short northerly 
extension of the Moreton Brook viaduct, as requested during consultation 
with HS2 Ltd., would also reduce impact on this important species-rich 
grassland site. Impacts on the SBI should be reduced, such as below the 
viaduct and by relocation of temporary storage.  

CT-06-209a The notation of wetland habitat creation at Lount Farm SBI on the Moreton 
Brook is inappropriate and inaccurate as a) there is already high quality 
habitat in this location that should be avoided if possible and b) any 
compensatory habitat should be the same as that lost.  

CT-06-209a Moreton South Embankment is up to 9 m high and minimal capacity in the 
design to deliver landscape and visual mitigation. The authorities request 



that discussion on mitigation options take place here. 

CT-10-101-
CT-10-106a 

These environmental baseline maps fail to include mapped habitat of 
principal importance data held by the Local Records Centre. This involves 
mainly native broad-leaved woodland and native species-rich hedgerows 
affected by the route. Biodiversity Alert Sites are not mapped, including two 
LWS sites at Stockwell Heath affected by the route and highways 
diversions. 

Volume 2: Community Area Report CA2 Colwich - Yarlet 

2.1.4 Reference should be made to the fact that the route runs approximately 2.7 
kilom from the Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation. It is not clear 
from the map book or from Chapter 14 of the Area Report whether 
construction traffic is proposed on the A513 stretch that runs through the 
Cannock Chase Special Area of Conservation. If this is proposed, Natural 
England should be consulted in regard of Habitats Regulations Assessment, 
as the SAC is vulnerable to nitrogen emissions from road traffic especially 
from heavy vehicles. 

Figure 2 Area Context Map: Cannock Chase AONB not indicated 

2.1.14  
 

There is clear recognition of the importance of the PRoW network including 
promoted routes such as the Tow Saints Way and Staffordshire Way and 
also the wider access network via the Trent and Mersey Canal, Cannock 
Chase AONB and Shugborough. 

2.1.16 and 
2.1.17 

The authorities note inclusion of the adopted Staffordshire and Stoke-on-
Trent Minerals Local Plan 1994-2006 (saved policies); the adopted 
Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent Joint Waste Core Strategy 2010 -2026; 
and the emerging new Minerals Local Plan for Staffordshire (2015 to 2030) - 
Submission Draft – June 2015 submitted to the Secretary of State on 8 
January 2016. 

2.2.9 Reference should be made to the route affecting the Lount Farm SBI (LWS) 
and to mitigation of this which is absent from the map book. 

2.2.19 This section fails to recognise impacts on Lion Lodge Covert LWS woodland 
and inland saltmarsh habitat with no mitigation specified for total loss of the 
salt marsh habitat. In consultation, an extension of the Great Hayward 
viaduct to reduce impacts on the woodland and inland salt marsh was 
requested.   

2.2.24 Whilst the landscape mitigation bund is welcomed, south of Hopton, 
evidence is required to demonstrate that the bund indicated occupies 
sufficient land to deliver a sensitive landform that would be sympathetic to 
local landscape character. See comment under maps. 

2.2.34 Similar concerns as above in 2.2.24 

2.3.4  
 

This Statement contains evasive language and seems to allow HS2 too 
much scope to change or alter plans. In all cases ‘new’ routes should be 
available before the existing routes are closed. Closest and safest possible 
diversionary route for any PRoW should be established and should avoid 
diverting pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders onto the road network, 
including passing through construction compounds and along haulage roads 
where possible. Particular attention must be given to equestrians because 
horses can react to any changes to terrain they are used to. It is also 
important that paths are reinstated if any damage to the surface occurs as a 
result of the proposed development and potential increased vehicular use, 
particularly by HGVs. 
 



Satellite Compounds: specific detail in relation to each affected PRoW is 
provided in the Map Book section. 

3.4.5  The proposal to continue discussions with HS2 Ltd. as part of the design 
development works is welcomed. 

  

6.3 This fails to identify the nearby Cannock Chase AONB and Country Park as 
community assets. A Visitor Survey in 2010-2011 showed that over 2 million 
people visit the AONB and the Country Park annually. Shugborough Hall 
and Registered Historic Park are also not acknowledged despite the fact 
that impacts have been identified in regard of noise and visual intrusion. 

6.4.4  The scheme will affect 4 promoted PRoW routes: the Sabrina Way, Two 
Saints Way, Trent and Mersey Canal Walk and the Stone Circles Challenge. 
HS2 Ltd. should liaise at an early stage with the organisations which 
developed each promoted route so that they can publicise any proposed 
changes. 

7.2.2 It is noted that the effects of the scheme on historic landscape character will 
be assessed as part of the formal EIA Report. This forthcoming assessment 
process should (where appropriate) also inform the preparation of the 
landscape and visual assessment. It is noted that the Landscape and Visual 
section (s11) references the Cultural Heritage section (s11.1.4) but not vice 
versa. There should be a clear interdisciplinary approach to working in this 
regard to ensure that both sets of baseline evidence fully inform the 
assessment being carried out by each discipline. 

7.2.4 As per the comment in the response to Volume 1 (s8.6.4 (1)), the 
assessment of the impact of the scheme upon the setting of designated 
heritage assets may need to be extended in certain circumstances 
depending on the elevation or height of a given asset (as with Lichfield 
Cathedral which sat outside the ZTV but whose setting was impacted by the 
line of route). 

7.3.15 It is not necessarily agreed that all farmhouses in the study area date to the 
post-medieval period; some may have medieval cores.   

7.3.8 A non-designated square enclosure is recorded on the HER within the red 
line boundary for the scheme. The asset lies to the southwest of Pipewood 
Cottage Farm (PRN 58360). No HER reference (or other method for 
location) beyond the written description makes it difficult to determine 
whether this asset has been considered.  
 
The Community Area 2 Report records two rectangular enclosures within 
this area. One lies to the north of Kings Bromley Lane, the second is located 
at ‘the north-western end of the proposed Pipe Ridware maintenance loops 
site’.  It is difficult to determine whether this is the heritage asset concerned 
and the aforementioned description of the assets’ location is unhelpful. 

7.4.8 and 
7.4.24 

The Community Area Report considers that the Trent and Mersey Canal 
Conservation Area is a heritage asset of ‘moderate value’. It is argued that, 
with its association with nationally important figures (e.g. James Brindley, 
Josiah Wedgwood) and its role in the industrial development of Staffordshire 
and the West Midlands it should be considered as high value. 

7.4.9 There is a broad consideration of potential temporary impacts upon the 
various designated heritage assets at Ingestre Hall (including the Grade II* 
Jacobean hall and the Grade I listed St. Mary’s Church) which lie within 500 
m of the land required for construction and operation. However, this 
assessment fails to consider the non-designated heritage asset which is part 



of this group; Ingestre Park. Admittedly the park is currently dominated by a 
golf course; however there is potential here for the enhancement of the 
historic landscape character of Ingestre Park. The impact of HS2 of the 
group of Parkland Landscapes at Shugborough, Ingestre and Tixall should 
also be specifically addressed. 

7.4.12-
7.4.26 

While the Shugborough Grade I Registered Park I is identified in the 
‘Cultural Heritage Overview’ it is concerning to note that it has not been 
considered in the section regarding permanent effects of the route. This 
parkland must be addressed even if the historic environment consultants 
consider that permanent impacts from the route are minor. 

7.4.17 While permanent effects are considered upon the Ingestre Conservation 
Area, there is no similar review of effects on the various designated heritage 
assets at Ingestre Hall (including the Grade II* Jacobean hall and the Grade 
I listed St. Mary’s Church) which lie within 500 m of the land required for 
construction.   
 
A review of the sound maps for the Ingestre site does identify low levels of 
sound impact to the south of the historic estate. However, further study is 
required as the area is currently tranquil; as such even modest rises in 
background noise levels may have a relatively significant effect on this 
historic complex and in particularly the Grade I listed church. 
 
Bearing in mind the demonstrable historic significance of this complex, this 
must be addressed as a matter of urgency, as must the need for an 
interdisciplinary approach regarding the assessment of effects and the 
design of appropriate and sympathetic mitigation measures. 

7.5.1 Any landscaping proposals should be informed by a thorough understanding 
of historic landscape character and the broader built environment to ensure 
that, wherever possible, any such mitigation conserves and enhances the 
historic landscape character of the area. 

5.2 There would be physical impacts from the operation of the proposed 
scheme. These would largely be related to the potential compression of 
archaeological remains preserved in situ by the scheme beneath earth 
bunds. Monitoring should be considered for sensitive archaeological 
preserved in situ beneath scheme earthworks. 

7.5.3 As identified above (s7.4.17) this assessment currently fails to fully consider 
further significant heritage assets/complexes (e.g. Ingestre Park). 

7.5.2-7.5.8 This section fails to consider other designated heritage assets including 
potential operational impacts upon the Grade I Registered Park at 
Shugborough. 

7.5.10 This section should also consider potential residual significant effects on the 
historic building complex at Ingestre Hall and the landscape park at 
Shugborough. 

8.3.17 The County Council holds a historic water meadow report that includes the 
land west of the Trent at Great Haywood (outside of Trentside SBI). In a 
2006 survey, the grassland in the area crossed by the route were classified 
as improved or poor semi-improved. There may be value for wading birds 
and potential to enhance for this species group. 
 
