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Agenda Item No. 6(e)
DERBYSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL
CABINET
20 December 2018
Report of the Strategic Director — Economy, Transport and Environment

RESPONSE TO THE HIGH SPEED 2 LTD WORKING DRAFT
ENVIRONMENT STATEMENT AND WORKING DRAFT EQUALITIES
IMPACT ASSESSMENT CONSULTATIONS (HIGHWAYS, TRANSPORT
AND INFRASTRUCTURE)

(1) Purpose of Report To set out the County Council’s response to
the recently published Working Draft Environmental Statement (WDES) and
Working Draft Equalities Impact Assessment (WDEIA) for High Speed Rail 2
(HS2) and seek approval to submit the response to Government before the
closing date on 21 December 2018.

(2) Information and Analysis

Background

HS2 is a new high speed rail network proposed by Government to connect the
major cities in England. New stations in London, Birmingham, Toton, Leeds
and Manchester will be served by high speed trains running at speeds of up to
225 miles per hour. HS2 trains will also run onto the existing rail network to
serve destinations including Chesterfield and Sheffield. The project is seen by
Government as a catalyst for helping equalise growth between the north and
south. The route is being designed, built and operated by HS2 Ltd, an
executive non-departmental public body sponsored by the Department for
Transport (DfT).

Cabinet has previously considered reports on the Government’s proposals for
HS2 at its meetings on 16 July 2013, 21 January 2014 and the 21 February
2017 (Minute Nos 116/13, 13/14, 63/17 refer). These described the proposed
route and established the County Council’s early response to the plans.

On 11 October 2018, HS2 Ltd released the WDES for Phase 2b of the project,
(the proposed eastern arm of the route), from Birmingham to Leeds.
Construction of Phase 2 routes is expected to start in 2023, with rail services
planned from 2033. This is a non statutory engagement process and the
document describes HS2 Ltd’s initial thinking around the potential
environmental effects of building and operating this section of the line, as well
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as the way they are proposing to avoid, reduce, mitigate and monitor the
impacts of the project. At the same time, HS2 Ltd also opened consultation on
the WDEIA for Phase 2b. The two documents collectively comprise over
11,000 pages of technical information, maps, proposals and alternative
options of which, over 4,000 related directly to Derbyshire; local authorities
and other interested bodies have had only 10 weeks to consider the
information, develop and share views, prepare and approve a response. The
consultation on both these documents closes on 21 December 2018 and the
Council has advised HS2 Ltd of the inadequacy of the consultation period for
such a significant project.

Information gathered through this engagement process will be used by HS2
Ltd and Government to inform the final design and formal environmental
statement which accompanies the Hybrid Bill for this phase of the scheme;
this is due to be deposited in Parliament in 2020.

The report which follows summarises the documents which form the WDES
and WDEIA and provides an outline of the considered response of Derbyshire
County Council. More detailed comments are attached at Appendix A to this
report and this will form the Council’s substantive response to Government.

The Council has co-ordinated its response in liaison with other district/borough
authorities and stakeholder organisations across the East Midlands. The
Council is also an active member of the East Midlands HS2 Mitigation Board
which is chaired by the Cabinet Member for Highways, Transport and
Infrastructure. The Mitigation Board has produced a strategic response to the
WDES on behalf of all constituent members and this was agreed in draft at the
Board meeting on 28 November 2018 and is to be reported to the HS2
Executive Board on 21 December 2018 for endorsement. The Board’s
response, together with those individual responses being provided by local
authorities across the region, forms part of a ‘suite’ of consultation responses
being returned to Government by organisations across the East Midlands and
Derbyshire. The County Council’s response also forms part of this suite of
representations.

1) Working Draft Environmental Statement
The WDES consists of a series of very detailed documents including:

e Volume 1 - which provides an introduction to the project; general examples
of the types of permanent features, such as embankments and viaducts
which will be required; descriptions of the construction methods to be
used; the environmental impact assessment; a methodology summary for
the various environmental topics; and the approach to mitigation and
monitoring of the project.

e Volume 3 - deals with route-wide effects of the scheme.

e Volume 4 - cover the off-route effects.
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These volumes deal with all the areas covered in Phase 2b of the project
between Birmingham and Leeds.

In addition, in Derbyshire, there are eight separate community area reports
that form Volume 2. These cover all areas in the County which will be directly
impacted by the construction and operation of the line. This includes the areas
adjacent to the existing Midland Main Line railway which will be electrified as
part of the project. The community area reports consist of:

e An overview of the specific area.

e A description of the construction and operation of the line in that area.

e A summary of any local alternatives to the proposed line design in that
area.

e A description of the environmental baseline.

e A description of the likely significant effects of the project on 12 specific
environmental topics. These are Agriculture, Forestry and Soils, Air
Quality, Community, Ecology and Biodiversity, Health, Historic
Environment, Land Quality, Landscape and Visual, Socio-economics,
Sound Noise and Vibration, Traffic and Transport and Water Resources
and Flood Risk.

e The proposed means of avoiding, reducing or managing the likely effects
of the project on these topics.

The breadth of topics covered in the WDES is vast (ecology, environment,
economic, landscape, health, heritage, highways etc) and preparation of the
Council’s response has therefore required input from a number of Council
officers/services. These have been co-ordinated via the internal working group
and have involved liaison with officers in district authorities to ensure a joined
up approach to the consideration and understanding of impacts on local
communities and businesses.

Prior to the engagement process being launched by HS2 Ltd, the County
Council sought advice from other local authorities who had been involved on
earlier phases of the HS2 project. They recommended that a detailed
response to the WDES was required to ensure County Council comments
(including concerns on impacts and potential opportunities) were raised as
fully as possible, notwithstanding the limited consultation period. As a result,
the proposed consultation response is a large document - a copy of which is
provided in Appendix 1. In summary, however, there are a number of
strategic, general and cross-cutting issues which are worthy of drawing out.

Summary of Response

This period of public engagement is a key milestone in the development of
Phase 2b and represents the first real opportunity for local stakeholders and
communities to have meaningful input into the detailed development of the
project. The County Council is keen to work with HS2 Ltd to maximise the
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opportunities and address the concerns set out in this response to ensure the
Hybrid Bill scheme meets the needs of local people, our growth aspirations
and the Government’s objectives. In acknowledging that the consultation
scheme published by HS2 Ltd is very much ‘work in progress’ and given the
limited time available to consider the multiple documents, the Council reserves
its right to identify and present additional issues that may emerge through the
forward engagement and project development process over the coming
months and years.

Derbyshire County Council is keen to ensure the potential benefits of HS2 for
Derbyshire residents and businesses are maximised and that the region is not
‘left behind’ by failing to grasp the opportunities or negotiate improvements to
the current proposals through the appropriate channels. The Council is
particularly pleased to note the planned implementation of Midland Mainline
electrification in addition to the HS2 East proposals as this presents significant
advantages for local businesses, for the two Derbyshire growth zones
identified in the HS2 Growth Strategy and for the East Midlands generally.
However, the full suite of HS2 proposals also present significant challenges
and on that basis, the Council has undertaken a pragmatic but thorough
exercise in examining the information contained in the WDES.

