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Introduction 
The Woodland Trust (The Trust) is the UK's leading woodland conservation charity and aims to 

protect native woods, trees and their wildlife for the future. We do this by restoring and improving 

woodland biodiversity and increasing people's understanding and enjoyment of woodland.  We own 

over 1,000 sites across the UK, covering over 20,000 hectares (50,000 acres) and we have 500,000 

members and supporters. 

Ancient woodland is one of the country’s richest terrestrial wildlife habitats, home to 256 species of 

conservation concern as listed on the UK Biodiversity action plan. It has evolved over hundreds, if 

not thousands of years and cannot be recreated or compensated for. Furthermore, it also holds a 

unique, indescribable value for all those who visit or have an association with it. 

“Our ancient woodlands are quintessential features of England’s much-loved landscapes – 

irreplaceable, living historic monuments which inspire us and provide us with a sense of place and 

history in an increasingly frenetic world”. These are not The Trust’s words, but taken from the 

Government’s own Keepers of Time, written in 2005 as a statement of policy to better protect and 

value ancient woodland. Clearly there is a wider recognition of the importance of ancient woodland, 

and The Trust is determined that this should be applied throughout the construction and operation 

of High Speed 2. 

Although supportive in principle of the concept of high speed rail, The Trust has severe misgivings 

about the green credentials of a route that will destroy some of the UK’s finest irreplaceable natural 

habitats. It is important that there is proper consideration of its environmental impact and that the 

likely significant effects are accurately assessed, so that appropriate mitigation can be designed to 

be integral to the project and compensation measures are appropriately secured.  The Trust is 

concerned that many of the mitigation and compensation measures proposed are not detailed 

enough and may only be implemented “if reasonably practicable”, with no definition given as to 

what this actually means.  Furthermore, there is little or no information on how the nominated 

undertaker and contractor will be obliged to put mitigation and compensation measures in place as 

well as monitor and manage them for decades to come.   

Summary of Representations on the Environmental Statement 
The Woodland Trust (The Trust) has reviewed the Environmental Statement (ES) for the proposed 

route of Phase 1 of High Speed 2 (HS2).  Our comments relate specifically to ancient woods on the 

ancient woodland inventory (AWI), and those woods that we consider should be on the AWI.    

Our main concerns are summarised below; 

1. Ancient woodland is irreplaceable – whilst the ES asserts this in Volumes 1, 3 and 5, this key 

fact is absent from the Non-Technical Summary and Volume 2 and often, the analysis in 

these sections mistakenly implies or states that the proposed compensation planting will 

mitigate the loss of ancient woodland.  This leads to conclusions which underplay the 

magnitude and significance of the environmental effects of the proposals. 

 

2. Compensation versus mitigation - The ES continually confuses the terms compensation and 

mitigation.  Any planting offered in relation to ancient woodland loss should be referred to 

as compensation because it is not possible to mitigate the loss of an irreplaceable habitat. 
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3. Success of mitigation measures – the assumption throughout the ES is that any mitigation 

measures proposed will be successful.  There is no discussion of alternative mitigation 

measures or what contingency plans will be put in place if mitigation fails. 

 

4. Effect of ancient woodland loss – Any loss of ancient woodland should clearly be recorded as 

a significant permanent residual effect in accordance with the Scope and Methodology 

Addendum (Volume 5).  Unfortunately this is not always the case and loss is sometimes 

referred to as a moderate or even a low adverse effect. The Trust considers this to be 

misleading. 

 

5. Significance of ancient woodland loss – parts of the ES accept that ancient woodland is of 

national significance.  However, within the CFA reports ancient woodland is often referred to 

as only being of county/metropolitan significance and in some cases it is referred to as only 

having district/borough significance (e.g. CFA 9), which is potentially misleading.   Any loss of 

ancient woodland is of national significance. 

 

6. Cumulative effects – there is no discussion within the ES of the cumulative effects of 

removing over 32ha of irreplaceable ancient woodland along the route of Phase 1.   

 

7. Number of ancient woodlands to be affected – The Trust considers that Phase 1 of the 
proposed scheme will directly affect 27 ancient woodlands and indirectly affected 21.  The 
ES states that 19 ancient woodlands will be directly affected and does not give a number for 
those indirectly affected.  The ES has not, therefore, assessed the likely significant effects of 
the development on the environment as required by the European Council Directive 
85/337/EEG (as amended and codified in 2011 by Council Directive 2011/92/EU (“the EIA 
Directive) and the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2011 (“the Regulations”). 
 

8. Ancient and veteran trees – Every ancient tree provides history, biodiversity, aesthetic and 

landscape value because of its age, size or condition.  Ancient trees are a rarity in themselves 

and the UK has a special responsibility as it is believed to contain the highest proportion of 

ancient trees in Northern Europe. However, these trees are barely mentioned by the ES even 

though there are significant numbers within the construction boundaries. The loss of the 

oldest wild pear tree (CFA 17) in the UK is referred to as being of district/borough 

significance only . Once again this has the effect that the ES has not fully assessed the likely 

significant effects of the development on the environment as required by the EIA Directive 

and the Regulations.   

 

9. Mantle’s Wood – At present it is proposed to construct the northern tunnel portal in the 

middle of Mantle’s Wood ancient woodland, representing the single biggest loss of ancient 

woodland along Phase 1 (6.2ha).  For the ES to accept on one hand that ancient woodland is 

irreplaceable, but then to construct a tunnel portal in the middle of one is completely 

unacceptable and shows a blatant disregard for the significance of this habitat.    
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10. Inconsistent figures – the area of individual woodlands (both ancient and secondary) to be 

lost to the scheme are reported inconsistently between reports and within reports.  This has 

made it difficult to determine which figures are correct and what environmental information 

is to be taken into consideration.  

11. Method for demonstrating no net loss in biodiversity - The ES states that the project aims to 

result in no net loss in biodiversity. However, it is not possible to achieve this target because 

irreplaceable habitat is being removed.  The Trust is concerned that the ES proposes to use a 

modified form of the Defra methodology for biodiversity offsetting to significantly reduce 

the burden of achieving this objective. The Defra methodology is a draft which is still under 

consultation, and the changes proposed by HS2 are a major departure from this approach 

and are not based on any tried and tested methodology.  Furthermore, the ES does not 

provide evidence of any calculations already made or any detail of how such metrics 

calculations will be used in practice. This makes it almost impossible to review the 

appropriateness of the proposed modified methodology.  We consider it to be completely 

inappropriate to assign offsetting values to ancient woodland.  The implication is that the 

loss of biodiversity that comes with the removal of ancient woodland can be mitigated for by 

planting and The Trust considers that this is misleading for both consultees and the decision 

makers.  

12. Wider Effects – The ES identifies three ancient woodlands which may be potentially affected 

further if works move within the statutory limits of deviation.  As any impact on ancient 

woodland would be significant because it is irreplaceable, The Trust would like confirmation 

that there are no other ancient woodlands that may be affected by works within the 

statutory limits of deviation.   

13. Precautionary principle – although the ES states that a precautionary approach has been 

taken, this is not demonstrated within the ES.  There are many examples of assumptions that 

the proposed scheme will not have a negative impact when there is no evidence to back this 

up. 

 

14. Mapping – HS2 Ltd promised that a GIS overlay of the whole of Phase 1 would be available 

to accompany the ES.  This was finally made available on 24 January 2014 (the original date 

for the consultation to close), 8 weeks after the consultation commenced.   There are 100s 

of maps contained within the ES and using them to gain an understanding of the whole 

route has been very difficult.  North is not in the same direction on all map sheets so it is 

difficult to visualise how each map connects to its neighbour.  Furthermore, the maps are 

inadequately labelled and the CFA reports do not contain any map references when 

referring to landscape features so locating woodlands has been difficult.  The poor quality of 

the mapping means that we have had to resort to using our own maps to understand the 

content of the ES.  In addition, maps showing the statutory limits of deviation are not 

included within the ES although they are referred to and consultees would need to view 

them.  The HS2 Ltd. helpline did not know where they were located and eventually The Trust 

found them in the HS2 Ltd. online shop.  Again, the inadequacies in the mapping mean that 

it is hard to see how any decision on the Bill can be based on a robust consideration of the 

environmental information. 
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15. Percentage cover of woodland – the CFA reports all state what percentage of the CFA is 

woodland and whether this is more or less than the national average (reported in the ES as 

10%).  This information is then used to state whether the removal of woodland within a CFA 

is significant.  The ES repeatedly states that in areas where woodland cover is higher than 

10% that the impact of removing woodland is low.  This is deeply misleading as it implies 

that the removal of ancient woodland is not significant and is a clear example of 

misrepresentation of the effects to ancient woodland. There is no justification for assessing 

significance in this way. 

 

16. Buffers – the ES does not make any reference to the use of buffers to protect existing areas 

of woodland from the impacts of the proposed scheme.  This is of concern given that many 

ancient woodlands have construction boundaries running directly along the edge of them.   

 

17. Stockpiles - it is of concern to The Trust that in a number of places temporary stockpiles are 

being placed within areas of ancient woodland.  In many cases the area is then shown on the 

post-construction maps as being planted.  It is unacceptable to remove ancient woodland to 

place stockpiles and then reinstate the area to woodland.  Furthermore there are several 

examples of stockpiles being placed adjacent to ancient woodland which is contrary to the 

draft Code of Construction Practice which clearly states that stockpiles will be kept away 

from sensitive receptors. 

 

18. Lag time between habitat loss and creation – the ES does not adequately acknowledge the 

potentially extensive time frame between a habitat being destroyed and compensation 

planting being mature enough to benefit species reliant on the habitat that has been 

removed.  This is particularly important with reference to ancient woodland and species that 

are dependent on it (e.g. certain species of bats).  If there is insufficient habitat remaining to 

support such species whilst the new planting matures, they too will die out.   

 

19. Compensation planting – it is not clear how the areas of compensation planting detailed 

within the ES have been calculated.  Although Volume 5 does include information on 

biodiversity offsetting the method proposed does not appear to have been used  (although 

The Trust agrees with the Defra1 guidance  that ancient woodland cannot be included in a 

simple offsetting metric). Volume 3 clearly states that “Further details of habitat loss and 

gain will be provided within additional documentation to be produced (following submission 

of the hybrid Bill)”.   The Trust is concerned that it is not clear how this further information 

will be consulted upon, if at all.  Moreover as the magnitude and significance of residual 

environmental effects on biodiversity rely on the adequacy and effectiveness of 

compensation measures it is important that the ES clearly describes them and clearly 

indicates the measures that will be implemented and therefore form part of the proposal. 

 

20. Impact of noise on the natural environment – this topic appears to have only been 

considered obliquely in the ES and The Trust considers a separate section should have been 

                                                           
1
 Biodiversity Offsetting in England, Defra, September 2013 
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devoted to the impacts of noise on the natural environment.  The ES frequently assumes 

that a lack of information on the impact of noise from high speed rail on the natural 

environment equates to it having minimal impact. 

 

21. “As far as reasonably practicable” – this is a phrase which is used far too often within the ES 

in relation to proposed compensation and mitigation measures.  The Trust is concerned it 

effectively functions as a get out clause for the nominated undertaker and contractor if and 

when the proposed scheme goes ahead.  Again as the magnitude and significance of residual 

environmental effects on biodiversity rely on the adequacy and effectiveness of 

compensation measures it is important that the ES clearly describes them and clearly 

indicates the measures that will be implemented and therefore form part of the proposal. 