Table 4: Species potentially relevant to the assessment within the Colwich 
to Yarlet area: 
 



 Bats: There is a significant roost at Ingestre and there may be a need to 
map foraging patterns to assess HS2 impacts.  

 Great crested newt: It should be noted that great crested newts in ponds 
along this section of the phase 2A route are frequently recorded. 

 Birds: Substantial flocks of lapwing have been reported adjacent to the 
route off Yarlet Lane. 

8.4.24 Mitigation options here should be discussed with the Phase 2A Ecology 
Group. 

9.4.18 There is a significant risk of disturbance to Yarlet School from construction 
sites and appropriate mitigation will need to be taken to ensure that there 
are no direct health or wellbeing effects on the School as a result of air 
quality around construction sites. It is also expected that road access to the 
school is at no point impeded. 

9.4.27   HS2 Ltd. recognises that the construction of the scheme will result in some 
non-motorised users being dissuaded from using the PRoW network due to 
fear of crossing roads with busy HGV traffic. In such cases non-motorised 
users should not be diverted onto the vehicular network as part of any 
temporary PRoW closure. Diversions should follow the shortest and safest 
route available and, where possible, should be enhanced for the benefit of 
path users. 

9.4.30  See comments for subsection 9.4.27. 

10.3.32 to  
10.3.39 

Acknowledge information in paragraphs 10.3.34 to 10.3.40 relating to 
minerals safeguarding and mineral consultation areas, within 300m of the 
route. 

10.4.20 The authorities welcome consideration of proposals to mitigate impact on 
any important mineral resource within Mineral Safeguarding Areas. 

10.4.27 The authorities welcome consideration of proposals to mitigate impact on 
any important mineral resource within Mineral Safeguarding Areas. 

11.4 Include effects of construction traffic through Tixall Conservation Area 

11.4.12 The full LVIA is not available at this stage therefore a full understanding of 
how effects on Cannock Chase AONB and Shugborough Park  have been 
assessed is not possible. The authorities are concerned that effects during 
construction and operation on parts of the AONB and the Listed Park are 
not adequately considered, as it is highly likely that the proposals would 
detract from these protected landscapes.  

11.5 Effects on Cannock Chase AONB and Shugborough Park are not 
mentioned. The LVIA should present evidence to justify their absence from 
the Community Area Report. For clarity some reference to effects should be 
included in the Community Area Report. 

12.4.6 
 

The authorities note a concern about operational noise impact on Great 
Haywood Marina, levels of up to 60 dB, as well as a significant concern 
regarding noise during construction. 

13.5.20 Lower Lane incorrect spelling [Lowser Lane]. 

13.5.22 
 

Quantifying the impact on The Mayfield Centre and at Moreton may well 
depend on baseline. By lowering the line, improvements could be achieved 
to screening these dwellings and also Upper Moreton Farm. 

13.5.20-21 
 

Operational noise levels at Ingestre shown as less than 50 dB but the area 
is still likely to experience a substantial increase due to a likely low baseline.  
   
The authorities note a general concern regarding noise impact at Hopton. A 
3-4 metre barrier is provided, but still leaves a number of affected properties 
particularly in Lower Lane and Mount Edge. 



13.5.23 At Marston a 3 metre barrier is proposed but many dwellings still exposed to 
least 55-60 dB. The authorities note a concern that this plus the relative 
impact will also be high due to a low baseline. Is there an opportunity to 
lower the line here or provide further mitigation? 
 
Park Farm near County Showground (OSV02-C040) consists of a number of 
businesses/dwellings with significant effects. In view of the numbers. 
Affected, additional mitigation should be provided. 

14.2.4 Until the quantitative assessment is made available, the authorities reserve 
comment on any assumptions made on the traffic and transport impact.  

14.3.2 No information has been provided to validate the traffic counts, junction 
turning counts and queue surveys undertaken by HS2 Ltd. to establish the 
baseline and peak hour assumptions. 

14.3.3  
 

See comments in the Non-Technical Summary regarding the use of 
surveys. 
 
This report states that the scheme will intersect 15 PRoW between Colwich 
and Yarlet but also states others could be affected. This information should 
be available so that accurate responses can be submitted. 

14.4.14 Staffordshire would raise concerns regarding any works to the A34 Stone 
Road due to the type of additional usages it provides. It is the only feasible 
Emergency Diversion Route for incidents on the M6 in this area and also 
acts as an abnormal loads route which includes the movement of rail 
carriages from the Alstom site which carry loads up to 600 tonnes. 
Staffordshire consider that any closure and/or significant delays of the A34 
would therefore not be acceptable.  

14.4.18  
 

The 14 PRoW which will require temporarily diverting during construction of 
the proposed scheme are listed in this section. HS2 Ltd. recognises that 
some of these routes form part of the promoted path network and early 
liaison with the organisations responsible for each route is therefore 
required. In each case temporary alternative routes should be provided on 
the shortest and safest route available. Further information on each route is 
included in the Map Book section below. 

14.5.8  See comments submitted for each individual PRoW in the Map Book section 
below. 

Volume 2: Community Area Map Book CA2 Colwich - Yarlet 

CT-05-210 As commented in regard to Community Area 1, it is not desirable to locate 
temporary storage within the Lount Farm LWS. 

CT-05-210 As commented in regard  to Community Area , a minor amendment to 
extend the Moreton Brook Viaduct would reduce impacts on the LWS. 

CT-06-210 Given impacts on Lount Farm SBI and grassland adjacent to this, the 
balancing pond should be surrounded by grassland habitat creation rather 
than woodland. The balancing pool area offers an opportunity for effective 
local grassland loss compensation. 

CT-06-210 It is not appropriate to site an ecological mitigation pond within existing 
species-rich grassland. The proposed pond within the Lount Farm LWS 
should be relocated. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 23 CT-

This route also carries the Blithfield to Colton Millennium Walk which is a 
promoted route. The bridleway will be diverted slightly to the west to cross 
HS2 via an overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of the 



05-210 and 
CT-06-210  

bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders and 
any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. There does not 
appear to be any temporary alternative route provided during construction 
and clarification on this is required. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 36 CT-
05-210 and 
CT-06-210  

This will be diverted along the south western side of HS2 to head west and 
link with the overbridge carrying Public Bridleway No 35 Colwich. This is a 
lengthy diversion of almost 500 m, and the authorities prefer that an 
underpass or overbridge be proposed and ideally that another route be 
provided on the south side of the line to link with the overbridge carrying 
Public Bridleway No 23 (see above). There are also proposed hedgerow 
planting schemes in the vicinity and confirmation is needed that these 
schemes would not have a direct impact on the realigned PRoW. There 
does not appear to be any temporary alternative route provided during 
construction and clarification on this is required. 

CT-05-210 As commented with regard to Community Area 1, it is not desirable to locate 
temporary storage within the Lount Farm LWS. As commented in regard of 
CA1, a minor amendment to extend the Moreton Brook Viaduct would 
reduce impacts on the LWS. 

CT-05-211 The land take of the small woodland west of Tithebarn Farm appears 
greater than necessary with replanting as woodland specified on CT-06-211. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 35 CT-
05-211 and 
CT-06-211  

This route also carries the Sabrina Way, a nationally promoted long distance 
horse riding route. The bridleway will be diverted slightly to cross HS2 via an 
overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of the bridge to 
accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders and any 
mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. The temporary 
diversion route runs in close proximity to the existing route which is 
welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 26 CT-
05-211 and 
CT-06-211  

This will be diverted along the south western side of HS2 to head west and 
link with the overbridge carrying the realigned Public Footpath No 54 
Colwich. This is a lengthy diversion of over 400 m and could result in a total 
diversion of almost 1 km in total if walkers intend to continue north or south 
on Footpath No 26. An underpass or overbridge is preferred. There are also 
proposed hedgerow planting schemes in the vicinity and confirmation is 
needed that these schemes would not have a direct impact on the realigned 
PRoW. The proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the 
proposed permanent diversion. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 54 CT-
05-211 and 
CT-06-211  

The footpath will be diverted slightly to the west to cross HS2 via an 
overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of the bridge to 
accommodate non-motorised users and any mitigation measures needed 
including bridge parapets. The temporary diversion route runs in close 
proximity to the existing route which is welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 55 CT-
05-211 and 
CT-06-211 

This footpath will be permanently extinguished as a result of the scheme. 
The footpath is no longer needed for public use because alternative routes 
are in place via Footpath No 54 Colwich to the east and Footpath No 56 
Colwich to the west and there are no routes which link directly to it via 
Tolldish Lane and the north-west. There are no concerns regarding the 
permanent extinguishment of this route. 

CT-05-212 Does the Construction Traffic Route here pass through Tixall? If so the 
effect on Conservation Area needs to be assessed – either under 
Landscape or Historic Environment.                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Public 
Footpath 

There will be no permanent diversion of this footpath as it will pass on its 
existing alignment beneath the Great Haywood Viaduct. During construction 



No 63 CT-
05-212 and 
CT-06-212 

the temporary diversionary route runs in close proximity to the existing route 
which is welcomed. 