Whilst it is appreciated that at the moment, discussions with HS2 Ltd are on-
going and proposals are continuing to develop, the Council has real concerns
regarding the lack of detail in relation to critical matters such as traffic
assessments and transport modelling for the strategic highway network (e.g.
the M1) and the impact of significant volumes of construction traffic in the local
economy and highway network. Potential road closures and diversions to
facilitate construction of the line will have significant impact on the movement
of goods, people and services in, around and through Derbyshire. The limited
information available in the consultation documents means it has been difficult
to fully understand and assess the potential economic and social impacts of
this aspect of the proposal and the Council is keen to maintain active dialogue
with HS2 Ltd on these issues.

There are also concerns regarding the number of factual errors in the
documents and the systematic downplaying of the likely social, economic and
environmental impacts does not help in developing a fuller understanding and
appreciation of the project.

In some cases, the information being presented in the WDES is six months
out of date and it appears that no meaningful consideration has been given to
previous comments or the cumulative effects of the project and impact it will
create. This means that any response to the consultation draft of the WDES is
based on limited, inaccurate and poorly evidenced information and this
significant lack of detail means it is difficult for the Council to reach any
meaningful conclusions. The Council is also concerned as to the apparent
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preference given to choosing the lowest cost options at certain locations along
the route, rather than those which may have a greater effect in mitigating the
impact on the surrounding area. The Council believes there are significant
opportunities for more detailed and positive engagement with HS2 on these
matters to try and identify more appropriate solutions.

The complexity and format of the numerous documents is likely to make it
extremely difficult for the general public to understand or make meaningful
representation on the proposals and the Council considers there is a clear
opportunity to undertake more meaningful, genuine dialogue with local
authorities, communities, business and interest groups going forward. Shared
discussion/ transparent feedback from other key stakeholders such as
Highways England, Natural England and English Heritage would also be very
welcome in revising and progressing the proposals for sensitive localities in
the County.

Whilst it is understood the WDES focuses on environmental considerations
the proposed Phase 2 route has wide-ranging impacts for the economy and
for local communities. There is a clear need for more detailed attention to be
given to potential/ improved mitigation at key locations along the route,
particularly given the significant wealth of world class heritage, cultural and
environmental assets in the County which could be adversely affected by the
proposals.

Other specific concerns include:

e The possible detrimental impact in key locations such as the Northern
Growth Zone (around Chesterfield) and Hub Station Growth Zone (around
Toton) if appropriate consideration isn’t given to the impacts of large scale
growth on the highway network and wider connectivity, public realm, air
quality etc.

e The level of disruption to the strategic highway network e.g. the M1, M42,
A38, A52 during construction. A number of realignments of the existing
strategic road network as well as new bridges are proposed to carry the
new railway over or under it. Concerns at the impact this could have on
the operation of these roads during the construction phase and the wider
effect of this on the economy of the region due to congestion and delays.

e Impact on local highway network during and after construction - the
closure of numerous local roads during construction (some of which will
remain permanently closed or diverted following completion of the railway).
Concerns about the impact this will on the operation of these roads and
the wider economy due to congestion. Serious consideration needs to be
given to how alternative modes of transport such as rail or bus can be
used to mitigate some of this impact.
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The size and scale of the grade separated junction north of the A38 where
the spur line to Sheffield begins and the impact this line will have on the
surrounding communities.

The lack of technical information against which detailed assessments can
be made on the size, scale and suitability of earthworks.

The likely cost implications (maintenance, indemnities) of the transfer of
new infrastructure (drains, highway, structures etc) to the Council over the
medium and long term.

The scale and size of the Long Eaton and Sandiacre viaducts and their
long term impact on the residential and business communities in these
areas.

The scale and size of other viaducts and deep cuttings eg around the
Staveley spur.

The impact of construction areas on local communities — particularly
residential properties close to the affected areas where ‘temporary’ road
closures and diversions could last for several years and attract significant
amounts of noise and air pollution from heavy plant.

Impact on local businesses - In the 11 community areas in the East
Midlands it is anticipated that a total of 145 commercial properties will be
demolished to make way for the project (e.g. 52 properties from Radcliffe
on Soar to Long Eaton) — although the real number is likely to be higher
once wider implications of construction access etc have been fully
considered. Potential impact of business closures or moving to other
areas, which will have an impact on local employment opportunities and
the amount of business rates collected.

Impact of residential demolition - anticipated that a total of 342 residential
properties will be demolished to make way for the project (183 from
Radclife on Soar to Long Eaton). Post construction the ongoing operation
of the line will continue to have a visual and environmental impact on a
large number of residential properties which remain in close proximity.
Severance and visual impact on communities — e.g. areas such as Newton
and Old Blackwell will experience severance and significant visual impact
as they become effectively sandwiched between the new line and the M1.
The disruption to the public rights of way network and the lack of suitable
replacement routes proposed — both during construction and afterwards.
The impact on the proposed Chesterfield Canal reinstatement project,
particularly in the Staveley area.

The impact on key historic features, such as Hardwick Hall and Bolsover
Castle and the lack of meaningful mitigation to minimise the harmful visual
effects and appropriate access for tourists.

The visual and environmental impacts on the wider landscape and ecology
of the area and the lack of meaningful mitigation measures to resolve this.
The impact on the air quality, particularly during the construction phase
and the lack of meaningful mitigation measures to deal with it.
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e A lack of meaningful engagement by HS2 with relevant stakeholders prior
to the WDES being published and the extent to which comments already
provided by the Council and others have been considered and addressed
by HS2 in this document.

The above summary comments are supported and supplemented by the
Council’'s more detailed response contained in the attached appendices 1 and
2 of this report. Specifically, these appendices reference the implications and
opportunities for the East Midlands Hub Station at Toton, the expanded rail
station at Chesterfield and the ‘line of route issues’. They draw out key issues
affecting each of the HS2 community areas across Derbyshire and outline
concerns regarding cross cutting issues such as the impact of construction
traffic on the strategic and local highway network, visual and residential
amenity. The Council believes it is possible to mitigate some of these impacts
through constructive and timely dialogue and it is important that such
opportunities are maximised.

In conclusion, given the limited, out of date and poorly evidenced information
presented in the consultation documents, it has been difficult for the Council to
reach any meaningful conclusions on the proposals and it is therefore seeking
to reserve its position in the response it makes to Government until such time
as more detailed, accurate information is available.

Working Draft Equality Impact Assessment

The Equality Impact Assessment considers the effects of the construction and
operation of HS2 Phase 2b on people from the nine protected characteristics.
These are age, disability, gender reassignment, marriage and civil
partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion and belief, sex and sexual
orientation. Unlike the WDES, the WDEIA is not broken down into community
area reports and instead is presented in a single volume.

The proposed response to the consultation is provided in Appendix 2 but a
summary of the specific and general areas of concern with the WDEIA are set
out below:

e The baseline data sources used and the lack of analysis on certain of the
protected characteristics.

e The lack of description on the potential or actual impacts of the project on
people with the protected characteristics.

e The lack of information on how HS2 will ensure the opportunities arising
from the development are made available to people from the local area
first.

e Concern that the adverse impacts of the project on certain disadvantaged
areas has not been fully appreciated.
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e Concern that no account is taken of how people coming from such
disadvantaged communities can engage and have their views recorded

properly.

Implications for Derbyshire

The County Council has previously welcomed the economic opportunities that
could result from HS2. These include the proposed East Midlands hub station
at Toton, the proposed Infrastructure Maintenance Depot at Staveley and the
high speed service to the existing station at Chesterfield. HS2 provides a very
clear opportunity for the ‘destination and dispersal’ of visitors and businesses
to Derbyshire which would be a significant benefit to Derbyshire’s visitor
economy and to wider economic factors such as land values. There are also
potential opportunities for the construction and rail supply industries in the
area throughout the construction and delivery phases; all of which will provide
an economic boost across Derbyshire.