 

22. Draft Code of Construction Practice – the dCoCP is very light on actual information and The 

Trust is concerned that too many decisions are being left to the nominated contractor.  It is 

not clear how the decisions of the nominated contractor will be monitored or reviewed. 

 

23. Management, maintenance and monitoring – there is very little information on the 

management, maintenance and monitoring of compensation planting within the ES.  The 

Trust considers that at the very least the ES should acknowledge that the time frames 

involved in creating new woodland are significant and will run into decades. The 

methodology will apparently be included in the EMRs (which are as yet unpublished) and it is 

not clear how the content of them will be consulted upon, if at all.  Furthermore, there is no 

financial commitment to the management and monitoring detailed within the ES and no 

detail on how it is to be secured.   

Consultation Time Frame 
The Trust considers that the time frame allowed for the consultation is too short given the size of the 

ES notwithstanding the additional days required by both the House of Commons and the House of 

Lords Standing Order Committees to dispense with Standing Order 27A.  Much has been made by 

HS2 Ltd. of the consultations that have already taken place, with the implication being that the 

majority of the information presented within the ES has already been consulted upon.  This is not 

the case.  The construction boundary has increased significantly from the draft ES so assumptions 

made after reviewing the draft have all had to be revisited. 

Non-Technical Summary 
The non-technical summary (NTS) should provide a non-technical summary of the information 

provided in the ES including an overview of the proposed scheme and its likely significant residual 

effects.  The majority of the information in the NTS is covered in greater detail within the other 

volumes of the ES and The Trust’s comments are contained within those sections of our response.  

Our comments on the NTS relate specifically to information not given in other parts of the ES or 

information that conflicts with other parts of the ES.  

Ancient woodland is first mentioned in the NTS in the section relating to ecology (7.6).  The NTS 

gives the proposed works at Sheephouse Wood SSSI as an example of where the route has been 

designed to avoid land take from the SSSI.  Whilst it is correct that the construction boundary does 

not encroach on the area within the SSSI designation, the NTS fails to mention that Sheephouse 

Wood is also on the Ancient Woodland Inventory and that 1.5ha of ancient woodland that does not 



 

6 
 

fall within the SSSI designation is being removed.  Furthermore, this area is home to the very rare 

Bechstein’s bat which is protected at a European level.  The NTS states that measures will be put in 

place to allow bats to fly safely across the line on this section of the route.  What the NTS does not 

make clear is that the proposed mitigation measures are untested and, therefore, the likelihood of 

success is unknown and the impact of the proposal in the absence of mitigation should be given2.  

The Trust considers that portraying Sheephouse Wood as an example of good environmental 

practice in terms of protecting woodland and the species that are intimately associated with them is 

potentially misleading. 

Under the ecology section the NTS discusses the planting of new areas of habitat to compensate for 

the loss of habitats such as woodland.  As an example it refers to planting of 11ha of woodland 

adjacent to Windmill Hill Spinney in Ladbroke and Southam (CFA 16).  Unfortunately the NTS does 

not make clear is that 12ha of woodland is being removed from this CFA altogether (see CFA 16 para. 

3.4.25).  There is approximately an additional 5ha of woodland compensation planting in this CFA, 

but even taking this into account, the planting ratio is very low when compared with the suggestions 

in Defra’s proposals1. 

Section 8 covers the non-technical summaries for the 26 CFA areas.  The Trust is disappointed that 

when ancient woodland loss is mentioned that there is no reference to ancient woodland being an 

irreplaceable habitat of national importance.   Furthermore, discussion of ancient woodland loss in 

the NTS is often accompanied with a sentence about planting of broadleaved woodland having a 

beneficial effect. This juxtaposition is misleading as it implies that ancient woodland loss can be 

mitigated by planting, which is incorrect.  Other sections of the ES clearly state that ancient 

woodland is irreplaceable and that its loss can only be compensated by planting.  The Trust considers 

that this should have been reflected in the NTS.   

In addition to the above, the Trust would like to make the following specific comments in relation to 

information contained within the non-technical summaries of the CFA reports; 

 CFA 6 – no mention of woodland loss at all under this CFA and there is no ecology section.  

This is of concern because there is 14.5ha of woodland to be removed from this CFA.  This 

woodland is not on the AWI (although The Trust considers two woods should be) but even 

so we would have expected this loss to be mentioned under the section on agriculture, 

forestry and soils. 

 CFA 9 – The Trust considers it inappropriate to imply that there will be a beneficial increase 

in woodland in this area with the planting of 40ha of broadleaved woodland, given that 

approximately 9ha of irreplaceable ancient woodland are to be lost to the proposed scheme.   

 CFA12 – whilst The Trust is pleased to see that the loss of 1.5ha of ancient woodland is 

mentioned within this report (it is missed from the earlier ecology section of the NTS).  It is 

disappointing that the potential impact of the scheme on the UK’s rarest breeding bat is not 

mentioned at all. 

 CFA13 – ancient woodland loss is mentioned, but again without a reference to the impact of 

the scheme on the very rare Bechstein’s bats present. 

 CFA16 – The Trust does not agree with the statement that the tunnel will avoid any 

significant effects on birds and bats in Long Itchington Wood.  We are aware of potential 

ground works in this wood that are not covered in the ES.  Furthermore the placement of a 

                                                           
2
  Para 12.3 of Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment – Guidelines for Environmental Impact 

Assessment. 
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main construction compound on the border of this wood is completely inappropriate.  These 

issues are discussed in more detail under our comments on Volume 2. 

 CFA17 – the statement that the planting of 17.7ha of woodland will result in a permanent 

beneficial significant effect is misleading when 2ha of irreplaceable ancient woodland is 

being removed. 

 CFA18 – again the NTS states that planting of broadleaved woodland will have a permanent 

beneficial effect even though 3.8ha of ancient woodland is being removed.  This type of 

statement is potentially misleading. 

 CFA19 – Over 10ha of woodland is to be lost from this area along with over 20km of 

hedgerow.  The ecology section in the NTS does not mention the loss of woodland and the 

effects associated with this at all. 

 CFA20 – the ecology section states that ancient woodland will be lost, but again there is no 

recognition of the significance of this. 

 CFA21 – The NTS states that two ancient woodlands will be directly affected.  However, 

there is a third ancient woodland that is detailed in Volume 2 and this is not mentioned in 

the NTS. 

 CFA 22 – clearly states that 21ha of woodland is to be planted, but relates this to the loss of 

5.4ha of ancient woodland.  What the NTS does not state is that according to Volume 2 

20.5ha of woodland is to be lost altogether.  Using smaller figures of ancient woodland loss, 

without making it clear that this is not total woodland loss is very misleading. 

 CFA23 - it is of concern that there is no ecology section under this CFA summary.  The rare 

Barbastelle bat is present in this CFA and this should have been mentioned in the NTS, given 

that other sections of the ES clearly state that works will impact on the bat assemblage in 

this location. 

 CFA24 – again there is no ecology section in this report which is of concern given that over 

27ha of woodland is to be removed. 

Section 9 of the NTS gives a summary of the likely residual significant route-wide environmental 

effects of the proposed scheme.  Loss of ancient woodland is mentioned within this section.  

However, it is disappointing that the first references to Mantle’s Wood, Sibley’s Coppice and Jones’ 

Hill (all ancient woods within the Chilterns AONB) do not clearly state that these are ancient woods.  

Furthermore, The Trust completely disagrees with the statement “by year 60 of operation, planting 

will have further matured and integrated the project into the AONB so that the effect will not be 

significant”.  This statement is then compounded by the final sentence of this section which says 

“Overall the assessment concludes that the project is unlikely to result in any significant adverse 

effects on the special characteristics of the Chilterns AONB”.  To state that the effect of the loss of 

over 10ha of irreplaceable ancient woodland will not be significant after 60 years is incorrect and 

misleading to consultees.  Both statements completely contradict the statement made within 

Volume 3 that “ancient woodland is an irreplaceable resource and this loss is considered to be a 

permanent adverse residual effect, which is significant at a national level” and the statement made 

in Volume 5 “Significant effects on habitat types that are considered irreplaceable (e.g. ancient 

woodland) should be listed as a significant residual effect even when compensation or enhancement 

is proposed”.   

Section 9.5 reiterates the desire of HS2 Ltd. to seek no net loss in biodiversity as a result of the 

proposed scheme.  However, the removal of 32ha of irreplaceable ancient woodland means that this 

target cannot be achieved, but the NTS does not make reference to this fact.  Furthermore, this 

section goes on to state that “ancient woodland is an irreplaceable national resource and its loss is a 
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significant adverse effect”, again contradicting the statements made above in connection with the 

impacts of the scheme on the Chilterns AONB. 

The presence of Barbastelle bats in six locations along the proposed route is discussed under section 

9.5.  The fact that this species is not mentioned once under the summaries of the CFA reports makes 

the non-technical summary of the likely significant effects of the development legally deficient.   

Overall, The Trust considers that many parts of the NTS are potentially misleading and not an 

accurate non-technical summary of the likely significant effects of the development as required by 

the Regulations.  The NTS is particularly important for ensuring that the ES is accessible to the public 

and that they can comment fully on the likely significant effects of a proposal.  It is supposed to give 

consultees and members of the public a non-technical summary of the project and a summary of the 

likely significant effects.  However, failing to even mention the presence of both Bechstein’s and 

Barbastelle bats under the relevant CFA reports, let alone the potential impact of the scheme on 

them represents a failure to provide a summary of the likely significant effects of the proposals on 

the environment as required by the Regulations and could be seen as being deliberately misleading.  

The lack of an ecology section in a number of the CFA summaries where the scheme clearly has a 

significant adverse impact on the ecology of the area also means that a complete summary of the 

likely significant effects of the proposals has not been provided.  In those sections that do contain an 

ecology section, discussion of ancient woodland loss in conjunction with mitigation planting may 

imply to the reader that one will offset the other, when this is technically incorrect. 

Volume 1 – Introduction and Background Information 
Volume 1 gives an overview of the proposed scheme and the structure of the ES.  The Trust has 

provided comments on the areas we have concerns with under those relevant sections of the ES.  

Therefore, we are only commenting on matters in this report that are either not mentioned in other 

sections or contradict statements given elsewhere in the ES. 

As detailed in Volume 5 – Wider Effects Report, the statutory limits of deviation are shown on maps 

that accompany the Bill and not the maps contained within the ES (please see our comments under 

this section for further concerns relating to this).  A comparison between the two appears to indicate 

that the limits of construction (assessed in the ES) effectively followed the statutory limits of 

deviation.  However, it is of concern that Volume 1 indicates that there may be areas of land outside 

the construction boundary but within the Parliamentary Plans that accompany the Bill.  The only way 

it appears possible to work out the difference between the construction boundary and the statutory 

limits of deviation is to compare the two map sets.  Given that this comprises hundreds of map 

sheets it has not been possible within the statutory consultation time frame allotted.  The Trust 

considers that there are areas that could be potentially affected that we are not aware of because 

the mapping provided within the ES does not cover the maximum extent of land over which the Bill 

extends. 

As part of the environmental assessment process this report states that where there is a gap in the 

information, reasonable worst case assessments have been made.  In reviewing the ES, The Trust 

does not believe that this statement has always been adhered to.  For example, impact of noise on 

birds is assumed to be negligible even though there is a lack of scientific evidence to support this, 

and the ES clearly states this within Volume 5.  Moreover, where any uncertainty exists over 

proposed mitigation this should be clearly stated in the ES. 