CT-06-212 It is requested that the realignment of Tolldish Lane be provided with 
appropriate visibility splays onto the A51 Lichfield Road (very close to HS2 
bridge parapets) with regard to 85% percentile speeds. The new junction 
should also be provided with a ghost right turn lane based on requirements 
of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 

CT-06-212 There are known problems where an ordinary watercourse running along 
Tolldish Lane is culverted under the A51. Early consultation is required with 
the County Council Flood Risk Team to ensure the project does not worsen 
the current situation. There may be an opportunity to improve the situation. 

DMMO 
Application 
- Hoo Mill 
Lane 
LG602G 
(CT-05-212 
and CT-06-
212  

There is a Definitive Map Modification Order (DMMO) application submitted 
under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981to add Hoo Mill Lane to the 
Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way as a Public Bridleway. Further details 
should be requested about this application from the County Council’s Legal 
Services team as the proposed scheme will affect this route. 

CT-05-213 Land take and design appears to take no account of Lion Lodge Covert 
LWS and the rare salt marsh habitat present. In consultation we requested 
an extension of the Great Hayward viaduct to reduce impacts on the 
woodland and salt marsh and this is reiterated. 

CT-06-213 Discussions would be welcomed regarding mitigation of impacts on this 
stretch and integration of ecological and landscape mitigation.   

CT-06-213 Views from locations within Shugborough Park and Cannock Chase AONB 
justify enhanced mitigation measures to the south on Trent North 
Embankment, such as incorporating a false cutting, woodland planting on 
embankment instead of hedge planting. 

CT-06-214 The location of an isolated parcel of grassland habitat creation at Hanyards 
Drop Inlet Culvert is queried; grassland habitat creation would be better 
located adjacent to existing grassland.  

Public 
Footpath 
No 
0.1630(b) 
CT-05-214 
and CT-06-
214 
Proposed 
Scheme 

The footpath will be diverted slightly east to cross HS2 via an 
accommodation overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of 
the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders 
and any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. There is a 
Definitive Map Modification Order application submitted under the Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981 to upgrade this route to a public bridleway – 
further details should be requested from the County Council’s Legal 
Services team. The temporary diversion route runs in close proximity to the 
existing route which is welcomed. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 0.1628 
CT-05-214 
and CT-06-
214  

The bridleway will be diverted to the east to cross HS2 via an 
accommodation overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of 
the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders 
and any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. The 
proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the proposed 
permanent diversion. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 24 CT-
05-215 and 

This route also carries Stafford Borough Council’s Beacon Hill and Hopton 
Pools promoted route. The footpath will be diverted slightly to the west to 
cross HS2 via an overbridge. Further details are requested about the width 
of the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users and any mitigation 



CT-06-215  measures needed including bridge parapets. The temporary diversion route 
runs in close proximity to the existing route which is welcomed. 

CT-06-215 The proposed realignment of the A518 is likely to increase speeds at this 
location, therefore it is requested that HS2 Ltd. provide speed reduction 
measures (possible Speed Limit change/TRO) at the A518 junction with the 
County Show Ground access.  

Public 
Footpath 
No 6 CT-
05-216 and 
CT-06-216  

This route also carries the nationally promoted Two Saints Way and Stafford 
Borough Council’s Beacon Hill and Hopton Pools promoted route. The 
footpath will be subject to a quite lengthy diversion in order to cross the 
overbridge carrying Public Footpath No 24 Hopton and Coton and it is 
preferred that an overbridge or underpass is provided in closer proximity to 
Footpath No 6 which was proposed in earlier discussions. The proposed 
temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the proposed permanent 
diversion. 

CT-06-216 There is a long drop inlet culvert at Sandon Lane and there is a low point 
adjacent to Sandon Lane. The authorities wish to be consulted at an early 
stage. 

DMMO 
Application 
LG604G 
CT-05-216 
and CT-06-
216  

There is a Definitive Map Modification Order application submitted under the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to add this route to the Definitive Map of 
Public Rights of Way as a Public Footpath. Further details should be 
requested about this application from the County Council’s Legal Services 
team as the proposed scheme will affect this route. 

CT-06-216 Whilst the landscape mitigation bund is welcomed south of Hopton there is a 
query over whether the bund indicated is occupies sufficient land to deliver a 
sensitive landform that would be sympathetic to local landscape character. 
There are significant effects on the village as numerous properties overlook 
the proposal from a higher elevation, therefore it is questionable whether the 
level of mitigation indicated is adequate or sufficiently sympathetically 
designed. Sections showing proposals and lines of sight from receptors 
would be required to ensure effective mitigation could be delivered. A cut 
and cover tunnel as previously proposed would be more likely to deliver an 
acceptable solution and the authorities wish to discuss this further prior to 
Bill deposit. 

CT-06-216 The proposed Mount Edge Diversion is too straight to its junction with the 
B5066 Sandon Road. Its alignment should be re-considered to provide a 
more rural effect and help reduce vehicular speeds to/from the approach to 
the B5066. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 11 CT-
05-217 and 
CT-06-217 

The bridleway will be diverted slightly to the east to cross HS2 via an 
accommodation overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of 
the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders 
and any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets.  The 
proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the proposed 
permanent diversion. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 12 CT-
05-217 and 
CT-06-217  

The bridleway will need to be diverted slightly to cross HS2 via the Hopton 
and Coton Bridleway No’s 11 and 16 accommodation overbridge. This is not 
recognised in the Area Report. Further details are requested about the width 
of the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders 
and any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. The 
proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the proposed 
permanent diversion. 

Public The bridleway will be diverted slightly to the south west to run alongside 



Bridleway 
No 16 CT-
05-217 and 
CT-06-217  

HS2 before crossing the line via the accommodation overbridge for Hopton 
and Coton Bridleway No 11. Further details are requested about the width of 
the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders 
and any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. The 
proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the proposed 
permanent diversion. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 8 CT-
05-217 and 
CT-06-217  

The bridleway will be diverted slightly to run through an accommodation 
underbridge. Further details are required about the length and width of the 
underpass and whether this will be formally surfaced and lit. The temporary 
diversion route runs in close proximity to the existing route which is 
welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 2 CT-
05-218 and 
CT-06-218 

This will be diverted along the north eastern side of HS2 to head east and 
link with Marston Lane before crossing HS2 via the Marston Lane 
underbridge. It is not clear whether pedestrian access will be provided 
alongside Marston Lane and this should be stated in the EIA. There is also 
proposed hedgerow planting schemes on the line of the proposed diversion 
and confirmation is required that these schemes would not have a direct 
impact on the realigned PRoW. The proposed temporary alternative runs in 
close proximity to the proposed permanent diversion which will mean 
additional road walking for pedestrians, something that should be addressed 
in the EIA. 

CT-05-219a As discussed during consultation there is a veteran pollard oak at Yarlet at 
grid ref: SJ9121029075.  If possible the cutting should be re-formed and 
proposed access track and ecological mitigation pond sited to avoid impacts 
on this notable tree which is on the Woodland Trust national inventory.  
Impacts on The Grove woodland should be reduced. 

CT-05-219a The location of the proposed CA2/07 A34 East Satellite Compound and 
associated works should be reviewed to reduce or remove impacts on Yarlet 
Wood potential ancient woodland. 

CT-10-107 The route passes through some small native broad-leaved woodlands that 
are likely to be habitat of principal importance. 

CT-10-109 The Registered Civil War Battlefield at Hopton Heath is not recorded on the 
Environmental Baseline map. 

CT-10-111a The veteran pollard oak tree at grid ref: SJ9121029075 is not mapped.  SCC 
has provided details of this to HS2 Ltd during consultation.  The Grove 
woodland is likely to be a habitat of principal importance.  

LV-11-109 Only one viewpoint is indicated within Shugborough Park. The authorities 
query whether this allows for adequate assessments of the effects. 

LV-11-109-
L1 

At a meeting with HS2 Ltd., AONB, County Council officers and Natural 
England it was agreed that viewpoint on Brock Hill would be included in the 
assessment – this is not indicated. 

SV-01-106b Moreton Grange Farm is not labelled on the sound contour map. 

SV-01-108 Tixall Manor Farm is not labelled on the sound contour map. 

Volume 2: Community Area Report CA3 Stone and Swynnerton 

2.1.16  There is clear recognition of the importance of the PRoW network including 
promoted routes such as the Two Saints Way and the Staffordshire Cake 
and Ale Trail, part of which will be severed by the scheme. 

2.1.18 and 
2.1.19 

The authorities note the inclusion of the adopted Staffordshire and Stoke-
on-Trent Minerals Local Plan 1994-2006 (saved policies); the adopted 
Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent Joint Waste Core Strategy 2010 -2026; 
and the emerging new Minerals Local Plan for Staffordshire (2015 to 2030) - 



Submission Draft – June 2015 submitted to the Secretary of State on 8 
January 2016. 

2.2.14 This fails to acknowledge impacts of the route on Poolhouse Wood Site of 
Biological Importance (LWS). There are two sections of this site; the route 
and a proposed balancing pond and access track directly affect the eastern 
part while the proposed site compound and other works would completely 
destroy the western section.   

2.2.24 This fails to acknowledge impacts of the route on Highlow Meadows Site of 
Biological Importance (LWS).   

2.2.29 It should be acknowledged that this section of the route passes through 
several small woods some of which may be ancient woodland.   
 
Restoration of Closepit Plantation LWS should be included in the scheme if 
possible as part of woodland loss compensation. 