The scheme, however, will have a significant impact on large areas of
Derbyshire and, as the WDES and WDEIA have shown, this could have
particularly adverse effects on certain communities. It is therefore important
that the County Council’s response to the consultation sets out to HS2 in
detail where it needs to do more work to mitigate the impacts of the project
and also where a more fundamental review of certain elements of the scheme
are required. The proposed response does not seek to provide the detailed
views of all the individuals or organisations affected by the proposal as they
are better placed to make their own representations direct to HS2 Ltd.
However, where possible, the Council’s response has sought to reflect similar
views to those expressed by the borough and district councils on relevant
issues. Some of these views are still emerging and, therefore, the draft
response attached to this report may need to be amended prior to final
submission on 21 December 2018.

The amount of time which HS2 Ltd has made available for this consultation
has limited the opportunity to fully assess the detailed impacts; this has also
been hampered by the limited information provided by HS2 and that some of
the information is already six months out of date. However, the consultation
response does represent a considered view of the various specialists within
the County Council and seeks to cover all the issues raised, rather than just
those of a broad or strategic nature.

It is important to note that the Council’'s comments on the WDES and WDEIA
are in addition to previous submissions and, in responding to the latest
consultation, HS2 Ltd will be reminded of the need to take into account earlier
representations, such as the Route Mitigation Study report. The Council’s
response also forms part of a suite of documents being returned to
Government by other local authorities and the East Midlands HS2 Mitigation
Board.
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(3) Financial Considerations The Government will be responsible for
meeting the capital costs of the scheme and any mitigation measures
undertaken. Whilst the County Council will be reimbursed to a certain extent
for undertaking any work specifically requested by HS2 Ltd under the terms of
the Service Level Agreement between the organisations, the Council will need
to meet the cost of other activities associated with HS2. These include
responding to consultations, developing complementary plans and strategies,
supporting local communities or dealing with enquires. The potential costs for
the County Council in dealing with HS2 are significant, particularly in terms of
preparing for more detailed assets and Parliamentary petitions. A budget of
£500,000 has been agreed previously and includes funding to pay for the
above work and to employ additional staff resources.

(4) Economic, Social and Environmental Considerations These
are dealt with in the substantive comments set out in Appendix 1. The
improved connectivity which will be provided by Phase 2b of HS2 can be
expected to contribute to increased job opportunities and increased GVA in
the region. This will be most apparent in the growth zone areas and localities
adjacent to the proposed Hub Station at Toton, Chesterfield station and the
proposed infrastructure maintenance depot at Staveley. However the East
Midlands Growth Strategy will seek to ensure that the benefits of the project
are more widely spread across Derbyshire.

(5) Equality and Diversity, Environmental, Property and Transport
Considerations These are dealt with fully in the substantive responses set
out in Appendix 2.

Other Considerations

In preparing this report the relevance of the following factors has been
considered: legal, prevention of crime and disorder, human resources, and
health considerations.

(6) Key Decision Yes.

(7) Call-In Is it required that call-in be waived in respect of the
decisions proposed in the report? Yes.

Cabinet is invited to treat this report as urgent and is, therefore, not subject to
call-in in view of the need to meet the deadline of 21 December 2018 for
consultation responses to Working Draft Environmental Statement and
Working Draft Equalities Impact Assessment for High Speed Rail 2.

Councillor Steve Bull, Chairman of the Improvement and Scrutiny Committee -
Places, has been consulted and he has agreed that the decision proposed is
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reasonable in all the circumstances and to it being treated as a matter of
urgency.

(8) Background Papers A copy of the WDES and WDEIA consultation
materials can be found on the HS2 website:
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/hs2-phase-2b-working-draft-
equality-impact-assessment-report. Officer contact details — Chris Hegarty,
extension 36721.

(9) OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATIONS That Cabinet agrees the
Council’s draft response to the Working Draft Environment Statement and
Working Draft Equalities Impact Assessment for Phase 2b and delegates
authority to the Strategic Director — Economy, Transport and Environment, in
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Highways, Transport and
Infrastructure, to approve the final response for submission by 21 December
2018.

Mike Ashworth
Strategic Director — Economy, Transport and Environment
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HS2 WDES Response Volume 1

Derbyshire County Council Introduction and Methodology

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Derbyshire County Council

1.1.1 This report is Derbyshire County Council’'s response to the Government's HS2
Working Draft Environmental Statement (WDES). The Council has been
consistent in its approach to HS2. While welcoming the economic benefits of the
scheme, the Council has pressed HS2 to minimise the adverse effects on people’s
homes and local communities, both during construction and after the line has
opened. Any harmful effects should be reduced, mitigated or removed completely.

1.1.2 HS2 will affect communities in Derbyshire in many different ways and the County
Council is concerned that the WDES and Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA) are
carried in a way that effectively engages with the local communities. The Council
asks that the Government and HS2 Ltd take full account of all the representations
that they receive.

1.1.3 This report should be read in conjunction with the County Council’s response to
the original consultation on the HS2 proposals submitted in January 2014 and the
response to the Route Refinement and Property consultation March 2017. The full
Health Impact Assessment is included again in Appendix A of this response.

1.1.4 The comments on the HS2 Phase 2b WDES are in addition to the County
Council’s previous submissions and in responding to the latest consultation HS2
Ltd is reminded of the need to take into account earlier representations.

1.1.5 Derbyshire County Council are concerned that the rights and obligations under
European Union (EU) law ...... after the UK withdraw from the EU. DO WE NEED
THIS JOE?

1.2 Background

1.2.1 In January 2014 Derbyshire County Council published a response to the 2013/14
Government consultation on High Speed Two Phase 2b Crewe to Manchester and
West Midlands to Leeds scheme. Since then there have been some substantial
changes to the route through Derbyshire.

1.2.2 On 7 July 2016, HS2 Ltd published revised proposals to serve Sheffield and a new
alignment for the route through north Derbyshire and South Yorkshire. Revised
layouts for the Infrastructure Maintenance Depot (IMD) at Staveley and its access
route were published at the same time. The revised proposals include a new spur
to provide a classic compatible link to Chesterfield and Sheffield.

1.2.3 On 15 November 2016 the Secretary of State for Transport announced the
preferred route for Phase 2b and published the safeguarded zone, (from Crewe to
Manchester in the west, and from West Midlands to Leeds in the east). Two public
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consultations were started on the same date: “Route Refinement Consultation
2016 and “Property Consultation 2016".

1.2.4 In July 2017 the Government announced the Phase 2b route decision. High Speed
Two: From Crewe to Manchester, West Midlands to Leeds and beyond Phase 2b
Route Decision.

1.25 On 18 July 2017 HS2 Ltd opened 2 consultations on the draft Environmental
Impact Assessment (EIA) and the draft EQIA.

1.2.6 The County Council has welcomed the economic benefits that will result from the
proposed East Midlands hub station at Toton, the proposed Infrastructure
Maintenance Depot at Staveley and the potential opportunities for the construction
and rail supply industries. The more recent proposals to serve Chesterfield by high
speed rail services could also provide an economic boost both locally and in wider
areas of north and central Derbyshire.

1.2.7 The scheme, however, will have a significant impact on large areas of Derbyshire
and the County Council is concerned to ensure that the adverse impacts of the
scheme are effectively mitigated, especially where the route passes close to or
through residential and other sensitive areas.