The Trust does not believe that the proposed scheme complies with the section of HS2 Ltd’s 

Sustainability Statement that seeks to “minimise impacts where they occur and deliver 
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enhancements as far as practicable to ensure that there is no net loss to the natural environment”.  

At least 32ha of ancient woodland are to be lost to the scheme.  Ancient woodland is irreplaceable, a 

fact that is recognised in Volume 3 of the ES, and therefore any loss of this habitat has to be 

considered as a net loss to the natural environment. A commitment to no net loss in biodiversity is 

reiterated in paragraph 9.8.6 but again no mention is made of the impact of the proposed route on 

irreplaceable habitats, such as ancient woodland. 

As part of the advanced works required for the construction of the scheme Volume 1 indicates that 

additional site works and surveys may be required.  It is of concern to The Trust that this will include 

works such as the drilling of boreholes and construction of trial trenches. However, further details of 

what type of surveys or where they might be required are not contained within the ES.  Given that 

The Trust already has concerns about potential boreholes within the footprint of Long Itchington 

Wood that are not detailed within the ES, we consider that this paragraph implies that further works 

of this nature may be required elsewhere.  Any disturbance to ancient woodland will have a 

significant impact and put simply, the Directive and the Regulations require that development is not 

to be permitted unless the environmental effects of the development have been assessed and the 

environmental information taken into account.  These survey works are very much part and parcel of 

the development (the development cannot proceed without them). The failure to environmentally 

assess those works means that the likely significant effects of the proposals have not been assessed 

and will not be taken into account in reaching a decision on the proposal as required by the Directive 

and the Regulations.  The Trust would like to know if any of the ancient woodlands identified along 

the route will be affected by this type of survey work.   

As well as detailed site investigation survey work, Volume 1 states that further ecological surveys will 

be required in areas where no access has been possible to date.  Whilst The Trust would agree in 

principle that areas need to be surveyed to determine the current baseline, it is of concern that the 

ES has been published before a complete set of surveys have been undertaken.  Furthermore the 

requirement for additional surveys is at odds with section 7.7 that states that the baseline is 

sufficiently robust to allow the significant environmental effects of the scheme to be assessed.  Less 

than 50% of the ancient woodlands to be directly affected by the proposed scheme have been 

surveyed.  The Trust considers that this is inadequate to provide accurate baseline information.  

Moreover, the requirement to assess the likely environmental effects prior to the grant of 

“development consent” means that investigation and matters of agreement on works of mitigation 

cannot be left until after the Bill comes into force3. 

The proposed scheme will require the construction of many site compounds, both main (31) and 

satellite (299), to facilitate the proposed construction works.  Section 6.6 states that site compounds 

will be placed to avoid proximity to sensitive receptors.  This policy has not been adhered to and a 

main construction compound which will be operational for six years has been placed directly on the 

boundary of Long Itchington Wood, a SSSI and an ancient woodland, which the ES states is of 

national importance.  There are other examples of construction compounds which, in the opinion of 

The Trust, have been inappropriately located e.g. Kingsbury Road Railhead (CFA20) adjacent to and 

directly impacting upon Sych Wood ancient woodland.  These are discussed further in our comments 

on the individual CFA reports.  

The comments that potential climate change impacts on ecology are too difficult to predict and so 

have not been incorporated into the assessment are inappropriate.  The proposed scheme is going 

                                                           
3
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to result in the fragmentation and degradation of large areas of natural environment, which will 

make it difficult for species to respond to changing climate as the ecological permeability of the 

landscape is reduced.  There is potential for the scheme to help to establish a coherent and resilient 

ecological network in accordance with Lawton principles. Increasing the size of the existing 

ecological network and the connections within it will help species respond positively to climate 

change.  Given that other sections of the ES state that the proposed scheme will follow Lawton 

principles, The Trust fails to understand why this has not been incorporated into the scheme in 

relation to climate change.   

The Trust is pleased to see that this report states that the operator will be committed to providing 

on-going monitoring and management of all compensatory habitat.  However, we are concerned 

that the potential timeframes this will cover are not alluded to either here, or in other sections of 

the report.  Ecological compensation areas based on translocated soils will need to be managed and 

monitored over decades rather than years because of the time it takes for woodland to become 

established.  Requirements to manage and monitor over time frames as long as this will potentially 

give rise to additional problems, such as who will be ultimately responsible for ensuring this work is 

undertaken, and what mechanisms (statutory or otherwise) including securing the funding , can be 

put in place to achieve this.  It is essential that these issues are identified and addressed and the 

identified commitments secured. 

Volume 2 

Overview of CFA reports 
The ES has broken down the route of HS2 into 26 Community Forum Area (CFA) reports .  The  Trust 

has reviewed each of these reports and our findings are summarised for each CFA in order.   

Mitigation versus Compensation 
Volume 5, Annex B, Ecology Technical Note Section 14 clearly states that loss of ancient woodland 

cannot be mitigated for, and The Trust fully supports this assertion.  Unfortunately, The Trust has 

found that in many instances individual CFA reports repeatedly state that proposed planting will act 

as mitigation for ancient woodland loss.  Ancient woodland is irreplaceable (as accepted in the ES ) 

and as such any loss of it cannot be mitigated, only compensated.  We consider that many of the CFA 

reports are misleading consultees and ultimately the decision makers by incorrectly referring to 

mitigation. 

Number and Area of Ancient Woodland to be Affected 
The ES states in Volume 3 that 19 ancient woodlands will be directly affected by the proposed route.  

However, our analysis of the information contained within Volume 2 indicates that 27 ancient 

woodlands on the Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) will be directly affected.  The Trust asked HS2 

Ltd. to provide details of the 19 woods that they consider will be directly affected as there is no 

definitive list within the ES.  This list was provided to us on 16 January 2014. There are nine ancient 

woodlands that we consider will be directly affected that are not on the list of 19 provided by HS2 

Ltd.  There is one wood on the HS2 Ltd. list which is not on our list (Hanchwood House Wood) as it 

forms part of John’s Gorse ancient woodland and we have included both areas of woodland under 

this heading. 

The ES contains clear references to woodland loss for 23 of the 27 woods that we consider to be 

directly affected.  The ES contains conflicting information on two of the remaining four woods 

(Jenkins Wood and Havenfield Wood (both in CFA 9)), with one section stating no loss to the 

woodland and other section(s) indicating that there will be a direct impact.  In the absence of clear 
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information The Trust has assumed that these woods will be directly impacted upon, unless other 

information is provided to prove otherwise.  The ES contains no information on works to be 

undertaken in No Man’s Wood (an ancient wood in CFA 9) other than to show that a construction 

road will run through it.  The ES does not recognise that this woodland is on the AWI as it is not given 

this designation on any of the accompanying maps or the text.  The final ancient wood we consider 

to be directly affected is Long Itchington (CFA 16).  We have included this wood in our list of 27 

ancient woodlands to be directly affected.  Although, the ES states that there will be no loss from 

this wood (and the accompanying maps clearly show the construction boundary within the footprint 

of the woodland), information contained within the draft ES and personal communications with HS2 

Ltd. indicate that significant ground works will be required in this wood prior to the construction of a 

tunnel in this area, including bore holes.  HS2 Ltd. has stated (pers. comm.) that these ground works 

will be subject to a consenting process outside of the Hybrid Bill process.  Given that the works 

referred to in the ES cannot go ahead without the ground works being undertaken this work must be 

seen as part of the project and the effect of these works fully assessed.  The failure to 

environmentally assess those works means that the likely significant effects of the proposals have 

not been assessed and will not be taken into account in reaching a decision on the proposal as 

required by the Directive and the Regulations.    

It is of deep concern that the ES contains a definitive number of ancient woodlands to be affected 

which is not supported by information provided within other sections of the ES.  We are very 

disappointed that HS2 Ltd. has gone on the public record stating that only 19 woods will be directly 

affected, also stating that The Trust has been deliberately misleading, as this has not been the case.  

We have included a list of the woods we consider to be affected as part of our submission.   Woods 

marked with an asterisk (*) are ancient woods we consider to be directly affected that are not on the 

HS2 Ltd. list. 

 Battlesford Wood (CFA7) 

 Broadwells Wood (CFA18) 

 Crackley Wood* (CFA18) 

 Decoypond Wood (CFA12) 

 Farthings Wood (CFA9) 

 Halse Copse (CFA15) 

 Havenfield Wood* (CFA9) 

 Jenkins Wood* (CFA9) 

 John's Gorse (CFA22) 

 Jones' Hill Wood (CFA10) 

 Long Itchington Wood* (CFA16) 

 Mantles Wood (CFA9) 

 North Wood (CFA20) 

 No Man’s Wood (CFA 9)* 

 Parkhall Wood (CFA25) 

 Pinnocks Wood* (CFA7) 

 Ravenshaw Wood (CFA22) 

 Rookery (CFA21) 

 Roughknowles* (CFA18) 

 Roundhill Wood (CFA21) 

 Sheephouse Wood (CFA12) 

 Sibley's Coppice (CFA9) 
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 Slaish* (CFA22) 

 South Cubbington (CFA17) 

 Sych Wood (CFA20) 

 Vicar's Coppice (CFA22) 

 Weeford Park* (CFA21) 

As well as stating the number of ancient woodlands to be directly impacted upon the ES states that 

32ha of ancient woodland will be lost (see Volume 3).  As with the number of woodlands, there is no 

definitive table within the ES to show how this figure was calculated.  The level of detail contained 

within each CFA report varies for each woodland affected.  This has made it very difficult for The 

Trust to obtain an accurate picture of total loss of ancient woodland.  Not all reports give a single 

figure of ancient woodland to be lost from the CFA.  Some reports contain figures of loss for each 

individual ancient wood, some (e.g. CFA 22 and CFA 21) have amalgamated woodland loss between 

both ancient and secondary woodland, some contain more than one figure of loss for the same 

woodland and others give no figure at all, but state loss will be kept to a minimum.  The Trust wrote 

to HS2 Ltd asking for a list of ancient woodlands to be affected and the area of loss from each. We 

received this on 16th January 2014.  The table they provided does add up to 32ha of woodland loss.  

However, Trust has nine more woodlands on our list of woods we consider to be directly affected 

and so we consider that this figure has the potential to be higher.   

In those reports where multiple figures are given for the same area of woodland the inaccuracies 

between figures are generally less than 0.5ha.  However, this type of error is repeated for many 

woods, and so when considered for the whole 230km of the proposed route they potentially 

become significant.  It also means that it is not possible for anybody reviewing the information 

contained within the ES alone to determine how the figure of 32ha of ancient woodland loss was 

calculated.  Personal correspondence between HS2 Ltd. and The Trust during the consultation period 

has revealed that HS2 Ltd. has rounded many of the figures within the ES.  However, this is not 

explained anywhere within the ES and further adds to the complication of calculating exactly how 

much ancient woodland will be lost. 

As well as ancient woodlands directly affected by the proposed route of HS2, The Trust has identified 

a further 21 woods on the AWI that we consider will be indirectly affected by the works.  Details of 

each are given in the discussion of the relevant CFA reports below.   

The AWI has always been described as provisional by Natural England (the statutory body 
responsible for the AWI)  since at any stage new information may become available that shows that 
woods not currently on the inventory are likely to be ancient or vice versa. In addition ancient woods 
less than 2 ha or open woodland such as ancient wood-pasture sites are generally not included 
because the methods used could not identify them consistently.   In reviewing the proposed route of 
Phase 1 of HS2, The Trust has identified an additional 24 woodlands that we consider meet the 
definition of ancient, but are not listed on the AWI.  Of these 22 are directly affected by HS2 and two 
will be indirectly affected.  The Trust is currently preparing evidence for Natural England to have 
these woods listed on the AWI.  Details of these woods are also included in our review of the 
individual CFA reports below. 
 