2.2.34 It should be acknowledged that this section of the route passes through 
several small woods, some of which may be ancient woodland 

2.3.4  This Statement contains evasive language and allows too much scope for 
change. In all cases ‘new’ routes should be available before the existing 
routes are closed. HS2 Ltd. should establish the closest and safest possible 
diversionary route for any of the public rights of way and should avoid 
diverting pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders onto the road network, 
including passing through construction compounds and along haulage roads 
where possible. Particular attention must be given to equestrians because 
horses can react differently to any changes to terrain they are used to. It is 
also important that paths are reinstated if any damage to the surface occurs 
as a result of the proposed development and potential increased vehicular 
use, particularly by HGVs. 
 
Satellite Compounds: detail in relation to each affected PRoW is provided in 
the Map Book section. 

3.4.5  We welcome the proposal to continue discussions with HS2 Ltd as part of 
the design development works. 

7.2.2 It is noted that the effects of the scheme on historic landscape character will 
be assessed as part of the formal EIA Report. This forthcoming assessment 
process should (where appropriate) also inform the preparation of the 
landscape and visual assessment. It is noted that the Landscape and Visual 
section (s11.1.4) references the Cultural Heritage section but not vice versa.  
There should be consistency and a clear interdisciplinary approach to 
working in this regard to ensure that both sets of baseline evidence fully 
inform the assessment being carried out by each discipline. 

7.3.8, bullet 
point 20 

Reference is made within the bullet-pointed text to heritage assets in 
Swynnerton Park although this list does not include Swynnerton Park itself 
as a distinct heritage asset. This asset is recorded on the Historic 
Environment Record and the line of route passes through it. 

7.3.10 Historic environment consultants should be aware that a recent rail 
realignment project at Norton Bridge benefited from extensive 
archaeological investigations which included evidence for late Neolithic pit 
digging and early medieval activity along the Meece Brook. 

7.3.24 This section on 20th century activity within the area of the scheme should 
also draw attention to the role of the Second World War bombing decoy site 
north of Swynnerton and which is listed in s7.3.8 of this CA report. 

7.4.4-7.4.8  There is no consideration in these sections of the potential temporary effects 



of construction on historic parkland within close proximity to the scheme and 
in particular effects upon Swynnerton Park (which the scheme extends 
through).  It is noted that the Landscape and Visual section (s11.3.8-11.3.9) 
considers the historic nature of Swynnerton Park in some detail. Again, 
consistency of approach and liaison between Historic Environment and 
Landscape specialists is needed. 

7.4.6-7.4.8  These temporary effects upon designated heritage assets include reference 
to potential noise impacts from the scheme. These issues do not appear to 
have been considered within the Sound, Noise and Vibration section (s13) 
of the Community Area report. It is expected that these links between in 
particular noise and vibration effects on designated heritage assets will be 
assessed in the final ES and appropriate mitigation be developed to limit 
temporary effects. 

7.4.20, 
bullet point 
1 

It should be borne in mind that any landscaping proposals should be 
informed by a thorough understanding of historic landscape character to 
ensure that, wherever possible, any such mitigation enhances the historic 
landscape character of the area. 

7.4.20, 
bullet point 
2 

Where preservation in situ of archaeological remains beneath earthworks is 
proposed, designers should also consider the need for long-term monitoring.  
The deployment of such long-term monitoring techniques would be informed 
by the relative significance of the archaeological heritage assets to be 
preserved. 

7.4.21 The physical impacts of construction on previously unrecorded 
archaeological remains should also be highlighted within this section. 

7.5.1, bullet 
point 1 

It should be noted that noise mitigation in itself may impact upon the setting 
of designated heritage assets. The deployment of screen planting, hard 
barriers etc. should be introduced following a fully informed consideration of 
the individual heritage asset, its setting and the wider historic landscape 
character. 

7.5.1, bullet 
point 2 

Appropriate and informed landscape planting may reduce impacts on the 
setting of designated heritage assets. Such planting regimes should be 
developed with long term management in mind to ensure that future thinning 
does not expose these assets to the visual and noise impacts of the route in 
short order. 

7.5.2. In general it is agreed that the operation of the route will not have a physical 
impact upon archaeological remains.  However, historic environment 
consultants should refer back to s7.4.20 (bullet point 2) which raises the 
potential for the preservation of archaeological remains in situ beneath 
earthworks. This raises the potential for the long-term compression and 
where appropriate, monitoring should be put in place to understand the 
impacts of compression on buried archaeological remains. 

7.3.8 Reference is made within the bullet-pointed text to heritage assets with 
Swynnerton Park; Swynnerton Park is not included as a distinct heritage 
asset.  The park (which extends up to the southern edge of the Sandyford 
Farm building complex (CT-10-114) is recorded on the HER and the HS2A 
route passes through it. 

7.3.9 The barrow near Old Madeley Manor is located 158m to the south-west of 
the centreline of the route, so well within 500m of the scheme. It is referred 
to under Community Area 4, but in the 500m-2km category as ‘a possible 
barrow, near Madeley Old Manor, recorded in the Staffordshire Historic 
Environment Record’, and so appears to have been included under the 
wrong section. 



 
A second barrow is referred to at Whitmore Heath in the 500 metre to 2 km 
category. This was checked against the HER and was found to lie within 
500 m of the scheme’s centreline (it is also stated that it lies ‘140m east of 
the proposed scheme’.  There appear to be further discrepancies elsewhere 
(e.g. the mounds at Bar Hill), while Madeley Great Park and the North Staffs 
Railway (both of which are crossed by the route) are included in both the 
under 500 metre category and the 500 metre  to 2 km category.   
 
It is acknowledged that these reports are part of an initial working draft 
document; however accurate location and consideration of the full range of 
recorded heritage assets should be the foundation to this assessment 
process. It is strongly advised that these reports be thoroughly reviewed to 
identify inconsistencies. 

8.1.3 The CT-10 series of maps is inaccurate and fails to show a considerable 
number of Local Wildlife Sites of County or Borough importance including 
some directly affected by the route.  

8.4.1 See map book comments regarding impacts and proposed compensatory 
habitats. In particular the proposed compensatory woodland has a minimal 
benefit for woodland connectivity especially where located between the HS2 
route and roads. Woodland connectivity mapping should be carried out (e.g. 
CONDATIS) to identify the most effective locations for compensatory 
planting to offset the fragmentation and severance caused by the route and 
provide effective mitigation for both habitat and woodland species.  
 
Hedgerows should also be designed to link woodlands. Where appropriate, 
ancient woodland mitigation should include translocation of soil, propagules 
and coppice stools. Given that ponds are likely to be habitat of principal 
importance and taking into account the general loss of ponds in the rural 
landscape over the last few decades, replacement ponds should be 
provided whether great crested newts are present or not.  

8.4.3 – 
8.4.24 

See Map Book comments. 

8.4.25 The authorities stress the importance of woodland connectivity in this 
Community Area and the poor location of some of the proposed 
compensatory planting. Habitat connectivity work should not depend only on 
the very localised records and survey proposed along the route but should 
be designed to enhance wider connectivity and overall habitat quality, using 
well-understood measures of connectivity such as those used for habitat 
connectivity modelling.  

8.5 In the consideration of visual impacts Madeley cemetery should be taken 
into account. 

8.5.4 and 
Table 6 

It should be acknowledged that impacts on barn owls in this (and other) CAs 
are likely to contribute to an overall national impact on this species.   

8.5.6 HS2 Ltd. is advised to contact the Staffordshire Barn Owl Action Group to 
discuss impacts and off-route compensation in areas that are of good quality 
for barn owls such as in the Churnet Valley area of Staffordshire. This group 
has been monitoring barn owls for many years and working with landowners 
to install nest boxes and manage habitat. 

9.4.20 
 

HS2 Ltd. recognises that the construction of the scheme will result in 
temporary diversions of PRoW around compounds. In all cases these 
should be the shortest and safest route available and, where possible, 



should be enhanced for the benefit of path users. Non-motorised users 
should not be diverted onto the vehicular network as part of any temporary 
PRoW closure. 

10.3.34 to  
10.3.40 

Information in paragraphs 10.3.34 to 10.3.40 relating to minerals 
safeguarding and consultation areas, Minerals Local Plan allocations, 
minerals sites with permitted reserves within 300m of the route, coal 
deposits, coalbed methane and hydrocarbon resources is noted. It is noted 
that permission for coal bed methane development as referred to under 
paragraph 10.3.39 has now lapsed. 

10.4.20 The authorities welcome consideration of proposals to mitigate impact on 
any important mineral resource within Mineral Safeguarding Areas. 

11 The Landscape and Visual section considers in more detail the influence of 
historic parks in the landscape than was considered in s7.0 (Cultural 
Heritage). A review of both sections suggests that is little cross-referencing 
between these two sections. 

13.4, 13.5 Ensure that the proposed/permitted development at Walton off Common 
Lane and Eccleshall Road is included in the assessment. 

14.2.4 Until the quantitative assessment is made available, the authorities reserve 
comment on any assumptions made on the traffic and transport impact.  

14.3.2 No information has been provided to validate the traffic counts, junction 
turning counts and queue surveys undertaken by HS2 Ltd to establish the 
baseline and peak hour assumptions. 

14.3.3  See comments in the Non-Technical Summary regarding the use of 
surveys. 
 
This report states that the scheme will intersect 10 PRoW between Stone 
and Swynnerton but also states others could be affected. This information 
should be available so that accurate responses can be submitted. 