Page 2
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2 GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THE DOCUMENTS THAT FORM THE WDES

2.1 Introduction.

2.1.1 In this section the council's comments refer to the overall structure of the
documents that form the WDES and a number of general observations on the
papers as a whole. To aid the reader we have where possible followed the
sequence and order of issues raised and the methodology used by HS2 Litd,
namely:

Agriculture, forestry and soils

Air Quality

Climate Change

Community — incorporating health related issues outside of the HIA.
Ecology and biodiversity

Health

Historic environment

Land quality

Landscape and visual

Major accidents and disasters

Socio-economics

Sound, noise and vibration

Traffic and transport, incorporating PROW, highway design and Traffic Safety
e Waste and material resources

e Water Resources & Flood Risk

2.1.2 Where a comment by the council refers to a specific issue or map, a
corresponding reference is included in the left hand column. Where a reference is
not give, the comment applies to the document or subject area as a whole. The
council does not have the capacity or the technical experience to comment in
every area of the environmental statement. There are a number of areas within the
documents where the council has not offered a comment, this should not be taken
as agreement or consent for the text.

2.1.3 There are also a number of generic comments on issues not contained within the
WDES itself namely:

e Future transport projects including Key Cycle Network
Limestone supplies and haulage

Opportunities for sustainable travel

X

Y

Z

Expand as necessary

2.1.4 These comments are included in section 4 of this document.
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2.2 General concerns with the documents

221

2.2.2

2.2.3

2.2.4

2.2.5

The Council continue to be disappointed with HS2's failure to address key
concerns. These include the failure to accommodate a route for the proposed
Chesterfield and Staveley Regeneration Route and for the proposed Chesterfield
Canal.

The documents do not fully consider the impact of the scheme. Significant utility
diversions are not quantified; maintenance access routes and watercourse
diversions are not shown with any earthwork provision.

The Council are unable to comment on the full implications of road closures and
diversions without associated traffic modelling.

The suggestion that the documents are simple to understand for the average
person is completely false.

The Council remain disappointed that there is very limited time to respond to this
consultation, particularly as the Hybrid Bill process has been put back 1 year. The
current timetable makes it extremely difficult for Local Authorities to get democratic
sign off for their responses.

2.3 Mitigation

231

2.3.2

Derbyshire County Council is concerned to ensure that the adverse impacts of the
scheme are effectively mitigated, especially where the route passes close to or
through residential and other sensitive areas.

An independent consultant SNC-Lavalin has carried out an independent review to
examine the potential to reduce or remove adverse impacts. Commissioned by the
consortium of 3 East Midlands councils (Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and
Derbyshire), the report “East Midlands Consortium - HS2 Route Mitigation Study
RTUKR-T40125-001" identified several sites within Derbyshire where mitigation
should be developed further including:

Trent Valley Vision- Visual impact of viaduct across River Trent and floodplain
determined by design of viaduct and intermediate supports.

Long Eaton- Visual and noise impact of viaduct through East side of Long Eaton
determined by design of viaduct and intermediate supports and use of space
below.

Sandiacre and Trowell -Impact of viaduct determined by design of viaduct and
intermediate supports and construction impacts.

Hardwick Hall -Visual impact and access arrangements determined by quality of
mitigation and practicality of realignment of local roads.
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2.3.3

234

2.3.5

2.3.6

Chesterfield Canal — Staveley - Severance of existing canal route with no clear
proposals for viable alternative.

Business Impacts — McArthurGlen Designer Outlet.

Rights of Way and Access Routes -Severance and deviations / realignments of
existing and proposed rights of way.

The report also looked at impact on another 15 site specific issues the 3 counties
where mitigation could be developed further.

The report is included in Appendix B of this response.

There is ongoing concern regarding the severance of roads & footpaths, especially
those without formal recognition/designation. In particular what protection can be
given to concessionary paths and ‘community walks’ that have been developed?
The statutory designation of PROWS and other paths does not necessarily reflect
their importance in the way they are used and their local significance. Some
routes, for example, may have been created by volunteers, but their importance to
the local community may not be recognised. This may suggest a need for local
investigation.

The Environmental Minimum Requirements should take full account of the
disruption during construction, visual and noise impacts in its Code of Construction
Practice.

It should be noted that when dealing with ecological mitigation and compensation
measures required, it should be demonstrated that the measures follow the
ecological mitigation hierarchy; that the proposals are acceptable across the
various ecological receptors and across the considerations as a whole; and that
where impacts cannot be avoided, mitigated or compensated for in turn, it should
be clearly explained why this is not possible. Given the nature, significance and
long timescales involved in this project, neither cost nor delay should be seen as
reasonable barriers to the delivery of adequate mitigation and compensation.
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3 VOLUME 1 RESPONSE.

3.1 General Comments & Background to High Speed Two, Section 1

3.1.1 The council’'s comments are addressed in the order they appear in the document
and sub divided by topic to aid the reader’s understanding. Where the council has
not provided comment, this should not be taken as agreement or consent for the
text.

3.1.2 Other comments on issues not contained within the WDES itself are raised in
separate sections of the response to Volume 2. This includes a Long Eaton Low
Level Line Study carried out by Jacobs on behalf of Midlands Connect and
Erewash Borough Council.

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

Meeting environmental commitments after consent 10 - this section
introduces various terms for proposals which will be implemented to
reduce environmental impacts, including Environmental Minimum
Requirements (EMRs), Code of Construction Practice (CoCP),
Environmental Memorandum etc. principally, these approaches
appear to be separate from mitigation proposals to be set out in the
1.4 ES although no details are provided.

As the Environmental Minimum Requirements (EMR) for phase 1 of
the project has already been published could not a draft for this phase
1.4.2 have already been published at the same time as the draft ES?

The EMR imposes a requirement to use "reasonable endeavors” to
adapt measures to reduce the adverse environmental effects reported
in the formal ES provided that this does not add unreasonable cost or
delay the construction or operation of the proposed scheme. There is
however no definition of what reasonable endeavors means in this
case nor is it explained in the glossary and the same is true of
unreasonable cost. More clarity is required in both cases of what is
meant by the terms used as they are repeated used throughout the
144 document and other volumes.

3.2 Background to High Speed Two, Section 2

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference
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No mention of potential impact on local and other rail services from
Sheffield to Clay Cross because of existing track capacity will be
required by new HS2 services. Whilst there are some free paths at
present the 4 HS trains an hour on this corridor proposed in the
2.3.5 document will mean some existing services will need to stop
Climate Change is comprehensively addressed for HS2 itself and DCC
look forward to reading the results and conclusions once these are
presented in the formal ES in order to understand what is proposed.

However, DCC would like to see those climate change issues,
particularly climate change mitigation, which are an indirect
opportunity of HS2 addressed. This would mean widening out the
scope of the ES and thinking about other opportunities which are not
directly linked to HS2 but which are provided through such a large
infrastructure project. For instance, the track itself will be a physical
barrier dividing an area. Therefore any opportunities to promote
active travel across this barrier or to stations and facilities on either
side of the track which will inevitably develop along the length of HS2
should be promoted in order to reduce GHG emissions as well as
promoting health and well-being. This means that any crossing and
any path parallel to the track should have the potential to be a cycle
path as well as a walking route as these structures will not be added
later.

Furthermore, little information is provided about other mitigating
potential, such as renewable energy generation particularly at hubs
and depots. DCC trust these will be present in the formal ES.