The ES clearly states that access for surveys was limited in a large number of areas due to landowner 

restrictions.  It is of concern that of the 27 ancient woodlands The Trust has identified as being 

directly affected less than half have been surveyed.  The Trust considers that this is inadequate to 

provide accurate baseline information.  Moreover, the requirement to assess the likely 
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environmental effects prior to the grant of “development consent” means that investigation and 

matters of agreement on works of mitigation cannot be left until after the Bill comes into force. 

Maps 
In the opinion of The Trust, the maps contained within the CFA reports are both misleading and 

difficult to navigate.  The CFA reports do not contain any map references when discussing landscape 

features, which has made it very difficult to locate woodlands mentioned within the text of the 

reports.  Other sections of the CFA do contain map references (see Volume 5 – Off Route Effects), so 

it is not clear why this section of the ES does not. Furthermore, the maps are inadequately labelled, 

with names of woodlands missed off, incorrectly spelt or woodland boundaries missing altogether.  

This difficulty in locating specific landscape features is compounded with the background of many of 

the maps represented in shades of grey making it difficult to differentiate between the built and 

natural environment. Furthermore, north is not orientated in the same direction on all maps, adding 

to the difficulty in understanding the maps on a route wide scale.  The Trust has had to resort to 

comparing the maps within the CFA reports to its own mapping systems to locate many of the 

woodlands we are concerned about.   

Electronic GIS maps were finally provided by HS2 Ltd. eight weeks after the consultation began.  

These comprise over 50 separate overlays and has required considerable staff hours to upload it on 

to The Trust’s own mapping system.  The construction boundary has increased significantly since the 

publication of the draft ES, for which a GIS overlay was available.  Without the equivalent GIS overlay 

for the final ES it has been difficult to quickly see where the boundaries have changed.  Provision of 

the electronic mapping layers so late in the consultation process meant that the majority of our 

review of the ES had to utilise the 100s of individual map sheets   To allow us to adequately 

understand the impact of the proposed scheme on the Lichfield area, The Trust electronically stuck 

together maps from the Lichfield area so that we could clearly visualise a section of the route in its 

entirety.  This process took an experienced graphic designer half a day to do.  Each map had to be 

manually rotated to fit to its neighbours, because north was in a different direction on each sheet.  

This type of exercise could not be carried out by the average consultee and given the length of time 

it took the Trust to do this for just one CFA we did not repeat the exercise for the rest of the CFA 

reports.   

The Trust considers that the keys used on the maps in Volume 2 are potentially misleading.  Overlays 

used to denote local wildlife sites (LWS) are of a solid colour, whereas overlays for ancient woodland 

are cross hatched, but of a similar colour.  If a woodland is on the AWI as well as being an LWS, the 

overlay for the LWS obliterates the overlay denoting the AWI.  If a person reviewing the ES was not 

already aware that a woodland was on the AWI it would not be obvious from the maps.  This 

comment also applies to the ecology maps contained within Volume 5.  Again, the inadequacies in 

the mapping mean it is hard to see how any decision on the Bill can be based on a proper 

consideration of the environmental information. 

Details of each individual CFA reports are given below. 

CFA 1 – Euston 
No ancient woodland within this CFA 

CFA 2 – Camden 
No ancient woodland within this CFA 
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CFA 3 – Primrose Hill to Kilburn 
No ancient woodland within this CFA 

CFA 4 – Kilburn to Old Oak Common 
No ancient woodland within this CFA 

CFA 5 – Northolt Corridor 
There are two ancient woodlands within this CFA, Fox Wood and Perivale Wood. Both lie outside the 

construction boundary.  The Trust does not consider that these woods will be affected by the 

proposed scheme provided the boundary detailed in the maps does not change and ground works 

outside of this boundary are not required. 

CFA 6 – South Ruislip to Ikenham 
There are two directly affected woods within this CFA that are not on the AWI, but The Trust 

considers may be ancient;  

 Newyears Green Covert 

 Copthall Covert   

 

Ruislip Woods (on the AWI) is now within 100m of the proposed construction boundary, which is 

much closer than previously shown in the draft ES.  However, The Trust does not consider that this 

ancient wood will be affected by the proposed scheme provided that the boundary detailed in the 

maps does not change. 

Of greatest concern in this CFA is that the published figures of both total and individual woodland 

loss vary from section to section.  For total woodland loss the ES states that 14.5ha of woodland will 

be removed, however this is later reported as 6ha of woodland and 3.5ha of hedgerow.   

At Newyears Green Covert woodland loss is quoted as 5.5ha (para. 7.4.6), 3ha (para. 7.4.26), 2ha 

(para. 7.4.32) and 7.5ha (para. 9.4.15).   In addition there have been no surveys of flora or fauna 

undertaken here, so the baseline conditions for this wood have been extrapolated from other data.  

The ES does accept that the loss from this woodland will result in a permanent adverse effect, but 

also states that no significant residual effect will occur. 

Woodland loss from Copthall Covert is given as 0.2ha.  However, this wood is completely surrounded 

by works and there is no information given within the ES as to what measures will be taken to buffer 

the wood from the indirect impacts of the proposed scheme, such as noise, dust and artificial 

lighting.  Surveys were undertaken at Copthall Covert and ancient woodland indicator species were 

identified within this wood (See Volume 5 for details).  Furthermore, bird surveys indicated that 

hobbies are breeding either here or in Newyears Green Covert and the bat surveys undertaken show 

that non-breeding pipistrelle bat roosts will be lost to the works.  

Compensation planting for woodland loss is located between Newyears Green Covert and Bayhurst 

Wood (part of Ruislip Woods SSSI) to the North.  The ES states that 30ha will be restored and that 

8ha of this will be woodland (para. 7.4.46).  The Trust is pleased to see that compensation planting 

aims to join up existing areas of woodland.  However, we do not consider that 8ha of woodland is 

adequate compensation for the loss of 6ha (or 14.5ha depending which figure in the ES is correct), 

and significantly more planting should be provided in this area (in line with the Lawton Principles).  

Furthermore, Copthall Covert should be buffered from the surrounding works by planting to a width 
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of at least 30m on all sides, prior to works commencing in this area to ensure that there are no 

adverse effects on this woodland. 

An additional issue of concern with regard to compensation planting in this area is that the ES states 

“Soils from the ancient and other woodland areas that would be removed during construction of the 

Proposed Scheme would be utilised” in the planting proposed for this area.  As far as The Trust can 

tell from the information provided there are no ancient woodlands listed on the AWI that will be 

affected in this CFA.   It is not clear if the ES is referring to soils from Newyears Green and Copthall 

Coverts, which The Trust considers should be on the AWI.  We would like clarification as to where 

these soils will be salvaged from, and if they are to be stored. 

CFA 7 – Colne Valley 
There are two woodlands on the AWI that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme;  

 Battlesford Wood  

 Pinnocks Wood* 
 
(*) indicates ancient woodland that The Trust considers will be directly affected but is not on the list 
of 19 woods provided by HS2 Ltd. 
 
Pinnocks Wood was not identified in the draft ES as an ancient woodland that would be impacted 
upon by the proposed works.  However, the ES now states that Pinnocks Wood falls partially within 
the land required for construction.  The works in question relate to cabling for utilities.  The ES states 
that no significant impacts are expected and that the cabling works will be tunnelled under the 
wood.  However, no information is given on depth or length of the tunnelling or whether any surface 
works could be required, for example for construction or future maintenance access.  The Trust 
considers, that given the paucity of information in relation to these works that there is potential for 
a direct impact on this wood.  Therefore, this woodland is included on our list of 27 ancient 
woodlands we consider to be directly affected by the scheme, even though it is not on the HS2 Ltd. 
list. 
 
The ES states that 1ha of Battlesford Wood will be removed as the result of the establishment of a 
haul route, the Colne Valley viaduct and environmental mitigation.   What concerns The Trust is that 
the impact of the loss of this irreplaceable habitat is referred to as having a low adverse impact 
resulting in a moderate adverse effect.  This is misleading to consultees and ultimately the decision 
makers and completely contradicts the statement made within Volume 3 that “ancient woodland is 
an irreplaceable resource and this loss is considered to be a permanent adverse residual effect, which 
is significant at a national level” and the statement made in Volume 5 “Significant effects on habitat 
types that are considered irreplaceable (e.g. ancient woodland) should be listed as a significant 
residual effect even when compensation or enhancement is proposed”.   In a later section of the CFA 
report the ES does accept that the loss of habitat from Battlesford Wood represents a significant 
residual effect.  This contradictory reporting of the impacts of removing ancient woodland is 
repeated throughout Volume 2 of the ES. 
 
Access was granted for surveys at Battlesford Wood.  The invertebrate survey undertaken identified 

2 red data book species found and 2 nationally scarce species.  Red data book plants are also 

present, (see Vol. 5), including Coralroot which is being removed from Battlesford Wood leaving only 

one population in this area.   

The ES states that Harefield Hall and The Lodge are ancient woods that are both on land that is 
required for construction.  There is no other information given in the ES and neither is labelled on 
any of the accompanying maps.  The Trust has checked its mapping systems and we cannot find 
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woods with these names in this area, and would like confirmation from HS2 Ltd. as to where these 
woods actually are.  We have not included these woods on our list of 27 to be directly affected, but 
if we are able to identify where they are then they may well need to be included on this list. 
 
Total loss of broadleaved woodland from this CFA is given as 30ha (para. 7.3.12), however Volume 5 

gives the figure of 27ha (vol. 5 Ecology). The ES states that 19.5ha of mixed broad leaved woodland 

will be created in woodland creation areas and that there will be more as part of landscaping 

(although no figures are given).  Soils from the portion of Battlesford Wood to be removed are to be 

translocated to the Tilehouse Lane woodland creation area (please refer to The Trust’s comments in 

relation to translocation under Volume 5).  The Trust is pleased to see that this area will join up 

other areas of ancient woodland.   However, as at least 27ha of broadleaved woodland is to be lost 

in this CFA, including 1ha of ancient woodland planting of just 19.5ha of new woodland is completely 

inadequate compensation for this loss.   

CFA 8 – Chalfonts and Amersham 
There is one ancient woodland in this CFA that The Trust considers will be indirectly affected by the 

proposed scheme: 

 Bow Wood 

The ES has identified 5 areas of ancient woodland in total that are adjacent to the scheme; 

 Roberts Wood – 60m south of the Chiltern tunnel 

 Second Wood and Wheatley Wood - 100m from the Chiltern tunnel 

 Hales Wood – adjacent to temporary traffic diversion 

 Bow Wood – adjacent to permanent road widening scheme 

There are no figures given in this report for woodland loss of any description.  However, Bow Wood 

ancient woodland is directly adjacent to Bottom House Farm Lane which is being widened to provide 

permanent access to the Chalfont St Giles Vent Shaft (para. 2.2.8) for maintenance and the 

emergency services.  The ES states that this road is little used in its present form and the proposed 

construction works and increase in traffic will result in a reduction in tranquillity in this area (para. 

9.4.18).   