14.4.18  
 

A section of Public Bridleway No 54 Swynnerton will be permanently 
extinguished to allow the line to be constructed. The loss of any public right 
of way through the scheme is extremely disappointing and further comments 
are submitted in the Map Book section below. 

14.4.19  
 

The nine PRoW which will require temporarily diverting during construction 
of the proposed scheme are listed in this section. HS2 Ltd recognises that 
some of these routes form part of the promoted path network and early 
liaison with the organisations responsible for each route is therefore 
required. In each case temporary alternative routes should be provided on 
the shortest and safest route available. Further information on each route is 
included in the Map Book section below. 

14.5.8  See comments submitted for each individual PRoW in the Map Book section 
below. 

Volume 2: Community Area Map Book CA3 Stone and Swynnerton 

CT-05-219b See comment for CT-05-219a regarding veteran pollard oak at grid ref: 
SJ9121029075.  If possible the cutting should be re-formed and proposed 
access track and ecological mitigation pond sited to avoid impacts on this 
notable tree which is on the Woodland Trust national inventory. Impacts on 
The Grove woodland should be reduced. 

CT-05-219b See comment for CT-05-219a: the location of the proposed CA2/07 A34 
East Satellite Compound and associated works should be reviewed to 
reduce or remove impacts on Yarlet Wood potential ancient woodland. 

Public The footpath will be diverted very slightly to cross HS2 via an overbridge. 



Footpath 
No 28 CT-
05-220 and 
CT-06-220  

Further details are requested about the width of the bridge to accommodate 
non-motorised users and any mitigation measures needed including bridge 
parapets. The proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the 
existing alignment which is welcomed. 

CT-06-220 Landscape and visual impact from Yarlet Embankment, up to 16 m high, 
combined with embankments associated with Stone Rural bridleway 0.1135 
give rise to significant local detrimental effects including landscape 
severance. Further discussion is required on mitigation here. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 0.1135 
CT-05-221 
and CT-06-
221 

The bridleway will be diverted slightly to the east to cross HS2 via an 
accommodation overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of 
the bridge to accommodate non-motorised users, particularly horse riders 
and any mitigation measures needed including bridge parapets. It is not 
clear from the plans whether a temporary alternative route is being provided 
during construction and this needs to be clarified. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 31 CT-
05-221 and 
CT-06-221  

The footpath appears to be affected by the amendments to BOAT 63 Stone 
Rural yet this is not recognised in the plans. Clarification is required. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 32 CT-
05-221 and 
CT-06-221  

The bridleway will be diverted slightly to cross HS2 via an accommodation 
overbridge. Further details are requested about the width of the bridge to 
accommodate non-motorised users and any mitigation measures needed 
including bridge parapets. The proposed temporary alternative runs in close 
proximity to the existing alignment which is welcomed. 

CT-05-222 Design of the main compound, transfer node, balancing pond and access 
track location and Filly Brook viaduct should minimise impacts on Poolhouse 
Wood Site of Biological Importance (LWS) which is recorded as supporting 
wet woodland over peat.   

CT-06-222 Wetland habitat creation is welcomed adjacent to Filly Brook but the artificial 
cut-off line on the east side of the route is inappropriate: the wetland habitat 
creation should extend to where the Filly Brook runs parallel to the Norton 
Bridge rail line.  Wet woodland restoration would be appropriate in this 
location to compensate for Poolhouse Wood loss. 

CT-06-222 -
224 

Landscape and visual impact from Yarnfield North and South embankments, 
up to 16 m high, combined with embankments and Meaford North 
Embankments up to 18 m high will have significant local detrimental effects 
including landscape severance. Further discussion on mitigation is required 
here. 

CT-05-223 Construction working area impacts on Highlow Meadows Site of Biological 
Importance (LWS) should be minimised and means of enhancing unaffected 
sections of the LWS explored and included in the scheme if possible. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 33 CT-
05-223 and 
CT-06-223  

The footpath will be subject to a lengthy diversion in order to cross beneath 
HS2 via the Yarnfield Lane underbridge. Provision of an overbridge or 
underpass is preferred in closer proximity to Footpath No 33. It is not clear 
whether pedestrian access will be provided alongside the realigned 
Yarnfield Lane and this should be considered in the EIA. HS2 Ltd. should 
also consider whether it is possible to also create a footpath on the south-
west side of the line to provide path users with a closer link to Yarnfield 
village. The Construction Phase map also shows that the remainder of 
Public Footpath No 33 could be affected by a ‘Main Construction Compound 
yet this is not shown on the Proposed Scheme plan. Further details are 
required regarding this. It is not clear from the plans whether a temporary 



alternative route is being provided during construction and this needs to be 
clarified. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 27 CT-
05-224 and 
CT-06-224  

The footpath will be diverted very slightly to cross beneath HS2 via an 
accommodation underbridge. Further details are required about the length 
and width of the underpass and whether this will be surfaced and lit. The 
proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the existing 
alignment which is welcomed. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 17 CT-
05-224 and 
CT-06-224  

The footpath will be diverted along the south western side of HS2 before 
crossing the line via the Footpath No 27 accommodation underbridge. The 
diversion is lengthy but not significantly so although it may be preferable to 
alter the proposed route to run along the southern side of the proposed 
hedgerow to link to Footpath No 27 as this will provide additional screening 
from the line. The proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to 
the proposed permanent diversion. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 38 CT–
05–224-L1 
and CT-06-
224-L1  

The plan shows ‘Land potentially required during construction’ which 
appears to have a potential impact on Public Footpath No 33 Swynnerton 
and clarification is required. On the Proposed Scheme plan the route also 
appears to be affected by landscaping and planting schemes. This requires 
amending. 

CT-05-
224/225 

It is possible that Lodge Covert is ancient woodland. If so, consideration 
should be given to widening the underbridge in this location to reduce 
severance and woodland loss. Impacts on the woodland should be 
minimised through construction design and a slightly revised location of the 
proposed balancing pond. 

CT-05-225 Construction appears to avoid all but minimal impacts on Closepit Plantation 
Site of Biological Importance.  The A51 Stone Road diversion should be 
designed to minimise impacts on this LWS.  

CT-06-225 No junction design detail has been shown for the existing Tittensor 
Road/Tittensor Road Realignment. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 54 CT–
05–225 and 
CT-06-225  

A short section of Public Bridleway No 54 will be stopped up to terminate at 
the realigned A51 Stone Road. The bridleway currently terminates at the 
A51 so this appears appropriate. However, whilst users did have to cross 
the A51 to access Stab Lane this is also being diverted too so it will mean 
that pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders will need to head either east or 
west along the A51 to access any other roads or PRoW. The A51 is a busy 
road and potential mitigation against conflict with vehicular traffic needs to 
be considered in the EIA. 

CT-06-225-
226 

The proposed location of compensatory woodland planting sandwiched in a 
thin strip between the HS2 route and diverted A51 is not satisfactory.  
Woodland in this location would be strongly affected by noise, disturbance 
and other edge effects and would be severed from connectivity with other 
woodlands in a landscape where woodland connectivity is a priority. 
Relocation of wood and compensation to enhance local woodland 
connectivity is required for effective compensation of HS2 impacts.  

CT-05-226 Cash’s Pit undesignated woodland site would be completely lost to the route 
and proposed CA3/07 A519 Newcastle Road Main Compound, temporary 
stockpiles and transfer nodes. Should this prove to be ancient woodland a 
redesign of the compound and transfer nodes should be carried out to 
minimise impacts.   

CT-05-226 An extension of the proposed Clifford’s Wood underbridge would avoid or 
reduce impacts on Clifford’s Wood Site of Biological Importance. Design 



should aim to minimise impacts on this woodland.  

CT-06-226 Bottom Lane will be severed from its existing junction onto A51 Stone Road 
by the A51 diversion and HS2 line; however there is no annotation or detail 
to indicate how the function of this lane is to be changed. 

CT-06-226 Clifford Wood Underbridge may need a drainage element alongside the 
access as a SW flow route follows this track. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 52 CT-
05-227 and 
CT-06-227  

The footpath will be diverted slightly to the east before crossing HS2 via an 
accommodation underbridge. Further details are required about the length 
and width of the underbridge and whether this will be formally surfaced and 
lit. There is a Definitive Map Modification Order application (LK621G) 
submitted under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981to upgrade this route 
to a public bridleway on the Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way. Further 
details should be requested about this application from the County Council’s 
Legal Services team.  
 
This will need to be addressed before any detailed design work as it could 
impact on the design of the underbridge. There appear to be two possible 
alternative routes provided during the construction phase linking to Footpath 
No 15 on both the north and south side of HS2. This is not clear from the 
plan and clarification is required. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 15 CT-
05-227 and 
CT-06-227 

The footpath will be subject to a diversion along the northern and southern 
sides of HS2 in order to cross beneath the line via the Footpath No 52 
Swynnerton accommodation underbridge. This is a lengthy diversion of over 
500 m and could result in a total diversion of almost 1 km in total if walkers 
intend to continue north or south on Footpath No 15 and it is disappointing 
that an underpass or overbridge is not proposed. There are also proposed 
hedgerow planting schemes in the vicinity and HS2 need to confirm that 
these schemes would not have a direct impact on the realigned PRoW. 
There appear to be two possible alternative routes provided during the 
construction phase linking to Footpath No 52 on both the north and south 
side of HS2. This is not clear from the plan and clarification is required. 