2.5

3.3 Stakeholder engagement and consultation, Section 3

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

There have been many meetings between DCC and various HS2 staff
and consultants with the local authority providing considerable
amounts of information and views on the different elements of the
proposed scheme. However it has often been felt that this is one way
process with little or no feedback from HS2 on what they think of the
views expressed by DCC. The lack of any notes from many of the
meetings is also a cause of concern as it is hard to tell if the issues
3.2.5 raised by DCC have been recorded, understood or taken on board.
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DCC did ask for more time to respond to the draft ES because of the
large number of areas covered in Derbyshire and the difficulties of
getting democratic sign off of any consultation response. It was
disappointing that despite raising this issue on a number of occasions
with the HS2 consultation team it was not until just prior to the start
of the consultation process that DCC were advised that they would
3.35 only have the standard 10 week period to respond.

3.4 The Proposed Scheme, Section 4

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

Whilst DCC appreciate that the work on the proposed electrification
of the MML from Clay Cross is at an early stage the lack of any real
detail on what the works will involve and the impacts on the
surrounding area in Volume 2 MMLO1 and MML0O2 makes it virtually
impossible for the authority to make any meaningful response on this
4.2.4 section of the proposed project.

The figure shows 4 trains an hour using the spur off the main line to
Chesterfield and Sheffield. Previously it was proposed that there
would be 2 trains an hour on this route one of which would serve
Chesterfield and the other running non stop to Sheffield. Does this
mean that frequency has now doubled or does this depend on
proposed link north of Sheffield back onto the main line being built? If
the service is doubled will this mean more trains will now serve
Figure 7+8 Chesterfield or will the extra 2 an hour also non stop?

3.5 Permanent Features of the Proposed Scheme, Section 5

3.5.1

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

No mention is made of Chesterfield where the existing station will be
served by HS2. There is also virtually no detail on this in volume 2
MMLO1. More information is required on what work would be

5.1.3 required at Chesterfield to accommodate the new service.

The viaduct design shown would be unsuitable in particularly sensitive
locations such as Long Eaton town centre. Any design needs to take of
5.1.4 the local area rather than being a 1 size fits all approach.
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The role of the design panel needs to be explained in more detail. To
date it has proved to be difficult to understand what impact they will
have in relation to the design of permanent features such as viaducts
5.1.5 in particularly sensitive locations such as Long Eaton town centre.
Typical cutting and embankment slopes are advised at 1 in 2.5 side
slope however HS2 designers would be well advised to consider the
natural dip of geological strata when excavating cuttings in Derbyshire
geology where historic evidence suggests slopes of this gradient are
likely in some instances to be unstable at 1 in 2.5 and side slopes may
5.3.4 need to be slackened.

Road bridge widths should be considered carefully to ensure that their
design does not lead to the severance of communities where users of
the highway are not in motorised vehicles. For both over and under
road bridges, at least one surfaced verge should be provided at 4m
width alongside the motorised carriageway to facilitate future shared
footway/cycleway provision and to future proof the rail crossing to
allow for installation of additional statutory utility apparatus

5.10.1 (principally cabling and pipework to meet future demands).

3.6 Construction of the Proposed Scheme, Section 6

3.6.1

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

Acknowledges that further survey work will be required, including on
land where access has not been possible to date, but does not

6.4.3 quantify this.

It is proposed that landscape measures would be implemented as
early as reasonably practicable where there is no conflict with
construction activities - this is supported but could expressly require
the nominated undertaker to design & organise construction activities
in order that landscaping can be implemented at the earliest

6.4.10 opportunity.

Specific environmental protection measures related to site clearance
and the protection of nesting birds and other species, is appropriate.
The caveat that this will only be undertaken where reasonably
practicable seems a little pessimistic, given that this is likely the

6.8.3 minimum that is legally required.
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It is unclear the extent borrow pits have been assessed as part of the
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA) but these in
themselves could introduce adverse landscape and visual effects that
would need to be mitigated. The excavation of borrow pits could
adversely impact on existing landscape features such as hedgerows
6.10.1 and trees adding to the cumulative effects of the scheme.

Earth bunds used for noise mitigation should be fully integrated with
their landscape setting and should not be designed as engineered
6.26.1 features with steep sides and flat tops.

Positive steps should be employed to encourage the nominated
undertaker to design the construction so as to allow for early

6.27.1 landscape and visual mitigation.

All restoration proposals should accord with the established character
of the surrounding landscape as defined and described in local
landscape assessments such as the 'Landscape Character of
Derbyshire' publication produced by DCC

6.27.2 (www.derbyshire.gov.uk/landscape).

3.7 Environmental Impact assessment, Section 7

3.7.1 At this time the council has no general comments to make, detailed comments are
included in Volume 2 CFA responses.

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

The Proposed Scheme will bisect existing transport links, some of
which carry significant volumes of traffic. Whilst it is acknowledged
that vehicular trafficked roads will not be severed completely, ie
permenantly, some links however will be subject to permanent
realignment. Inevitably though, the potential for disruption during the
lengthy construction work will, particularly, in case of the M1
motorway and its junctions be considerable. During times when
incidents occur on the existing Motorway, routes parallel to the M1 in
Derbyshire can be come congested particularly at peak times. It is not
clear however how the cumulative effects will be addressed,
particularly when works on both the Motorway and local roads
simultaneously occur. It is important that the Motorway remain open
7.4.1 to traffic at all times.
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3.8 Scope and methodology summary for environmental topics, Section 8

3.8.1 Please also refer to detailed comments included in Volume 2 CFA responses.

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference

The scope and approach to ecological impact assessment set out in
this section generally seems reasonable and appropriate although
8.6.1 only a very brief summary is presented.

This section — assumptions and limitations — does not discuss what
proportion of ecological surveys have been completed or will be
complete at ES publication, and where surveys are missing. It is
understood that a lack of access and permission etc has meant that
survey coverage is short of 100% - perhaps significantly so. Despite
this, there is no discussion of how this will limit the validity of specific
ecological studies, or the extent to which this might undermine

8.6.9 confidence in the overall assessment of environmental acceptability.
Social differences in health status (e.g. disability-free life expectancy)
or in access to the determinants of health e.g. education need to be
added. Because many inequalities are also unjust, they are sometimes
referred to interchangeably as health inequality.

Up-date of the 2013 Rapid Health Impact Assessment of the 2 HS2
initial preferred route in Eastern Derbyshire gives a summary of the
health issues with a positive or negative impact of the upper and

8.7.4 lower alignment proposals.
At this time any additional comments will be added under the Volume
8.7.6 2, community area reports.

Agree with health effects resulting from impacts listed. However
perhaps should include potential effects on Mental Health and
wellbeing, community connectivity, food and farming. These could be

8.7.7 included here or in volume 3 Route -wide effects.

Derbyshire County Council has no additional comments to make on
8.7.8 this point as it is covered elsewhere in the document.

Derbyshire County Council has health profiles of each locality along
8.7.10 HS2 route effecting Derbyshire.
8.7.11 tba
8.7.12 tba
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In pre-defining the scope of this report, our ability to capture health
impacts outside of our chosen framework for assessing impact are
restrained. We recognise that other localities within

Derbyshire may be impacted by the second arm of the 'Y' network to
Manchester. Although it was necessary to limit the geographic scope
of this report.