The text of the CFA report states that works will not affect the wood. However, the accompanying 

maps clearly show the construction boundary within the wood.  The Trust would like confirmation 

that no works will take place within Bow Wood.  The close proximity of the works to this wood and 

the fact that Bottom House Farm Lane will be widened and used as a permanent access route to the 

vent shaft means that The Trust has added it to the list of woods to be indirectly affected by HS2.  

Furthermore, Bow Wood is not mentioned in Volume 5 which appears to indicate it has not been 

surveyed as part of the baseline work for the proposed scheme.  If additional information proves 

that the mapping is correct this wood will be added to the list of ancient woods to be directly 

affected by the proposed scheme. 

With regard to the other four ancient woods identified by the ES, provided that the construction 

boundaries do not alter from those within the ES and that ground works are not required in those 

ancient woods that lie above the proposed tunnel The Trust considers that there will not be a direct 

impact on ancient woodland within this CFA. 
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CFA 9 – Central Chilterns 
Within CFA 9 there are six ancient woodlands that The Trust considers will be directly impacted by 

the proposed route; 

 Mantle’s Wood 

 Sibley’s Coppice 

 Farthings Wood 

 Havenfield Wood* 

 Jenkin’s Wood* 

 No Man’s Wood* 

(*) indicates ancient woodland that The Trust considers will be directly affected but is not on the list 

of 19 woods provided by HS2 Ltd. 

There is one ancient woodland that The Trust considers will be indirectly affected by the proposed 

scheme; 

 Oaken Wood/Castle Wood 

According to the ES 17% of this area is wooded, compared to the national average of 10%.  Using 

these figures the ES extrapolates that woodland within this area is a resource of low sensitivity.  A 

later paragraph compounds this belief by stating “the significance on forestry [of the proposed 

scheme] in this area is minor and is not significant”.  The Trust considers this statement to be 

completely misleading as over 9ha of ancient woodland are to be removed in this area alone.  This 

completely contradicts the statement made within Volume 3 that “ancient woodland is an 

irreplaceable resource and this loss is considered to be a permanent adverse residual effect, which is 

significant at a national level” and the statement made in Volume 5 “Significant effects on habitat 

types that are considered irreplaceable (e.g. ancient woodland) should be listed as a significant 

residual effect even when compensation or enhancement is proposed”.  Ancient woodland acts as a 

reservoir for biodiversity, and the presence of a higher than average secondary woodland coverage 

does not make it more dispensable.    Ancient woodland only covers 2% of the UK and much of this is 

highly fragmented.  Larger areas of ancient woodland should be conserved and enhanced to build on 

their significance, not fragmented which reduces their conservation value. 

The biggest single loss of ancient woodland along the route of phase one is to occur at Mantle’s 

Wood.  Again the ES gives more than one figure of woodland loss, either 6ha or 6.2ha.  The reason 

for the large loss of woodland from this area is the placement of the north portal for the Chilterns 

Tunnel within Mantle’s Wood ancient woodland.  As well as removing over 30% of the wood, work 

will also result in the wood being permanently cut into two sections.  Fragmentation of the wood will 

increase the permanent impacts of the scheme on this habitat.   

It is of concern to The Trust that Mantle’s Wood has been identified in Volume 5 – Wider Effects as a 

wood in which additional works may be required within the statutory limits of deviation.  If these 

works are required they are expected to have a further significant effect as more ancient woodland 

would be removed.  Please see The Trust’s comments under Volume 5 – Wider Effects report for 

additional information. 

Construction of a tunnel portal and associated site compounds within irreplaceable ancient 

woodland is completely unacceptable and the tunnel needs to be extended further to the north to 

reduce the impact on Mantle’s Wood. Furthermore, the works in this area are expected to take 

around 6 years to complete, so the indirect effects on the woodland from noise, dust, lighting etc. 
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are also expected to be significant.  The ES does discuss the alternatives that were considered to the 

current proposed tunnel portal in Mantle’s Wood.  This section recognises that the environmental 

damage caused by the proposal in its current form is significant, but that for reasons of cost and 

potential delay to the time frames of the project other less damaging proposals were discounted.  It 

is of concern that once again the ES states that the impact of the proposed works will be “mitigated” 

by a range of environmental measures. 

Other works associated with the tunnel portal are also impacting on this wood.  An access road 

running to the east of the wood will result in additional woodland loss and a satellite construction 

compound has been situated directly on the northern boundary of the wood.  Both the road and the 

satellite compound should be moved away from the wood to reduce the impacts on this habitat, and 

vegetated buffers should be used to protect the core of the woodland from neighbouring 

construction activities.   At present no buffering is proposed in the ES.   

HS2 Ltd was unable to gain access to this woodland to undertake any surveys, so the baseline 

conditions for this wood have been based on aerial photographs and desktop studies only.  Several 

rare bat species have been recorded in the vicinity of this wood and the ES accepts that some of 

these bats are likely to be roosting within the section of Mantle’s Wood to be removed.    

Wood loss for Sibley’s Coppice ancient woodland is inconsistently reported within this report (2.3 

and 2.6ha) with a different figure also given in Volume 3 (2.5ha).  HS2 Ltd. (pers.comm.) have 

confirmed that the figure is actually 2.4ha.  As with Mantle’s Wood, Sibley’s Coppice is being 

bisected by the proposed route, leaving a small area of 0.2ha to the south of the line, with the larger 

area (5ha) to the north.  The ES accepts that given the size of the smaller area of woodland its 

conservation value will decline.  The fragmentation of Sibley’s Coppice will increase the impacts of 

the proposed scheme on the habitat.  In addition to the direct loss of woodland, maps for this area 

show a large temporary materials stockpile placed along the southern boundary of Sibley’s Coppice.  

Information within the draft Code of Construction Practice (Vol.5) states that stockpiles will be 

stored away from sensitive areas.  This needs to be adhered to and the stockpile moved away from 

the wood. 

Farthing’s Wood is also being directly affected by the proposed scheme.  The ES states that 3.5ha of 

this wood is to be removed, but that only 0.5ha of this is wood on the AWI.  The construction 

boundary runs along the edge of Farthings Wood and it is of concern that there is no buffer 

proposed between the wood and the works.  The Trust would expect a vegetated buffer of at least 

30m wide to separate the ancient woodland from the proposed works.  Access was not granted for 

any surveys at Farthings Wood, so the environmental baseline is based on desk top studies and 

surveys from neighbouring woods. 

Havenfield Wood is an ancient woodland that was identified in the draft ES as being directly affected 

by the placement of an overbridge and associated road realignment.  The ES states that this 

overbridge has been altered to avoid Havenfield Wood. However the accompanying maps still show 

the construction boundary as being just within the wood.  For this reason, this wood has been 

included on The Trust’s list of 27 ancient woods that will be directly affected by the proposed 

scheme, although it is not on the HS2 Ltd. list of 19 woods to be affected.  Even if the proposed 

works are outside the footprint of the wood, they are directly adjacent to it and this wood will be 

indirectly affected by the proposed scheme. 

Jenkin’s Wood is included on The Trust’s list of 27 woods to be directly affected by the proposed 

works because of conflicting information within the ES.  It is not on the list supplied to us by HS2 Ltd. 
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CFA report paragraph 6.3.5 states that Jenkin’s Wood is within land required for construction as 

does the report on ecological baseline data in Volume 5 (paragraph 4.4.42, CFA 7 – 15).  However, 

paragraph 7.3.4 of the CFA report states that this wood is adjacent to works.  Given the 

inconsistency in information The Trust, using a precautionary approach, has assumed that this wood 

will be directly impacted upon.   

No Man’s Wood was added to the Ancient Woodland Inventory in July 2012 (i.e. before the ES was 

written), and appears to have a construction route running through it (see map CT-05-032-L1).  

However, it is not mentioned in the text of the ES and is not marked on any maps as being ancient 

(see map CT-10-017).  The only indication that there are works occurring in this area is the 

construction map mentioned previously.  Without any additional information to indicate otherwise, 

The Trust has taken a precautionary approach and assumed that the works will have a direct impact 

on No Man’s Wood.  In addition The Trust requests that future maps produced clearly show that this 

wood is on the AWI and that further information is provided as to the impact of the proposed works 

on this woodland. 

Oaken Wood/Castle Wood was also added to the AWI in July 2012, but like No Man’s Wood it is not 

shown on the ES maps as being an ancient woodland.  This wood is not mentioned anywhere in the 

text of the ES and it is not labelled on any of the maps.  However, map CT-05-32-L1 shows it is 

directly adjacent to a proposed ecological planting area.  There is no information provided anywhere 

within the ES as to how ecological planting areas will be created.  Therefore, The Trust has taken a 

precautionary approach and assumed that this wood may be indirectly affected by the proposed 

works in this area.  The Trust would like confirmation that the ancient status of this wood will be 

reflected in all future mapping produced in connection with Phase 1 of HS2, and that this wood will 

be clearly labelled. 

In addition to the woodland loss over 16km of hedgerow are being removed 2.1km of which is 

considered to be important (under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997).  The loss of hedgerows 

between woodlands will result in fragmentation of the landscape in addition to the fragmentation 

caused by the removal of woodland. The ES recognises that the removal of these hedgerows will 

result in a permanent adverse effect, but later on contradicts itself by stating that there “will be no 

permanent adverse effects on the conservation status of hedgerows in this area” as a result of the 

proposed planting.  There is no information about the potential lag time between hedges being 

removed and new hedges being planted.  The longer this time period is, the greater the potential 

effect on the environment. 

40ha of woodland planting are proposed within this CFA, with soils from affected ancient woodlands 

being translocated as part of the proposed compensation.  We are pleased that the proposed 

planting scheme endeavours to connect up existing areas of woodland in accordance with Lawton 

Principles. However, this figure is inadequate to compensate for the loss of around 9ha of 

irreplaceable ancient woodland. The Trust considers that the minimum ratio of planting proposed to 

compensate for the loss of irreplaceable ancient woodland must exceed the maximum ratio that can 

be calculated using the Defra offsetting metrics – effectively this means a compensatory planting 

ratio that exceeds 30:1. The form and location of any such planting should also be in accordance 

with the Lawton Principles. Total woodland loss in CFA 9 is reported as either 12ha or 13.8ha 

depending which part of the report you read.  The ES states that “Following the maturation of the 

new woodland any adverse impacts on Mantle's Wood LWS, Hedgemoor and Farthings Wood LWS 

and Sibleys's Coppice LWS will be reduced to a level that will not result in a significant adverse effect 

on the integrity of the sites”.  The CFA report considers maturation to be a period of 50 years (other 

reports within Volume 2 state 60 years).  In the opinion of The Trust the suggestion that in 50 years’ 
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time the compensation planting will significantly reduce the adverse effects of removing over 9ha of 

ancient woodland is categorically wrong.  Ancient woodland has been present for at least 400 years 

and a 50 year old woodland could not possibly be considered to provide the same quality of habitat 

as the ancient woodland that has been removed.  Furthermore, the ES once again incorrectly refers 

to planting as mitigation for loss of ancient woodland (para. 2.2.10), rather than compensation.   

CFA 10 – Dunsmore 
There is one ancient wood which will be directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Jones’ Hill Wood 

There is one ancient woodland that will be indirectly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Rushmore 

Jones’ Hill Wood is partially within land required for construction and will lose either 0.9ha or 1 ha of 

woodland depending on which part of the CFA report is correct (see paras. 7.4.6, 7.4.30 and 7.4.41).  