CT-06-227 Area identified as highest sensitivity to change in Planning For Landscape 
Change, and high landscape value in 11.3.9 of CA3. This merits a more 
innovative approach to restoration and mitigation, and balancing ponds in 
locations sympathetic to landform 

CT-06-228a Is there a cut off catchment just north of Shelton under Harley Farm? 

DMMO 
Application 
LJ639G and 
Public 
Footpath 
No 10 
Swynnerton 
(CT-05-
228a 
Constructio
n Phase 
and CT-06-
228a 
Proposed 
Scheme) 

There is a Definitive Map Modification Order application submitted under the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to add a route not shown on either plan to 
the Definitive Map of Public Rights of Way as a Public Bridleway. Further 
details should be requested about this application from the County Council’s 
Legal Services team as the proposed scheme will affect this route. Public 
Footpath No 10 Swynnerton will be diverted slightly west to pass beneath 
HS2 via an underbridge (not clear from either plan but shown on plan CT-
06-229 in CA4 Whitmore Heath to Madeley Map Book). Further details are 
required about the length and width of the underpass and whether this will 
be formally surfaced and lit. The southern section of Footpath No 10 also 
appears to be directly affected during the Construction Phase as ‘Land 
potentially required during construction’ and in the Proposed Scheme by 
hedgerow planting and, more significantly, ‘proposed floodplain storage’. 
Clarification regarding this is required. It is not clear from the plans whether 
a temporary alternative route is being provided during construction and this 
also needs to be clarified. 



CT-10-111b New Plantation Biodiversity Alert Site is missing from the map. 

CT-10-112 Poolhouse Wood Site of Biological Importance, directly affected by the 
route, is missing from the map. 

CT-10-113 Beatty Hall and Highlow Bank Biodiversity Alert Sites are missing from the 
map. 

CT-10-114 Lodge Covert Site of Biological Importance is missing from the map.  
Closepit Plantation Site of Biological Importance immediately adjacent to the 
route is missing from the map. Clifford’s Wood Site of Biological Importance 
directly affected by the route is not shown on the map.   

Volume 2: Community Area Report CA4 Whitmore Heath - Madeley 

2.1.4 Madeley Park is commonly known as Madeley Park Wood. 

2.1.7 Limitations imposed by the restricted width of the carriageway of the A525 at 
Bar Hill will need to be acknowledged (and addressed). 

2.1.13 That Madeley provides the secondary school for the Whitmore and 
Loggerheads area (as well as for other parts of the rural area of Newcastle) 
and also that some of the medical facilities within Baldwin’s Gate are 
satellite facilities to those in Madeley needs to be recognised, with the 
associated inter settlement journey patterns. 

2.1.15  There is clear recognition of the importance of the PRoW network including 
promoted routes such as the Newcastle Way and South Cheshire Way. The 
Two Saints Way is incorrectly included: it does not run through this section. 

2.1.17 and 
2.1.18 

Note inclusion of the adopted Staffordshire and Stoke-on-Trent Minerals 
Local Plan 1994-2006 (saved policies); the adopted Staffordshire and 
Stoke-on-Trent Joint Waste Core Strategy 2010 -2026; and the emerging 
new Minerals Local Plan for Staffordshire (2015 to 2030) - Submission Draft 
– June 2015 submitted to the Secretary of State on 8 January 2016. 

2.1.19 A further key designation is the North Staffordshire Green Belt. 

2.2.14 Woodland planting to compensate for loss of Whitmore Wood ancient 
woodland should be referred to here.  
 
It should be acknowledged that the realignment of Manor Road will result in 
the complete loss of the Manor Road Verges Biodiversity Alert Site.  
Mitigation should be proposed.   

2.3.4  This Statement contains evasive language and allows too much scope for 
alteration. In all cases ‘new’ routes should be available before the existing 
routes are closed. HS2 should work to establish the closest and safest 
possible diversionary route for any of the public rights of way and should 
avoid diverting pedestrians, cyclists and horse riders onto the road network, 
including passing through construction compounds and along haulage roads 
where possible. Particular attention must be given to equestrians because 
horses can react differently to any changes to terrain they are used to. It is 
also important that paths are reinstated if any damage to the surface occurs 
as a result of the proposed development and potential increased vehicular 
use, particularly by HGVs. 
 
Satellite Compounds: specific detail in relation to each affected PRoW is 
provided in the Map Book section. 

2.3.33 The impact on the local community including Baldwin’s Gate on the 
permanent closure of Snape Hall Road because of its recreational value as 
alink to other footpaths needs to be fully addressed 



2.3.52 The proximity of the Bar Hill satellite compound to residential properties is of 
particular concern and it has the potential to damage the wellbeing of a line 
of trees of significant amenity value linking Bar Hill with Moor Farm 

2.3.55 The elevation off the realigned section of the A525  Bar Hill Road relative to 
the retained properties on Bar Hill Road needs to be given consideration 
within the final EIA 

2.3.56 The diversion of BW1 (Red Lane) is described as temporary in the text of 
the CA report, but would appear to be permanent (and is of concern to the 
integrity of that right of way given its important recreational function). 

3.4.5  The proposal to continue discussions with HS2 Ltd. as part of the design 
development works is welcomed. 

6.4.1  The scheme will affect 1 promoted PRoW route: the Newcastle Way. This is 
a County Council promoted route so early liaison will be required prior to 
construction so that information can be placed within promotional material. 

7.2.2 It is noted that the effects of the scheme on historic landscape character will 
be assessed as part of the formal EIA Report. This forthcoming assessment 
process should (where appropriate) also inform the preparation of the 
landscape and visual assessment.  It is noted that the Landscape and 
Visual section (s11) references the Cultural Heritage section (s11.1.4) but 
not vice versa. There should be a clear interdisciplinary approach to working 
in this regard to ensure that both sets of baseline evidence fully inform the 
assessment being carried out by each discipline. 

7.3.9, bullet 
point 8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
7.3.9, bullet 
point 4 
 
 
 
 
7.3.9, bullet 
point 19 
 
 
 
7.3.9, bullet 
point 6 
 
 
7.3.9, bullet 
point 7 

The barrow near Old Madeley Manor is located 158 m to the south-west of 
the centreline of the route and so lies well within 500 m of the route corridor. 
However, the Community Area Report places this non-designated heritage 
asset in the 500m-2km category. It is identified as ‘a possible barrow, near 
Madeley Old Manor, recorded in the Staffordshire Historic Environment 
Record’. As such it appears to have been located in the wrong section of the 
report. Locating such errors within these reports is made more difficult by 
inconsistent naming (some heritage assets being named differently from 
their HER reference) and heritage assets not being accompanied by their 
Staffordshire HER PRN reference. 
 
The Community Area Report refers to a second barrow at Whitmore Heath 
in the 500 m to 2 kilom category. This was checked against the HER and 
was found to also lie within 500 m of the route. Indeed the actual text for this 
heritage asset clearly states that it is ‘… located approximately 140 m east 
of the Proposed Scheme’ (p67). 
 
The CA Report places the series of earthwork mounds (interpreted as 
possible barrows) near the A525 Bar Hill Road, Madeley in the section 
between 500m to 2km from the route; these features also appear to lie 
within 500m of the route. 
 
Madeley Great Park is recorded within the construction boundary of the 
route and within 500m to 2km of the route. In fact this heritage asset is 
crossed by the line of route. 
 
The route of the North Staffordshire is recorded within the construction 
boundary of the route and within 500m to 2km of the route.  In fact this 
heritage asset is crossed by the line of route. 

7.3.10, line Meres and mosses, the result of the impact of the last glaciation are also a 



4 feature of Cheshire and should be clearly identified here and in particular 
within the Community Area 5 report.  

7.3.13 This section should consider referencing the broader landscape of later 
medieval and early post-medieval agricultural landscape close to Wrinehill 
Wood as well as the presence of the nearby Moor Hall medieval moated 
site.  This is particularly relevant as this landscape is referenced at s7.4.11. 

7.4.2, bullet 
point 1 

There are no Registered Battlefields in close proximity to the scheme. 

7.4.12 The setting of Hey House (Grade II listed) may have been previously 
impacted by the construction of the WCML 100m to the east. However the 
current assessment must also consider the cumulative impact of the 
scheme (and the WCML) on the setting of the designated heritage asset. 

7.5.1, bullet 
point 1 

It should be noted that noise mitigation in itself may impact upon the setting 
of designated heritage assets. The deployment of screen planting, hard 
barriers etc. should be introduced following a fully informed consideration of 
the individual heritage asset, its setting and the wider historic landscape 
character. 

7.5.1, bullet 
point 2 

Appropriate and informed landscape planting may reduce impacts on the 
setting of designated heritage assets.  Such planting regimes should be 
developed with long term management in mind to ensure that future thinning 
does not expose these assets to the visual and noise impacts of the route in 
short order. 

7.5.2 This section considers that there will be no significant effects on heritage 
assets as the result of operational impacts from the proposed scheme. In 
particular it considers the increasing proximity of the WCML as a factor.  
While noise may not necessarily be a significant operational effect (bearing 
in mind the proximity of WCML), Historic Environment consultants should 
bear in mind the potential for cumulative impacts of noise upon the setting of 
in particular designated heritage assets such as Hey House. 