Significant uncertainty is introduced when estimating health impacts
almost 20 years into the future, when HS2 Phase 2 would become
operational (e.g. demographic shift or changes in disease prevalence).
These factors, combined with the early stage of the HS2 proposal and
consequent lack of design details, mean that it is difficult to be sure of
the potential impacts on health or indeed their amenability to

8.7.13 mitigation or enhancement

It is suggested that the 2km study area for gathering data, “either side
of the land required in rural areas and urban areas”, should be
appropriately broadened in areas where there is the potential for
more far reaching impacts on the setting of heritage assets. This is
because the extent of the setting of a heritage asset is not fixed?, or in
other words it has no definable limit. Therefore the potential impacts
and so the study area should be considered more organically in

8.8.3 response to this.

In addition to the baseline information listed here, good quality data
on opencast coal extraction will be key to understanding and
identifying archaeological 'risk' over a large part of the route. This is

8.8.6 not mentioned here.
"Survey work is being discussed ... with local authority archaeologists".
8.8.8 No consultation at all has taken place on survey work to date.

"Field surveys are ongoing"; "desk-based assessment is ongoing". In
the absence of a complete information base for either the desk-based
work or field surveys, the reliability of the conclusions in the WDES
are therefore open to question.

"Common features of the historic landscape such as ridge and furrow
are not individually considered": ridge and furrow can be of higher
importance dependent on preservation, extent and relationships with
other historic environment features, and a more nuanced and site-
8.8.16 specific approach may be needed to understand significance.

Plans showing the ZTV analysis have not been included in the WDES so
it is not possible to comment on the findings of this work at this stage
and the extent to which the visual impact assessment is a fair
reflection of the theoretical visibility of the scheme

8.10.3

1 According to: Historic England, Setting of Historic Assetts, URL available at:
https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/hpg/has/setting/, accessed on 20/11/2018.
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Overhead line equipment is excluded from the ZTV model on the basis
that this rarely gives rise to significant effects if it is the only element
visible - however this may not be the case in many situations within
Derbyshire where this equipment might be viewed alongside other
incongruous features - in many respects the occasionally passing
trains are potentially less significant than permanent fixed equipment
8.10.9

It is stated that published LCAs have been adapted for this assessment
to provide a more appropriate and consistent scale. Whilst | have no
objection to this approach overall, it is not evident how these locally
defined areas then nest within the local, regional and national studies
8.10.13 and utilise the guidance contained within the published literature
Generic review on the management of waste, discussing the potential
disposal routes for mainly Commercial and Inert waste, taking into
consideration the Waste Hierarchy and Circular economy. The
document refers to national and regional information published by
the Environment Agency, which will be reviewed by them
independently. Waste Management have no further comment to
8.15 make regards to Volume 1.

It is stated that engagement with the competent authorities is being
undertaken and will continue as the design of the proposed scheme
progresses. This is welcomed but there has been no engagement to
date on the design of the scheme only on the assessment

8.10.16 methodology

The assessment will need to take account of best practice guidance
published by the DfT and Local guidance where relevant and
appropriate. DCC note that guidance includes the Institution of
Highways and Transportation (IHT, 1994). Guidelines for Traffic Impact
Assessment, Institution of Highways and Transportation. The IHT
Guidelines suggest that the scoping of the Transport Assessment
should include all links and associated junctions where traffic will
exceed 10% of existing tow-way traffic (or 5% in congested or other
sensitive locations) or such other thresholds as may have been
established by the Highway Authority. These considerations will only
however be addresses in the formal ES. Early engagement with the
Highway Authority to agree the detail and scope of the formal ES will
8.14.6 therefore be required.

3.9 Approach to mitigation and monitoring, Section 9

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference
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It is not possible to fully comment on the scale of landscape and visual
effects if there are further judgements to be made on submission of
the formal ES - the suggestion is that significant residual effects after
9.1.4 mitigation will form part of the formal ES.

Without a design rationale it is not possible to make a judgement on
the mitigation that has been developed through the planning and
design of the Proposed Scheme. DCC should reserve its right to
comment on the detailed design mitigation rationale until such point
it is clearly explained and understood as part of future submissions.

9.1.6

The use of planting is not the only way that the proposed scheme
should be assimilated into the landscape particularly in areas where
tree cover and woodland is not a characteristic feature. Other
attributes such as traditional boundaries and land-use should also be
9.1.9 considered as part of a suite of mitigation proposals.

Concern that areas of public realm / replacement community facilities
area to be created may already exist and be available to the public.
For example Plan CT-06-632 shows three such sites at Staveley all of
which already fall within the public realm, 2 as grassland and 1 as
recently restored canal. Proposal for development and public benefit
is already in process and no advance approach has been made to the
County Council to suggest that HS2 would either facilitate

9.5.2 improvement of accessibility or provision of community facilities.
Whilst it is suggested that the scheme is "being designed to avoid or
reduce impacts on habitats, species and other features of ecological
value where reasonably practicable", it should be acknowledged that
given the design and operational factors which constrain horizontal
and vertical alignment changes, it generally isn't possible to alter the
route to avoid or reduce ecological impacts, except in the initial route
9.6.1 selection.

It is proposed that a “route-wide, integrated strategic approach has
been developed to compensate for loss of widely distributed habitats,
especially woodland and grassland.” Whilst this may be desirable to
maximise the ecological gains delivered through compensation, or
perhaps to achieve the necessary 'no net loss' of biodiversity in the
smallest area possible, it should be acknowledged this may have the
effect of directing ecological compensation away from those areas
9.6.4 and communities that have experienced the loss and harm.

Where the introduction of viaducts is in significantly populated areas
like Long Eaton (higher alignment route) HS2 Ltd need to consider the
provision of aesthetically pleasing barriers as a prevention measure to
mitigate against potential suicide. The WDES needs to provide detail
on proposed strategies for mitigating potential mental health and
well-being adverse impacts within Derbyshire with reference to the
evidence base for intervention effectiveness and proposals for
monitoring and evaluation during the construction and operational
9.7.1 stages as appropriate.
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The WDES needs to provide detail on proposed strategies for
mitigating potential employment-related adverse impacts within
Derbyshire with reference to the evidence base for intervention
effectiveness and proposals for monitoring and evaluation during the
construction and operational stages as appropriate.

The WDES needs to provide detail on proposed strategies for
mitigating lifestyle and leisure-related adverse impacts within
Derbyshire. These details should reference the evidence base for
intervention effectiveness and proposals for monitoring and
evaluation during the construction and operational stages as

9.7.2 appropriate.

There are a number of heritage assets which will be rendered unviable
as a result of the line through their total destruction. If this is the case
then this paragraph should be updated. Alternatively, this paragraph
may also be discussing the heritage assets which will be impacted on,
either directly or indirectly, that will remain. It is therefore considered
9.8.8 that greater clarification may be required on this paragraph.

There is merit in many of the specific mitigation proposals but the
Local Area plans show many details that seem to be at odds with the
intent of the concepts identified in this section. For example around
Hardwick Park there are engineered features (cuttings and screen
mounds) that strongly contrast with the local topography and
landscape character, and there is a distinct lack of connectivity
between the park and its wider estate landscape, which seems
contrary to the statements in this section.

9.10.3
It states that the "design or external appearance of new structures
would be subject to the approval of the relevant local authority", this
is welcomed although there has been no engagement or discussion
with respect to the proposed structures along the route.

9.10.4

This section refers to the use of advanced planting to assist in the
mitigation of the construction works although the supporting plans in
Volume 2 don't appear to identify advanced planting. DCC would have
to reserve judgement on how effective advanced planting might be
9.10.5 until it has been identified on drawings.