Jones’ Hill is a small wood and the loss proposed represents 50% of its total area.  Given the size of 

the loss it is inappropriate that access for surveys was not obtained for this wood and, therefore, 

accurate baseline information has not been provided.  As previously noted, the requirement to 

assess the likely environmental effects prior to the grant of “development consent” means that 

investigation and matters of agreement on works of mitigation cannot be left until after the Bill 

comes into force. 

Maps of the construction phase show the presence of a temporary materials stockpile within the 

wood.  The associated proposed scheme map shows planting then occupying the same area. This is 

unacceptable and if the temporary stockpile was moved to a different area then less of this ancient 

woodland would be affected.  Furthermore, the Trust would expect that the portion of wood to be 

retained is sufficiently buffered from the proposed works by the placement of a vegetated buffer at 

least 30m wide, prior to works commencing. 

Rushmore ancient wood is not within the land required for construction.  However, since the 

publication of the draft ES the construction boundary has significantly moved in this area and 

proposed works are now within 20m of the wood.  For this reason The Trust considers that this 

wood will be indirectly affected by the proposed scheme and we would like to see measures put in 

place, such as buffering, to reduce these impacts. 

The Trust is pleased to see that the proposed compensation planting in CFA 10 aims to increase 

connectivity between Jones’ Hill Wood and Rushmore ancient woods.  However, we do not consider 

the area suggested is large enough to compensate for the loss.  

CFA 11 – Stoke Mandeville and Aylesbury 
Based on the information contained within the ES there do not appear to be any ancient woodlands 

in this CFA that will be affected (directly or indirectly) by the proposed scheme, provided the 

construction boundary does not change from that published. 

CFA 12 – Waddesdon and Quainton 
There is one wood on the AWI that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme in this CFA; 

 Sheephouse Wood 
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In addition there are three woods on the AWI that will be indirectly affected by the proposed 

scheme; 

 Finemere 

 Greatsea Wood 

 Romer Wood  

1.5ha of Sheephouse Wood will be lost to the proposed scheme.  The ES wrongly implies that this 

parcel of woodland is unnamed (para. 7.3.6).  It was originally part of the larger section of 

Sheephouse Wood and was separated off when the Aylesbury line was constructed.  This section of 

wood to the south west of the proposed line falls within the AWI designation for Sheephouse Wood 

and for the purposes of this report it will be referred to as Sheephouse Wood.  The larger part of 

Sheephouse Wood is also designated a SSSI because of the ancient woodland and the ES recognises 

that this wood is of national importance. 

There were no surveys undertaken in the main part of Sheephouse Wood, which is inappropriate 

given the significance of this wood and the proximity of the proposed scheme to it.  Bat surveys in 

the vicinity of the wood have shown the presence of Bechstein’s bats, which are very rare and 

protected at a European level.  It is presumed by the ES that these bats are roosting in Sheephouse 

Wood and it is known that they commute across the proposed route.  Bechstein’s bats roost in holes 

in old trees and so are a species that is intimately connected with ancient woodland.  Loss of ancient 

woodland represents loss of their habitat and The Trust considers that the ES does not clearly 

address this type of connection between woodland specialist species and the habitat upon which 

they depend.   

The ES does propose to mitigate the impact on the bat population of individuals being struck by 

trains with the provision of a structure 10m high and running 800m along the track parallel to 

Sheephouse Wood (it is described as a box like structure).  There are no further details of what this 

structure will look like or how it will be constructed.  It is implied that it may need to be lit to 

encourage bats away from it.  Man-made lighting is known to have impacts on ancient woodlands 

and it may be that mitigation for one species could have a negative impact on others.  To our 

knowledge this type of mitigation has never been undertaken and we would like further details as to 

how it will work.  To the extent that this mitigation is untested and, therefore, the likelihood of 

success is unknown, the impact of the proposal in the absence of mitigation should be given4.  

Furthermore, the visual impact of such a large man-made structure directly adjacent to an ancient 

woodland of national significance needs to be considered.   

It is not clear from the ES exactly why the 1.5ha of ancient wood is being removed as it is just 

described as being within both the permanent and temporary land take of the scheme.  However, 

the ES states that mitigation for the bats will involve the removal of linear strips of vegetation along 

the line to discourage bats from foraging close to the railway.  The proposed scheme maps show 

that this area will be replanted as grassland, which appears to be connected with mitigation for bats.  

It is of concern then that the removal of this strip of ancient woodland will also result in the removal 

of a maternity roost for Brown Long Eared bats.  The ES suggests that the loss of habitat and roosts 

for other species of bat in this area will be mitigated by the provision of roosts in the new areas of 

woodland to be provided.  Newly planted woodland and hedgerows will take a considerable period 

                                                           
4
  Para 12.3 of Institute of Environmental Management & Assessment – Guidelines for Environmental Impact 

Assessment. 
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of time to mature to such a point that is useful habitat for bats.  Therefore, it should be planted 

before the existing habitat for bats is destroyed.  However, given that the ES clearly states that the 

new areas of woodland will be created using soils salvaged from ancient woodlands that are to be 

removed it is clear that new habitats will not be created until some time after the existing habitat is 

destroyed.  This will result in a significant lag between suitable habitats being available for the bats 

that currently inhabit this area.  The Trust does not consider that the ES has adequately assessed the 

effect of this time delay on the populations in this area, especially given the rarity of a number of the 

species present. 

Alternative mitigation was considered in this area, including putting the line in this area below 

ground which would effectively maintain baseline conditions (the proposal appears to be a form of 

cut and cover tunnel, rather than a bored tunnel).  This was discounted because it would require a 

greater land take, take longer to construct and be more expensive than other options.  The ES also 

concludes that due to the additional loss of habitat that it would cause a greater impact on bats.  

However, The Trust considers that this alternative may need further investigation given that the 

proposed box shaped enclosure is completely untested as a form of mitigation. 

Decoypond Wood is an ancient woodland adjacent to Sheephouse Wood and it will also be directly 

affected by the proposed scheme.   It falls just within CFA 13 and The Trust’s comments relating to 

this wood can be found within that section of our response.  However, given its proximity to 

Sheephouse we would like to see the proposed planting scheme completely connecting the two 

woods and not just joining them with strips of woodland. 

Finemere, Romer and Greatsea woods are ancient woodlands that are all adjacent to the proposed 

works in this area.  As such The Trust considers that they will all be potentially indirectly affected by 

the proposed works.  Based on the information contained within the ES it appears that these woods 

all border areas of ecological mitigation.  However, given that there is no information within the ES 

as to how this work will be undertaken we have assumed a precautionary approach and assumed 

that these woods will be impacted upon, even if only temporarily. 

The ES states that both Sheephouse Wood and Finemere Wood will be affected by dust deposition 

as a result of the positioning of haul routes in this area.  This is considered in the ES to be a slight 

temporary adverse effect and its control will be covered in the CoCP and the proposed LEMPs (not 

yet published).  The lack of information in the ES on what control measures will be undertaken 

coupled with the high sensitivity of these environments means that The Trust is not convinced that 

these areas are being adequately protected. 

The proposed planting of 20ha of woodland does appear to follow the Lawton Principles and will 

connect up areas of existing woodland within this area.  There is a combination of areas of new 

wood connected with new hedgerows and the provision of green overbridges across the proposed 

route.  Ancient woodland soils will be translocated to the new planting areas from those areas to be 

lost to the scheme.  Please see our comments on Volume 5 for the Trust‘s general concerns about 

this form of compensation.  With specific reference to this CFA it is of deep concern that the ES 

states that soils from ancient woodlands will be stored before being moved to the ecological 

compensation areas (para. 3.4.31).  This is not in accordance with best practice and will increase the 

likelihood of an already high-risk process failing.   Whilst The Trust is pleased to see that the 

compensation planting in this area appears to have been considered at a landscape scale we do not 

consider the area of planting to be adequate compensation for the woodland lost and would like to 

see a ratio of planting that exceeds 30:1 in relation to loss of ancient woodland. 
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CFA 13 – Calvert, Steeple Claydon, Twyford and Chetwode 
There is one wood on the AWI that will be directly affected in this CFA; 

 Decoypond Wood 

Decoypond Wood is parallel to the proposed scheme and 1.1ha of the wood will be lost.  This 

compares with the 0.6ha proposed in the draft ES.  Access for surveys was not allowed but a desktop 

survey has shown that three maternity bat roosts (1 Pipistrelle and 2 Daubentons) will be removed 

from this wood as a result of the works.  In addition, one male Bechstein’s bat has been shown to be 

roosting within the wood.  It is not clear from the ES whether this roost is to be affected, but any 

disturbance within this wood will have a negative impact on the species.  The wood to be removed 

also contains a population of the nationally rare Black Hairstreak butterfly.  The ES does recognise 

that the removal of part of this wood represents a significant permanent adverse effect.  

Compensation for the loss of 1.1ha of ancient woodland includes the creation of a 5.2ha area of 

woodland between Decoypond and Sheephouse Woods.  As previously stated in CFA 12, The Trust is 

pleased to see the linking of habitats, but considers that the amount of planting is once again too 

low to adequately compensate for the loss of irreplaceable habitat. 

Waste transfer sidings for an existing landfill on the opposite side of the track are being relocated to 

the north of Decoypond Wood.  The works here will involve the removal of a significant portion of an 

unnamed wood that The Trust considers to be potentially ancient.  There does not appear to be any 

detail about this wood within the ES.   

Diagrams within the ES indicate that a second track to Aylesbury may be put in at a later date 

between Sheephouse and Decoypond Woods.  There is no other information given.  The Trust is 

concerned that given the highly sensitive nature of the woods in this area that more information 

needs to be provided as to what additional works may be planned so that we can properly assess the 

impacts of the scheme on this area. 

CFA 14 – Newton Purcell to Brackley 
There are two woods in this CFA that although not listed on the AWI The Trust considers to be 

ancient; 

 Grassy Plantation 

 Fox Covert (Whitfield) 

There are no woods in this CFA on the AWI that will be directly or indirectly affected by the 

proposed scheme, provided the construction boundary does not move from its current position, and 

additional works outside of this boundary are not required. 

Construction of the Barton to Mixbury cutting will bisect Grassy Plantation resulting in the loss of 

2ha of woodland, and fragmentation of the wood into two parts.  Grassy Plantation was not 

surveyed as access was refused.  However, The Trust has evidence that we believe indicates that it is 

ancient woodland.  As such we will be approaching Natural England to have this woodland included 

on the AWI.  Compensation planting surrounding this area appears to be grassland with only very 

thin strips of woodland.  Although there is other woodland planting proposed within this CFA we 

consider it would be more appropriate for some of this woodland planting to be used to increase the 

size of Grassy Plantation and possibly connect it to woodland to the west of the proposed scheme. 

0.6ha of Fox Covert (Whitfield) will be lost as a result of the construction of the Brackley South 

Cutting.  Fox Covert is a local wildlife site (LWS) and it is designated because of the woodland 
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present on the site.  The ES states that it contains ancient woodland indicators and The Trust 

considers that it should be on the AWI.  It is not clear from the ES if any survey work was undertaken 

within Fox Covert (Whitfield).  There is no survey data for this woodland within Volume 5 and it is 

not specifically mentioned as having been identified as requiring a Phase 1 NVC survey. Given its 

designation as an LWS and the fact it is going to be directly affected by the proposed scheme, The 

Trust considers that a survey should have been undertaken. 