8.3.4 While noting the 8.4.4 statement, in Cheshire the route runs through the 
Betley Mere Ramsar site catchment as mapped by the Meres and Mosses 
NIA project. Potential impacts on the Ramsar site therefore need to be 
discussed with Natural England. It is understood that this mapping may 
have been carried out post Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).  

8.3.6 The Biodiversity Alert Sites affected by the route appear to have been 
ignored. These are of Borough value and support habitat of principal 
importance.  

8.3.11 One of the unnamed woodland strips between Whitmore Wood and Hey 
Sprink is a Site of Biological Importance (LWS) Survey indicates it is almost 
certainly ancient woodland.  The area of remnant potential ancient woodland 
around Wrinehill Wood is a Biodiversity Alert Site. 
 
Table 4: While not a protected species the fallow deer found in the 
Whitmore Wood area require consideration and the rare colour variation is 
noted. Depending on deer movements a green bridge may be required to 
prevent deer ending up on roads and creating road safety risks. 

8.4.1 No compensation is proposed for ancient woodland loss and severance at 
Whitmore Wood and Barhill Wood and another ancient woodland LWS.  
s.8.4.5 states that construction of the route through Whitmore Wood 
LWS/AWIS would result in the loss of approximately 6ha (33%) of the 
existing habitat and that 0.5ha along the edge of Barhill Wood AWIS (8% of 
the habitat area) would be lost.  



 
Translocation of woodland soils and woodland planting adjacent to woods 
affected would be expected. The opportunity should be taken where 
possible to restore planted areas of Whitmore Wood to broad-leaved 
woodland. Opportunities should be sought to improve the connectivity of 
Wrinehill Wood with other woodlands, through woodland and hedgerow 
planting and enhancement to enhance hazel dormouse habitat connectivity.  

Table 5  Severance effects on Whitmore Wood should be acknowledged. 

9.4.22  
 

HS2 Ltd. recognises that the construction of the scheme will result in some 
non-motorised users being dissuaded from using the PRoW network. In 
such cases non-motorised users should not be diverted onto the vehicular 
network as part of any temporary PRoW closure. Routes should follow the 
shortest and safest route available and, where possible, should be 
enhanced for the benefit of path users. 

10.3.34 to  
10.3.39 

The information in paragraphs 10.3.34 to 10.3.40 relating to Minerals 
Safeguarding and consultation areas, Minerals Local Plan allocations, 
minerals sites with permitted reserves within 300m of the route, coal 
deposits, coalbed methane and hydrocarbon resources is noted.  

10.4.21 The authorities welcome consideration of proposals to mitigate impact on 
any important mineral resource within Mineral Safeguarding Areas. 

11.4.3 It is requested that last bullet point to include lighting at compounds. 

11.5.46 A list of major adverse effects on landscapes across this area assessed as 
of moderate to high value in relation to loss of rural character, severance, 
scenic quality, tranquillity. Enhanced mitigation should be sought. 

13.4.3 Vibration should be included here as well as noise. 

13.4.4 
 

There will be a significant construction impact on properties at Bar Hill, 
particularly with proximity of construction compounds. Further discussion on 
mitigation is required here. 

13.4.5 
 

Dwellings on Snape Hall Road will suffer significant construction noise 
impact. The construction route here is of concern and needs to be 
reconsidered. With operational noise of 50-55 dB and likely low baseline 
levels, impact could be significant. Further discussion on mitigation is 
required here. 

13.5.16 Individual assessment of noise and vibration impacts during construction 
and operations is necessary.  
 
Assessment of vibration during the construction of tunnels at Madeley Heath 
is required; this is to be assessed against tunnel design. 

13.5.19 
 

There are properties at Hill Chorlton on Kennels Lane and Springfields with 
levels of 55-60 dB. The authorities note a concern that the baseline level 
here is low so the impact could be significant. 

13.5.15 
 

The noise impact on the amenity of Whitmore Wood is significant. A lowered 
line, increased barrier or tunnel extension would reduce impact.  Level of 
impact will also be determined by baseline. 

13.5 
 

An increase in barrier height on the viaduct over WCML from 2 to 3 m will 
bring acoustic benefits to the Netherset area. 

13.5.19 
 

Noise levels at Hey House, Edland Boarding Kennels and other businesses 
are predicted to be 60-65 dB. The baseline is not known but is likely to be 
low so a substantial increase is likely. There is concern on the impact at 
Madeley cemetery with predicted levels of up to 65 dB and no screening. 

13.5.19 
 

Impact on properties at Bar Hill with levels up to 60 dB. Improved mitigation 
is required here. 



 
The line at Wrinehill is on 10-13m embankment with no mitigation proposed 
to screen the impact on Wrinehill Hall Farm. 

14.2.4 Until the quantitative assessment is made available, the authorities reserve 
comment on any assumptions made on the traffic and transport impact.  

14.3.2 No information has been provided to validate the traffic counts, junction 
turning counts and queue surveys undertaken by HS2 Ltd. to establish the 
baseline and peak hour assumptions. 

14.3.4  
 

See comments in the Non-Technical Summary regarding the use of 
surveys. 
 
This report states that the scheme will intersect 6 PRoW between Whitmore 
Heath and Madeley but also states others could be affected. This 
information should be available so that accurate responses can be 
submitted. 

14.4.24  The 5 PRoW which will require temporarily diverting during construction of 
the proposed scheme are listed in this section as is the one bridleway which 
will be permanently stopped up. In each case temporary alternative routes 
should be provided and these should be on the shortest and safest route 
available. Further information on each route is included in the Map Book 
section below. 

14.5.8 See comments submitted for each individual PRoW in the Map Book section 
below. 
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CT-06-228b  The Dog Lane overbridge and embankment results in landscape severance 
in an area of highest sensitivity in Planning For Landscape Change. A more 
sensitive approach should be considered here. 
 
There is an awkward relationship between route in cutting and the Bent 
Lane South realignment. A narrow sliver of woodland habitat creation will 
not deliver adequate biodiversity benefits or landscape benefits. 
Lanes in the area are sunken and give a strong character to the area. A 
similar character for the new / realigned lanes would be welcomed. 

CT-06-228b Bent Lane at its junction with A51 The Rowe has historical flooding 
problems and the Lane does not serve any significant through traffic 
interest. It is requested that consideration be given to the proposed Bent 
Lane south diversion being stopped up from its junction with the A51 The 
Rowe with access rights for Severn Trent Water. 

CT-05-229 The route crosses river valley peat associated with the Meres and Mosses 
NIA Chorlton Moss Site of Biological Importance (LWS). A slight northwards 
readjustment of the proposed viaduct, supported by soils mapping to identify 
the peat area, would maximise the peat area to be retained and allow for 
specialised wetland habitat creation to contribute to NIA objectives 

CT-06-229 The proposal removes a large waterbody and replaces with much reduced 
mitigation. There is scope in this area for well-designed habitat mitigation, 
which could be improved by extending the viaduct and reducing 
embankments accordingly 

CT-06-229 The authorities note concerns over the adoption of the design standard 
based of the 85% percentile for some of the smaller country lanes with tight 
geometry. In some locations the design speed would improve the geometry 
of the road when compared to the existing, and would introduce a section 



which would encourage speeding. If this is combined with a slightly wider 
carriageway which then ties back to the existing road, it raises a safety 
concern for Staffordshire. Bent Lane Northern Diversion is therefore raised 
as a specific example. 

DMMO 
Application 
LK613G 
and Public 
Footpath 
No 4 CT-
05-230 and 
CT-06-230  

There is a Definitive Map Modification Order application submitted under the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981to amend the line of Public Footpath No 4 
Whitmore which is affected by the scheme. Further details should be 
requested about this application from the County Council’s Legal Services 
team as the proposed scheme will affect this route. From the plans 
submitted it appears Public Footpath No 4 Whitmore will cross the line on its 
existing location as the line will be in a cut and cover tunnel at this point. 
Clarification regarding this is required. It is not clear from the plans whether 
the route will be affected during construction and this also needs to be 
clarified. 

CT-06-230 Inadequate width of mitigation planting alongside noise fence barrier at 
Whitmore Heath Cutting. 

CT-06-230 There is another inverted syphon at Snape Hall Road where the tunnel 
emerges which explains the necessity for this structure. The County Council 
Flood Risk team should be consulted early on to discuss this. 

CT-06-
230/231 

The rationale for locating grassland habitat creation adjacent to Whitmore 
Wood, rather than woodland mitigation, is questioned. A receptor site is 
likely to be required for Whitmore Wood soils translocation while 
compensatory planting will be required which should be adjacent to the 
existing woodland.  No compensation for ancient woodland loss appears on 
CT-06-230 or 231.   

Public 
Footpaths 
No 14 and 
No 6 CT-
05-231 and 
CT-06-231 

The footpath being diverted is incorrectly shown as Public Footpath No 14 
Madeley when it is predominantly Footpath No 6 Whitmore. Footpath No 6 
will be subject to a diversion along the southern side of HS2 in order to 
cross beneath the line via the River Lea Viaduct. The diversion runs almost 
parallel to the existing route so should not be a significant problem for path 
users as it is fairly direct. The proposed diverted route does appear to run 
through an area reserved for hedgerow planting and ‘wetland habitat 
creation’ and confirmation is needed that these schemes would not have a 
direct impact on the realigned PRoW. The proposed temporary alternative 
runs in close proximity to the proposed permanent diversion. 