There is reference to the maintenance of landscape areas (woodland,
grass and wetland) but no suggestion as to how long these areas
would be maintained and by who adding to the uncertainty as to how
9.10.6 successful any landscape treatment might be.

Again when maintenance and establishment works are transferred to
third parties there is no suggestion as to how long these areas would
9.10.7 be maintained for.

It is welcomed that the nominated undertaker will be required to
monitor all new landscape areas but who will be independently
judging these assessments? - will this fall on the local planning
9.10.12 authorities to administer?

Page 15
HS2 EIA Response Volume 1 Nov 2018



HS2 WDES Response Volume 1

Derbyshire County Council Introduction and Methodology

The potential of travel plans to reduce the impacts needs to be
assessed realistically. They are unlikely to have a major impact unless
funding is provided to ensure facilities such as bus services to
construction compounds are introduced when work commences. It is
unlikely that the existing commercial or council supported bus
services will be able to accommodate the numbers of people working
on the sites requiring a bus services so special works buses will be
9.14.11 needed.

Information regarding new footpath and greenway routes which are
newly constructed with recent planning consent but that are not yet
included in the adopted DCC RoW network mapping at Markham Vale
was provided to HS2 engagement leaders in January 2018. It is very
disappointing to see that this information has not been included or
considered in the plans published in October 2018 which the council
understands are based on a design freeze in March 2018 when the
information was already available to HS2. New routes at Markham
Vale provide continuity to routes in the countryside and along the Doe
Lea River corridor. These should be considered for continuity and
safeguarded against severance impacts in the same was as for
definitive RoW routes at other locations. Path diversions exceeding
well over a 1km or the suggested closure of what HS2 see as
'fragmented' paths suggests a poor design methodology and lack of
concern in respect of the impact their scheme will have on the
General existing and additionally advised path network.

A number of new maintenance access routes are indicated by red
outline on plans throughout the publication series. No thought has
been given to how these will sit into the landscape where generally
tracks in the countryside follow closely alongside hedgerows or walls
and do not simply sit within unbounded field spaces. This could
General 2 possibly the result of poor landscape detailing by HS2.

HS2 in many instances appear to suggest that low use of footpaths
and other rights of way in a rural setting gives them the right to close
or to impose often significant diversion routes for users simply to
avoid the cost of crossing provision be that by underpass or
overbridge. Rural footpaths may be used by varying numbers of
people at varying times of day, month or year and cannot be
considered in the same way as footways in an urban setting. The
number of users is of no consequence in terms of the protection that
need be afforded to each definitive right of way and the network as a
whole should be protected. There are instances throughout the
published documents which suggest that greenfield RoW are diverted
onto the public road network often for distances of 1km or more and
this is quite unacceptable in respect of the present and future users of
the existing RoW network. It is recommended that a community
consultation and a health impact assessment are both completed in
order to assess the true impact on health, including mental health and
wellbeing and the impact on the local /wider community due to the
General 3 proposed loss of routes in the rural areas
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3.10 10.0 Strategic, route-wide and route corridor alternatives, Section 10

3.10.1 The council does not wish to make comments at this time.

3.11 Local alternatives, Section 11

3.11.1

Document: Vol. 1: Introduction to the Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme

Volume, page and Full ES comment
paragraph reference
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Table 6: ‘Main reasonable local alternatives considered post
2013/2014 consultation prior to July 2017 preferred route
announcement’. The ‘project response’ to the ‘vertical alignment of
the railway and visual impacts on Hardwick Hall’ (p207) is that the
2013 proposed scheme is to be retained. The apparent justification
for this being that “the alternatives considered would be more
complex and substantially more costly and would result in increased
environmental impacts, including on heritage, landscape and
surrounding views”.

The current proposals for this area, including that past Sutton
Scarsdale and the Bolsover Castle escarpment, essentially comprises
of a series of cuttings and embankments as it passes along the
associated M1 corridor. These appear to have been arranged simply
to minimise the need to transport materials during construction.
Although laudable in areas with lesser sensitivities, it is difficult to
accept that this is considered to be the best possible design response
to this highly sensitive historic landscape. This has been picked up on
in comments by DCC’s Landscape Architect 2. A clear and high-quality
design rationale is required and should be developed in response to
this stretch.

Alternatives should be explored which might include either a world-
class viaduct structure?, and/or use of tunnels within the locality.
Discounting this approach on the grounds of cost and environmental
impacts is questionable. A study by the National Trust claim that
Hardwick Hall alone contributes £8m to the local economy each year.
Therefore, | would advise that all three heritage assets are considered
holistically, and, in doing so, questioning what all three heritage assets
contribute currently and extending this could be enhanced through a
11.3.1 good design.

3.11.2

2 See also comments by DCC's Landscape Architect on; Volume 1: Introduction and Methodology’, para
9.10.3, p2.
3 See also comments by DCC's Landscape Architect on similar suggested alternatives; Volume 2:
Community Area Reports; General Issues, p3.
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4
4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

COMMENTS ON ISSUES NOT CONTAINED WITHIN THE WDES

Future transport projects including Key Cycle Network

Major Transport Projects

The County council has a number of potential highway and transport projects with
existing policy status which it expects HS2 Ltd to take into account in its design and
formal Environmental Statement. These are:

A61 Chesterfield Inner Relief Road Junctions (Grade Separation)

Although not designed or programmed, grade-separation of the A61/A617 ‘Horns
Bridge’ roundabout is listed as a potential project in the Derbyshire Local Transport
Plan. This scheme would be adjacent to the Midland Main Line crossing of the A617
south of Chesterfield Station and could, therefore, be constrained by any land
required for electrification.

Clay Cross Rail Station

Although not designed or programmed, provision of a local station at Clay Cross
would be on the section of the Erewash Valley line to be electrified by HS2 Ltd and
could, therefore, be constrained by any land required for this.

A61-A617 Avenue Link Road

Although not designed or programmed, a highway link between the A61 and A617
principal roads would cross the Midland Main Line south of Chesterfield and could,
therefore, be constrained by any land required for electrification.

Hollis Lane Link Road

This link between the A632 and Chesterfield Station is identified on a specific
alignment within the adopted Chesterfield Borough Local Plan. It falls within the
scope of masterplanning work now underway on Chesterfield Station, and has a
provisional offer of grant funding from the D2N2 Local Enterprise Partnership. The
Link Road, though, follows an alignment close to the Midland Main Line, and it is a
matter of concern that the safeguarding requirements of HS2 Ltd for electrification
are, at present, unknown.

Chesterfield-Staveley Regeneration Route

Page 19

HS2 EIA Response Volume 1 Nov 2018



Derbyshire County Council

HS2 WDES Response Volume 1
Introduction and Methodology

4.7

4.8

4.9

This scheme has status in the adopted Chesterfield Borough Local Plan and the
Derbyshire Local Transport Plan and has a provisional offer of funding from the
Housing Infrastructure Fund. This is a major intervention, facilitating significant
housing and employment development, and is receiving substantial current
investment towards design and business case preparation. The major landowners
along this corridor are fully engaged in this work. The HS2 Infrastructure
Maintenance Depot, though, places significant constraints on both the quantum of
development achievable and on the alignment of the CSRR. These are issues
acknowledged by HS2 Ltd, which is welcome, but much remains to be done through
further engagement to ensure that the needs of all parties can be met in full.