As well as removing part of the woodland, the proposed works run directly along the north western 

boundary of the woodland.  The Trust would expect the provision of some sort of vegetated buffer 

along this boundary prior to works commencing to reduce the impacts on this wood. The ES states 

that 3ha of woodland will be planted to compensate for the loss of this woodland and this will 

connect the remainder of Fox Covert to other woodland in the area.  However, the accompanying 

maps show that all the proposed planting surrounding Fox Covert (Whitfield) will be grassland (see 

map CT-06-066).  Fox Covert is also identified as a potentially water dependant ecosystem, and any 

alterations to groundwater flows in this area could cause further degradation to this habitat.  Please 

refer to our concerns about the treatment of this type of habitat under our comments on the Draft 

Code of Construction Practice (Volume 5). 

CFA 15 – Greatworth to Lower Boddington 
There is one woodland on the AWI that will be directly affected in this CFA; 

 Halse Copse 

Halse Copse exists in two separate sections; referred to for the purposes of this report as Halse 

Copse North and Halse Copse South.  The whole of Halse Copse North is on the AWI, whereas about 

half of Halse Copse South is.   

The proposed works in this area will directly impact on the woodland at Halse Copse South.  The ES 

states that 1.4ha of woodland will be lost to the scheme and either 0.3ha or 0.36ha of this is on the 

AWI.   Text within this CFA report implies that temporary excavated material storage and a haul road 

will be partially responsible for the removal of this section of woodland.  Maps of the construction 

phase do not show either of these features within the footprint of the wood so The Trust is not 

certain which information is correct.  A deep cutting and an overbridge are both present within the 

footprint of the wood.  The ES states that the cutting may result in alterations to the groundwater in 

this area, and we are concerned that no groundwater monitoring appears to have been undertaken 

in the area to determine the existing baseline.   

Seven species of bat were recorded foraging in and around Halse Copse South and Halse Copse 

North.  Species recorded include the rare Nathusius’ pipistrelle and Serotine bats, as well as 

unidentified Myotis species. The removal of over 1ha of woodland from this area and associated 

hedgerows is likely to have a negative impact on their populations.   

It is of concern to The Trust that Halse Copse South has been identified in Volume 5 – Wider Effects 

as a wood in which additional works may be required within the statutory limits of deviation.  If 

these works are required they are expected to have a further significant effect as more ancient 

woodland would be removed.  Please see The Trust’s comments under Volume 5 – Wider Effects 

report for additional information. 

An ecological compensation area covering 9ha is proposed between Halse Copse North and Halse 

Copse South.  Of this 6.5ha will be woodland and 2.5ha grassland.  Total loss of significant woodland 

habitat in this area is 6.3ha (para.7.4.12).  Whilst The Trust is pleased that the proposed planting 
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endeavours to connect similar habitats we do not consider the provision of only 6.5ha of new 

woodland to be adequate compensation.  Furthermore we do not agree with the statement that on 

maturity (the ES states this will be at 50 years post-planting) that the residual effects on Halse Copse 

South will be “reduced to a level at which that will not result in a significant permanent adverse 

effect on the integrity of this site”.  This contradicts other sections of the ES (see NTS, Volume 1, 

Volume 3 and Volume 5) which clearly state that removal of ancient woodland results in a 

permanent adverse effect because ancient woodland is irreplaceable. 

CFA 16 – Ladbroke and Southam 
There is one wood on the AWI that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Long Itchington Wood* (SSSI) 

(*) indicates ancient woodland that The Trust considers will be directly affected but is not on the list 

of 19 woods provided by HS2 Ltd. 

There is one wood on the AWI that will be indirectly affected; 

 Thorpe Rough 

There is one wood that will be directly affected which is not on the AWI, but The Trust considers to 

be ancient; 

 Fox Covert (aka Glyn Davis Wood) 

Long Itchington Wood is an ancient woodland that is also designated a SSSI because of the 

woodland.  It is a wood of national importance, and the ES recognises this (para. 7.3.3).  However, it 

is of great concern to The Trust that the ES states that Long Itchington Wood will not be physically 

affected by the proposed scheme, when we are aware of ground works that will need to be 

undertaken in this wood to construct the proposed tunnel.  Information in the draft ES stated that 

15 bores holes would be drilled in this wood.  Each one of these would occupy 5m2 and an access 

track 3m wide would also be required.  Even without taking the access track into account this would 

result in the loss of at least 1125m2 of ancient woodland.  These bore holes are omitted from the ES, 

but discussion with HS2 Ltd. indicate that they will still be required.  HS2 Ltd. state that ground 

works such as these will be subject to additional consenting processes outside of the Hybrid Bill 

process.  We consider it not only to be disingenuous to omit works that are essential for the 

construction of the proposed works in the ES but this work must be seen as part of the overall  

project and the effect of these works fully assessed at least as cumulative impacts.  The failure to 

environmentally assess those works means that the likely significant effect of the proposals have not 

been fully assessed and the full effects will not be taken into account in reaching a decision on the 

proposal as required by the Directive and the Regulations.   

The ground works are not the only activity that will have an impact on this wood.  The northern 

construction compound for the proposed bored tunnel lies directly on the edge of the wood.  Works 

are expected to take at least 6 years in this area, so the presence of a sizeable construction 

compound (it includes workers accommodation) directly adjacent to a nationally important site is 

completely unacceptable.  Furthermore, the placement of a main construction compound on the 

edge of an ancient woodland is at odds with the statement in Volume 1 that the siting of 

construction compounds has been influenced by a number of factors, including “avoiding proximity 

to sensitive receptors” (para. 6.6.7).   
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The proposed northern tunnel portal falls within the footprint of the construction compound and 

will only be 15 metres from the woodland edge.  This is an increase of 5m from the draft ES but it is 

still completely unacceptable.  The tunnel portal needs to be moved at least 50m away from the 

wood and adequate buffering installed between it and the woodland.   

The accompanying construction phase maps clearly show the eastern edge of construction boundary 

clearly overlapping the footprint of the wood.  This is of grave concern to The Trust and the 

construction boundary should be moved well away from the wood.  The ES does not make any 

mention of any buffering that will be installed to reduce impacts of the construction on Long 

Itchington Wood.  The draft CoCP implies that this sort of mitigation measure will be included within 

LEMPs.  However as neither the CoCP or the LEMPs have been published it is impossible for The 

Trust to be certain that adequate measures will be put in place.  The significance of Long Itchington 

Wood coupled with the fact that the ES proposes to place a large construction compound so close to 

it (as well as a tunnel portal) makes it wholly inappropriate for mitigation measures not to have 

already been included in the ES.  

The ES states that dust deposition from the construction compound will have a “slight adverse 

impact” on Long Itchington Wood even after the implementation of proposed dust mitigation 

measures.  This is because dust producing activities will be located 20m away from the boundary of 

the wood.  Once again, The Trust considers this statement to be completely unacceptable and any 

dust producing activities should be moved well away from the boundary of the woodland, and 

adequate measures put in place to ensure no adverse impact from this type of activity.  Noise from 

construction is also considered to be a potential cause of adverse impacts on the wood.  The ES 

states that this will cause disturbance to breeding birds.  No mitigation is proposed because the ES 

states that the large size of the wood will mean that birds can move away from the source of noise.  

This does not take into account that there may not be enough suitable habitats for all birds currently 

breeding within the wood to occupy if part of the wood is no longer suitable for them.  The Trust 

considers that the solution to all these issues is to move the tunnel portal and the proposed 

construction compound further away from this highly sensitive area. 

Ground settlement of up to 40mm over the tunnel (an area of 11.3ha) may occur post-construction.  

This may cause impacts on ground and surface water.  The ES states that this will be monitored after 

construction (para. 7.4.40) but no monitoring appears to have been done so far to establish baseline 

conditions.   

Thorpe Rough ancient woodland is directly adjacent to the proposed construction boundary.  The 

Trust has included this wood on its list of ancient woodland to be indirectly affected because of its 

close proximity to the proposed works.  The majority of work in this area appears to be the creation 

of an ecological restoration area.  However, given the lack of information on how these works will be 

carried out, The Trust has adopted a precautionary approach and assumed that there will be impacts 

on the wood from activities in this area. 

Fox Covert (Glyn Davis Wood) is not on the AWI, but The Trust considers that it is an ancient wood, 

and we will be contacting Natural England to have it included on the AWI.  This wood falls across two 

CFA boundaries and information on it is contained in both CFA 15 and 16.  The Trust’s comments are 

confined to this CFA to avoid confusion.  Fox Covert (Glyn Davis Wood) is located where the 

Wormleighton maintenance loops are to be constructed.  Alternatives were considered but this 

location was chosen even though the environmental impact would be greater than other locations 

because of the proximity of the road (para. 2.6.5).  The Trust considers this to be unacceptable and it 



 

27 
 

directly contradicts the statement in Volume 1 (para. 10.4.69) that states the location of the 

maintenance loops was chosen because it would have the least impact on the local environment.   

Initially the ES states that a “small section” of this wood will be lost to the scheme (para. 7.3.11).  

However, later on the ES states that 1.9ha of wood will be lost.  This is one third of the woodland 

and The Trust does not consider that this is a small portion.  The matter is further confused because 

the Local Effects report within Volume 5 of the ES gives two separate figures (1.5ha and 2ha) of 

wood to be lost.  A noctule bat maternity roost is within the wood to be lost as is the breeding site 

for a pair of willow tits.  1ha of woodland is to be planted between the remainder of Fox Covert 

(Glyn Davis Wood) and Berryhill Plantation to connect the two up.  Whilst we support the attempts 

to join existing woodland up in this area, The Trust does not consider that the amount of planting is 

sufficient having regard to the Lawton Principles.  

In addition to the wood to be lost from Fox Covert (Glyn Davis wood), there is a veteran oak tree 
within the land required for construction.    The ES states that this is only of parish/local importance.  
The Trust does not agree with this assertion.  Every ancient tree provides history, biodiversity, 
aesthetic and landscape value because of its age, size or condition.  In addition to providing all the 
ecosystem benefits of younger trees, ancient trees have special qualities that contribute to heritage 
value of the British landscape. The Trust is very concerned that the ES does not cover the impact of 
the proposed scheme on veteran/ancient trees or recognise their importance.  Please see our 
comments on the draft Code of Construction Practice for details of The Trust’s concerns relating to 
the lack of information in the ES about veteran and ancient trees.  Unfortunately veteran trees are 
not marked on any of the accompanying maps either in Volume 2 or Volume 5.  This means that The 
Trust has had to resort to using its own databases to try and identify the tree that the ES is referring 
to in this CFA. The general public does not have access to this type of information and we consider 
that this is another example of the ES containing insufficient information to enable consultees and 
ultimately the decision maker to make an informed decision about the impact of the works 
proposed. 
 
Using the information provided in the ES there appears to be very little woodland planting proposed 

in this area.  Confusingly, the proposed planting between Long Itchington and Thorpe Rough is 

referred to as woodland in the text, but shown as grassland on the accompanying maps.  Planting in 

the area of the northern construction compound also appears to be mainly grass as well.   

CFA 17 – Offchurch and Cubbington 
There is one ancient woodland that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 South Cubbington wood 

There are two ancient woodlands that will be indirectly affected; 

 North Cubbington wood 

 Weston Wood 

There is one woodland that The Trust believes is ancient that will be directly affected; 

 Burnt Firs  

Two hectares of South Cubbington wood are to be removed due to the proposed siting of a cutting 

in this area.  A tunnel was considered in this location but the ES states that this would significantly 

reduce environmental effects of this section of the scheme but it would not be viable on economic 

grounds (para. 2.6.12).  The Trust is concerned that this is not the first instance in the ES where 

alternatives have been dismissed solely because they would add to the cost and time taken to 
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complete the project.  The construction of the proposed scheme will result in the south western 

corner of the wood being severed from the main part of South Cubbington Wood.  This smaller part 

of wood will have a lower conservation value than it has now as a result of increased edge to core 

ratio.  It is disappointing that there is no planting proposed around this fragment to increase its size 

and to protect the core of ancient woodland from further degradation.  There is planting proposed 

on the southern boundary of this fragment but this should be extended to surround it on all three 

sides. 