CT-06-231 
and CT-06-
232 

There are major effects on the Lea valley. The authorities wish to discuss 
the possibility of lowering the alignment to the minimum required to cross 
the railways. The maximum height of the River Lea Viaduct appears to be at 
its south end and not at the point of crossing the railways, which appears to 
elevate the embankments more than necessary.  

CT-05-232 
and CT-06-
232 

The diversion of Manor Road will result in the complete loss of the Manor 
Road Verges Biodiversity Alert Site. No ecological mitigation is shown on 
CT-06-232. The wooded verges are likely to represent remnant ancient 
woodland and support ancient woodland ground flora species, therefore 
translocation of soils and replacement woodland planting would be 
expected.  

CT-05-233 It appears that impacts on Barhill Ancient Woodland could be avoided by re-
siting of an access track and control of the construction area. Though not 
designated, it seems likely that this wood will meet Site of Biological 
Importance criteria.  

CT-05-233 It is unclear why two separate accesses are required here. Access Roads in 
the vicinity of Bower End Lane should be rationalised to reduce permanent 



landscape effects. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 1 CT-
05-233 and 
CT-06-233 

This will be diverted west to run alongside the A525 Bar Hill Road before 
heading east to re-join the original route of Public Bridleway No 1/Red Lane. 
The proposed diversion is lengthy and the appeal of part of the existing 
route will be lost as the bridleway will now run adjacent to a busy main road. 
This proposal severs one of Staffordshire’s longest bridleways and provision 
of an overbridge or underpass on the existing alignment is strongly 
preferred.  
 
It is not clear from the plans how the bridleway will cross the line of route 
because the route appears to be shown adjacent to the A525 Bar Hill 
overbridge. Clarification is required as clear segregation will be needed if 
the bridleway crosses the road bridge and this needs to be addressed in the 
EIA. The proposed temporary alternative is longer than the existing 
definitive route and the proposed diverted route and it forces path users 
onto the A525. In view of this this needs to be re-considered. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 6 CT-
05-233 and 
CT-06-233  

From the plans submitted it appears Public Footpath No 6 Madeley will 
cross the line on its existing location as HS2 will be in Madeley Tunnel at 
this point. Clarification regarding this is required. It is not clear from the 
plans whether the route will be affected during construction and this also 
needs to be clarified. 

CT-06-233 The authorities wish to be involved in early discussions to develop the 
aqueduct shown at Bar Hill Wood.  

Public 
Bridleway 
No 5 and 
Public 
Footpath 
No 28 CT-
05-234 and 
CT-06-234  

A significant section of the bridleway will be extinguished to allow the 
scheme to proceed. This will be mitigated against by upgrading Public 
Footpath No 28 Madeley to a public bridleway between Public Bridleway No 
2 and No 5. The upgrade is welcomed providing that ground conditions 
allow the upgrade. An assessment will need to be made at an early stage. 
The proposed temporary alternative runs in close proximity to the existing 
alignment which is welcomed. 

Public 
Bridleway 
No 2 CT-
05-234 and 
CT-06-234 

This will run under HS2 via an accommodation underbridge on its existing 
alignment. Further details are required about the length and width and 
height of the underbridge and whether this will be surfaced and lit. Access 
should be provided through the proposed hedgerow by a gap or pedestrian 
gate. The temporary diversion route runs in close proximity to the existing 
route which is welcomed. 

CT-06-234 Madeley Bridleway 2 Accommodation Underbridge will also need to 
accommodate a watercourse that follows line of bridleway 

CT-10-117 This fails to show the Manor Road Verges Biodiversity Alert Site which will 
be completely lost to the realignment of Manor Road. Red Lane Biodiversity 
Alert Site just outside of the construction area is not shown. 

CT-10-118a Wrinehill Wood (east of) Biodiversity Alert Site on the edge of the 
construction area is not shown. This may be a re-planted ancient woodland 
remnant once part of Wrinehill Wood. 
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Please see Map Book section below for comments. 
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Public 
Footpath 
No 7 CT-
05-235 and 
CT-06-235  

From the plans submitted it appears Public Footpath No 7 Madeley will 
cross the line on its existing location beneath Checkley Brook Viaduct at this 
point. Clarification regarding this is required. It is not clear from the plans 
whether the route will be affected during construction and this also needs to 
be clarified. 

Public 
Footpath 
No 70 CT-
05-235 and 
CT-06-235 

From the plans submitted it appears Public Footpath No 70 Madeley will run 
from its junction with Footpath No 7 Madeley on its existing location beneath 
Checkley Brook Viaduct at this point. Clarification regarding this is required. 
It is not clear from the plans whether the route will be affected during 
construction and this also needs to be clarified. 

CT-05-235-
236 

Within Cheshire the route runs through the Betley Mere Ramsar site 
catchment 

CT-05-236. The route is adjacent to a destroyed moss site within the Betley Mere 
catchment. This area is proposed for materials storage with no restoration 
proposed on CT-06-236. Investigation is recommended regarding potential 
to restore to a wetland habitat if the peat persists. 

Route Wide Effects 

6.1.3  Refers to two conservation areas significantly affected but should also 
include the Trent and Mersey Canal Conservation Area.  This also needs 
correcting in Table 21 on page 92. 

8.4.1  States that the vertical alignment has been designed to reduce visual and 
noise intrusion as far as reasonably practicable. However, significantly 
increasing the heights of the viaducts and embankments across the Trent 
valley north of Fradley and at Great Haywood appears to contradict this. 
Further engagement with the authorities is required here. 



Footnote: 
 
New EIA Directive May 2017 
 
The following presents a summary of the key changes arising from the new Directive. 
 
Screening requests 
 
The EIA screening process is the process used to determine whether a proposed 
“Schedule 2” project is likely to have significant effects on the environment and, as such, 
whether it needs to be subjected to EIA. (Note that for Schedule 1 projects EIA is 
mandatory).  
 
The screening process under the new Directive will be a more significant task than at 
present, both for developers and the local planning authorities. 
 
At present the request for a screening opinion is a fairly simple procedure: a developer 
makes the request accompanied by a plan to identify the land and a brief description of the 
nature and purpose of the development and its possible environmental effects. The 
screening response is provided within 3 weeks unless a longer time period is agreed. 
 
Under the new Directive the screening information to be provided by the developer is more 
extensive, as are the factors to be considered by the competent authority making the 
screening determination. In this way the new regime will require / encourage developers to 
“front load” the screening process with an extensive "screening report", including details of 
a wider range of impacts than are currently required and including relevant mitigation 
measures. In this way the developer may be successful in having the project “screened 
out” so as to avoid the further EIA requirements. Whilst this is positive, the upshot is that 
many developers will have to prepare, at this early screening stage, what is essentially a 
“mini-Environmental Statement”, presenting a lot of information. Such a document will take 
longer, and be more expensive, to prepare than the present screening information.  
 
The new Directive gives a maximum timeframe of 90 days for provision by the competent 
authority of a screening opinion. It is yet to be seen what time frame will be specified in our 
implementing legislation, but obviously a delay of 90 days would be significant. 
 
Scoping requests 
 
Under the new Directive, developers with projects which are EIA development will continue 
to have the option of requesting a “scoping opinion” from the planning authority to 
determine what the EIA Report must cover (note that the “EIA Report” is a new term for 
what is currently called the "Environmental Statement). The new EIA Report will then have 
to follow that scoping opinion. 
 
EIA Reports 
 
The EIA Report under the new directive will need to be a more extensive document than 
the present "Environmental Statement", covering additional topics: such as biodiversity 
(rather than flora and fauna), climate change, disaster / accident risks (such as flooding), 
cumulative impacts with other existing / approved projects and more detailed information 
on the operational phase of development. 
 



The EIA Report will have to present the reasonable alternatives studied by the developer, 
covering for example project design, technology, location, size and scale; and the main 
reasons for the option chosen. 
 
The EIA Report will have to be prepared by “competent” people. 
 
The minimum period for public consultation on the EIA Report will be 30 days (it is 
currently 21 days under domestic legislation). 
 
The competent authority must ensure that it has access to sufficient expertise to examine 
the EIA Report. 
 
Interface with Birds / Habitats Directives 
 
Where projects need to comply with both the EIA Directive and the Habitats / Birds 
Directives, there will need to be a joint or coordinated approach. In the UK, a coordinated 
approach is most likely to be selected in the implementing legislation. 
 
Decision Making 
 
Local planning authorities will have a duty to consider whether the EIA Report is up to date 
before determining the planning application. This may give rise to more requests by local 
planning authorities for developers to provide updated environmental information (this may 
become a particular factor in the case of reserved matters applications following outline 
consent).  
 
Local planning authorities granting consent for an EIA project will have to provide a 
reasoned conclusion on the significant effects of the project on the environment and any 
environmental conditions attached to the decision. 
 
There will be a duty on local planning authorities to secure (through planning consents) 
monitoring of predicted environmental effects. The monitoring must be proportionate to the 
nature, size and location of the project and the significance of its environmental effects.  
 
There will be a duty on local planning authorities to secure (through planning consents) 
implementation / delivery of mitigation measures. 
 
 