Key Cycle Network

The County Council has an identified Key Cycle Network comprising its most
important cycling routes, some complete and some proposed and which comprise a
combination of highways and multi-user trails. The published HS2 route severs a
number of these, and the Council will seek to ensure that suitable measures are
provided as mitigation to ensure that the KCN can still be developed in full.

Limestone supplies and haulage

4.10 xxx

4.11 xXxx

4.12 Opportunities for sustainable travel

4.13 The areas of land identified as ‘potentially’ required for HS2 construction are

substantial and will, in due course, offer opportunities to be re-used for other
purposes. Some of the identified sections of landscape mitigation planting and HS2
access roads could potentially supplement the network of existing or diverted rights
of way and minor roads suitable for sustainable travel modes. Some integration is
clearly planned between HS2 access roads and rights of way diversions, but there
appear to be other locations where statutory or concessionary routes could allow
additional links and circuits to be developed.
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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 General response to WDES Volume 2

1.1.1 This report is contains our generic comments for the various Community Area
reports of the WDES Volume 2 within Derbyshire.

LAO5: Ratcliffe-on-Soar to Long Eaton LAO6
LAOG: Stapleford to Nuthall

LAO7: Hucknall to Selston

LAOS8: Pinxton to Newton and Huthwaite
LAQ9: Stonebroom to Clay Cross

LA10: Tibshelf to Shuttlewood

e LAll: Staveley to Aston

e MMLO1: Danesmoor to Brierley Bridge

e MMLO2: Unstone Green to Sheffield Station

1.1.2 The more detailed comments on these are contained in separate local area
volumes which also form part of this consultation response.

1.1.3 DCC are concerned regarding the complexity of the information contained in the
Community Area Reports. Examples of overlapping between the different areas
makes it difficult to follow. This is particularly confusing between LA10 and LA11l
where several major structures such as the 40m viaduct over the M1 is shown in
LA10 but described in LA11. The suggestion that the document are simple to
understand and that the average person only needs to read the chapter related to
their locality to be assured that the assessment is sound is completely false. It is the
Councils view that to make reasonable sense of the papers a person needs to have
opened at least a number of volumes at the same time.

1.2 Introduction.

1.2.1 In this section the council's comments refer to the overall structure of the
documents that form the WDES and a number of general observations on the
papers as a whole. To aid the reader we have where possible followed the
sequence and order of issues raised and the methodology used by HS2 Ltd,
namely:

Agriculture, forestry and soils

Air Quality

Community — incorporating health related issues outside of the HIA.
Ecology and biodiversity

Health

e Historic environment
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Land quality

Landscape and visual

Socio-economics

Sound, noise and vibration

e Traffic and transport, incorporating PROW, highway design and Traffic Safety
e Water Resources & Flood Risk

1.2.2 Where a comment by the council refers to a specific issue or map, a corresponding
reference is included in the left hand column. Where a reference is not give, the
comment applies to the document or subject area as a whole. The council does not
have the capacity or the technical experience to comment in every area of the
environmental statement. There are a number of areas within the documents where
the council has not offered a comment, this should not be taken as agreement or
consent for the text.

1.2.3 There are also a number of generic comments on issues not contained within the
WDES itself namely:

Future transport projects including Key Cycle Network
Limestone supplies and haulage

Opportunities for sustainable travel

X

Y

o 7
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2
2.1

211
2.2
221

2.2.2

2.2.3

224

2.2.5

2.2.6

2.2.7

GENERIC COMMENTS ON WDES SECTIONS

Agriculture, forestry and soils, Section 4

At this time the council has no general or specific comments to make.

Air Quality, Section 5

Please also refer to individual responses to each Community Area Reports (CAR).

Long Eaton; DCC welcome the inclusion of review of the impacts of viaduct design
on urban airflow with specific reference to Long Eaton and the potential impact on
environmental pollutant exposure.

DCC welcome the inclusion of green walls and associated greening infrastructure to
support mitigation of air pollution and improve visual appearance of man-made
structures. Such measures will also support irrigation and reduce flooding.

DCC welcome engagement with Borough and District Environmental Health teams
throughout the process in order to ensure consideration of local impacts, suitable
monitoring and appropriate mitigation measures.

DCC welcome the use of Euro VI vehicles within the fleet however support the use
of ULEVs where possible as viable options become available.

DCC support assessment and mitigation in line with recently developed East
Midlands Air Quality Network; Air Quality and Emissions Mitigation Guidance for
Developers using the DfT Threshold Criteria for Transport Assessments [1] to
assess impact and mitigations. However it is noted that guidance includes the
Institution of Highways and Transportation (IHT, 1994). Guidelines for Traffic Impact
Assessment, Institution of Highways and Transportation. The IHT Guidelines
suggest that the scoping of the Transport Assessment should include all links and
associated junctions where traffic will exceed 10% of existing tow-way traffic (or
5% in congested or other sensitive locations) or such other thresholds as may
have been established by the Highway Authority. These considerations will only
however be addresses in the formal ES. Early engagement with the Highway
Authority to agree the detail and scope of the formal ES will therefore be required.

DCC note the assessment of construction traffic impacts will use traffic data based
on estimates of the average daily flows and assume vehicle emission rates and
background pollution concentrations from the year 2023. Such modelling is based
on assumptions regarding decreasing trends in air pollution levels. DCC
recommend monitoring and assessment during the pre-construction, construction
and operational phases to ensure accurate assessment of baseline and impacts.
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2.2.8 DCC note the use of the DEFRA baseline data which utilises 1km grid squares,
however would wish to ensure monitoring at source where sensitive receptors are
known in order to monitor actual impacts.

2.2.9 It is not evident from the report if local monitoring data has been utilised during
initial assessment or will be utilised during further assessment. DCC advocate the
use of actual monitored data above modelled data where this is available.

2.2.10 DCC note the reports seek to identify AQMAs within respective areas. It must be
noted that AQMAs will be subject to change and whilst areas may not currently
have AQMAs in operation currently the increase in traffic created by construction
may result in increases in air quality at local levels, therefore requiring the
declaration of AQMAs.

2.2.11 The report does not include the area of A38 near junction 28 of the M1 identified
within the Clean Air Strategy.

2.2.12DCC advise close consultation with Borough and Districts to ensure accurate
identification of sensitive receptors.

2.2.13 DCC welcome the publication of evidence to support the assumption that CoCP
measures will be effective in ensuring effective mitigation in order to support that
statement “no signification effects from dust generating activities”.

2.3 Community, Section 6.

2.3.1 Please refer to individual responses to each CAR.

24 Ecology and biodiversity, Section 7.
2.4.1 Generally, the approach taken is as expected, and can be supported. However,

o Survey methods will “follow recognised methodologies (deviating only where
considered appropriate)”) it is not currently possible to comment on the detailed
approaches taken in respect of survey methodologies.

o The suggestion that the scheme will only seek to deliver no net loss of biodiversity
causes some concern at this stage. A firm commitment that the scheme will deliver
no net loss of biodiversity would be warmly welcomed, and would better fit with
government policy and aspirations, and accord better with other regimes such as
planning policy and the National Planning Policy Framework. Early agreement
should be sought with stakeholders about how ‘no net loss’ is measured and
demonstrated, including clarity in how irreplaceable habitats such as Ancient
Woodland will be considered and addressed.
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24.2

243

244

245

DCC very strongly encourage early, meaningful and sustained dialogue with
ecological consultees and stakeholders throughout the process, from data
acquisition and survey planning, through scheme de