Soils from the part of South Cubbington to be removed will be used to create a 5.3ha ecological 

compensation area connecting North Cubbington Wood to Weston Wood.  As with all proposals for 

translocation of ancient woodland soils, there is no information as to what depth the soils will be 

spread, what time of year this process will be undertaken, or if the soil will be stored before 

spreading.  Please see The Trust’s comments on Volume 5 for a more detailed discussion of our 

concerns with this process.  Whilst The Trust is pleased to see that attempts are being made to join 

areas of woodland up, we consider that the provision of approximately 22ha of new woodland in 

this CFA to be completely inadequate for the loss of 2ha of ancient woodland and the significant (but 

unknown) loss of woodland from Burnt Firs.  Based on a ratio that exceeds 30:1 we would expect at 

least 60ha of woodland to be created to compensate for the loss of the 2ha from South Cubbington 

wood alone based on the Lawton Principles. 

It is of concern to The Trust that South Cubbington has been identified in Volume 5 – Wider Effects 

as a wood in which additional works may be required within the statutory limits of deviation.  If 

these works are required they are expected to have a further significant effect as more ancient 

woodland would be removed.  Please see The Trust’s comments under Volume 5 – Wider Effects 

report for additional information. 

The part of South Cubbington to be removed was not surveyed due to access constraints.  However, 

bat surveys in the vicinity indicate that there may be maternity roosts for Leisler’s, Noctule and 

Myotis species bats within the part of the wood to be removed.  These are all rare species of bat and 

the removal of this habitat could have a significant impact on their populations. The lack of a clear 

baseline in this area, coupled with the lag time between destruction of bat habitat and the new 

habitat reaching maturity means that we do not agree with the ES that the proposed mitigation will 

reduce the impact on bat populations in this area to a level that is not significant.  The ES states that 

there will be no impact on the hazel dormouse population in this area.  However, given that no 

surveys were undertaken this statement does not adhere to the precautionary principle.  Nearby 

Weston Wood is known to support a population of dormice and the habitat at South Cubbington is 

suitable.  Lack of dormice in the surrounding hedgerows does not mean that they are not present in 

the wood. 

South Cubbington Wood is on the AWI and other parts of the ES state that ancient woodland is of 

national importance.  It is disappointing therefore that this CFA report only attributes a significance 

of county/metropolitan value to this wood.  This downgrading of the significance of ancient 

woodland is a repeated theme throughout the CFA reports and The Trust considers this to be very 

misleading.   This is particularly true for those consultees who are only commenting on parts of the 

proposed scheme and may not read all the sections of the report that cover the significance of 

ancient woodland.   

South Cubbington wood is identified as a potentially water dependant habitat.  Given the presence 

of the deep cutting in this area and the dewatering that may be associated with its construction 

particular attention needs to be paid to ground water levels before and after construction.  Please 
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see our comments on the draft CoCP in Volume 5 for our concerns relating to water dependant 

habitats and the types of monitoring proposed. 

In addition to the loss of wood a veteran pear tree in a hedge adjacent to this wood is also being 
removed.  The ES states that this tree is the oldest wild pear tree in the UK.  The draft ES stated that 
this tree would be translocated, however, the ES now states that this is not possible because the 
tree is hollow at the base.  Instead, the ES proposes that this tree (once chopped down) will be used 
to provide dead wood habitat.  The effect on the conservation status of this tree is described as 
being significant at a district/borough level.  The Trust considers it bizarre that the destruction of 
potentially the oldest and biggest wild pear in the country would only be considered significant at 
such a low level.  In addition to this veteran pear tree there is another mentioned as being within 
this CFA.  However, it is not clear from the information provided if this will be removed or not.  Every 
ancient tree provides history, biodiversity, aesthetic and landscape value because of its age, size or 
condition.  In addition to providing all the ecosystem benefits of younger trees, ancient trees have 
special qualities that contribute to heritage value of the British landscape. The Trust is very 
concerned that the ES does not cover the impact of the proposed scheme on veteran/ancient trees 
or recognise their importance.  Please see our comments on the draft Code of Construction Practice 
for details of The Trust’s concerns relating to the lack of information in the ES about veteran and 
ancient trees.  Unfortunately veteran trees are not marked on any of the accompanying maps either 
in Volume 2 or Volume 5.  This means that The Trust has had to resort to using its own databases to 
try and identify the two pear trees that the ES is referring to in this CFA. The general public does not 
have access to this type of information and we consider that this is another example of the ES 
containing insufficient information to enable consultees to make an informed decision about the 
impact of the works proposed. 
 
Burnt Firs is not on the AWI but is a wood that The Trust considers may be ancient.  According to the 
construction maps a significant portion of this wood will be lost to the scheme (para. 9.4.43 states 
the majority of the wood will be lost), but no figure for actual loss is given within the ES.  Burnt Firs 
was not surveyed so it is of concern that the ES states it is only of local/parish value.  There is no 
information given as to why this baseline has been assumed.  The construction maps show that a 
temporary materials stockpile will be placed within the footprint of this wood.  Subsequently this 
area will be replanted with trees.  It is inappropriate to remove trees to make way for a temporary 
stockpile, and then replace the trees.  The stockpile should be moved to a less sensitive area.  The 
draft ES stated that dewatering activities in this area would have a “large to very large” impact on 
Burnt Firs.  However information in the ES states that there are no anticipated changes in ground 
water at this wood.  It is not clear what construction activities have changed between the draft ES 
and the final ES that would reduce the impact on ground water so significantly. 
The ES states that North Cubbington Wood and Weston Wood will not be affected by the proposed 

scheme.  However the accompanying maps clearly show the construction boundary well within the 

footprint of Weston Wood and skimming the edge of North Cubbington Wood.  In the absence of 

any other information, The Trust has adopted a precautionary approach and included both of these 

ancient woods on our list of woods to suffer indirect impacts as a result of the proposed scheme. 

CFA 18 – Stoneleigh, Kenilworth and Burton Green 
There are three ancient woodlands in this area that will be directly affected by the proposed 

scheme; 

 Crackley Wood* 

 Roughknowles Wood* 

 Broadwells Wood 
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(*) Indicates ancient woodlands directly impacted by the proposed scheme not on the list of 19 

woods supplied by HS2 Ltd. 

 There are two ancient woodlands that will be indirectly affected; 

 Blackwaste Wood 

 Kingswood 

There are five woodlands that The Trust believes are ancient woodlands but that are not currently 

on the AWI that will be directly affected; 

 Hare’s Parlour 

 Unnamed Wood 

 Birches Wood 

 Blackwaste Wood (portion that is not on AWI) 

 Little Poors 

A figure of 21.5ha of total woodland loss is given for this CFA, and of that 3.8ha or 3.2ha (two figures 

are quoted within the report) is ancient woodland.  It is of concern therefore that the ES states that 

because 13% of the area is woodland and that this is higher than the national average of 10% 

woodland in this area is considered to be a resource of low sensitivity (para.3.3.30).  This is 

completely misleading as 17% of the woodland to be removed from CFA 18 is ancient woodland and 

therefore irreplaceable.  This type of statement is repeated through many of the 26 CFA reports and 

contradicts other statements within the ES that clearly state ancient woodland is irreplaceable and 

that its removal represents a permanent significant effect.   

Broadwells Wood is an ancient woodland that is being bisected by the proposed railway line.  The 

two remaining portions are of unequal size, with 1.9ha lying to the south of the line and 11.2ha to 

the north of the line.  4.3ha of woodland is to be lost from Broadwells wood altogether, but the ES 

states that only 3.2ha of that is from the portion on the AWI and the remaining 1.1.ha is secondary 

broadleaf woodland.  However, two other sections of the CFA report state that 3.8ha of ancient 

woodland will be lost from this wood (para. 7.4.10 and 7.4.49).   This inconsistent reporting of 

figures is commonplace throughout the ES and has made it difficult to be certain that any of the 

figures contained within it are correct. 

As well as the proposed train line, Broadwells Wood will also be impacted upon by the upgrading of 

an access track to South Hurst Farm.  The track is being upgraded to enable maintenance access to 

the line.  This is inappropriate in an ancient woodland and The Trust considers that an alternative 

access track outside of the ancient woodland should be sought.  In addition, the ES states that 

“habitat loss will be kept to a minimum” as a result of this upgrade.  No figures are given for 

potential loss from these works and it is not clear if the loss of 3.8ha from Broadwells Woods has 

taken these works into account.   

Surveys were undertaken at Broadwells Wood which confirmed its status as ancient woodland.  Two 

nationally scarce invertebrates were identified (an ant and a deadwood crane fly) within land 

required for construction, and the ES states that the impact of the proposed scheme will be 

significant on the invertebrate population.  In addition, seven bat species were also identified as 

using this area, including Leisler’s bats and unidentified Myotis species.   

13.2ha of woodland habitat is to be created between the southern portion of Broadwells Wood and 

Burton Green.  The Trust is pleased to see that the small portion of Broadwells Wood is surrounded 
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by planting, which should help protect the inner core of ancient woodland.  However, the proposed 

scheme maps show that a large proportion of the 13.2ha is described as landscape mitigation 

planting, with only a section near Broadwells Wood shown as woodland habitat creation.  It is not 

clear from the ES what the difference between these two types of planting is.  However, The Trust 

would expect all 13.2ha to be woodland habitat, rather than landscaping.   

The ES states that soils from Broadwells will be translocated to a 2.3ha receptor site (this area is 

smaller than the donor site) that will link the southern portion of Broadwells wood to Crackley Wood 

(para.7.4.38).  This is not shown on the associated maps and The Trust would like further 

information on this.  There is no planting proposed around the larger northern section of Broadwells 

Wood and The Trust believes that there is potential for planting here to connect this area of ancient 

woodland up with ancient woodland at Blackwaste Wood which should be considered. 

Several bored tunnel options were considered in the vicinity of Broadwells Wood.  However, they 

were discounted on economic grounds, even though they would significantly reduce the 

environmental impact of the proposed scheme in this area. The Trust considers that a tunnel under 

Broadwells Wood should be reconsidered as the loss of nearly 4ha of ancient woodland cannot be 

mitigated for and the statement in the ES that a tunnel in this area “would provide only limited 

environmental improvement over the Proposed Scheme, in the long term” is incorrect. 

It is of deep concern to The Trust that Roughknowles ancient woodland is not included on the HS2 

Ltd. list of ancient woodlands to be directly impacted upon (see para. 6.4.15, para. 7.4.10).  

According to the ES 0.5ha of Roughknowles Wood will be lost to the scheme as the result of the 

construction of an access track (it is not in the path of the proposed train line).  This is inappropriate 

and The Trust would like to see these works moved away from this sensitive habitat.   Furthermore, 

Crackley Lane Overbridge Satellite Compound is directly adjacent to this wood and The Trust would 

also like to see this moved further away.  Compensation for this includes an area of planting to 

connect Roughknowles with Crackley Wood (para. 3.4.23).  The Trust considers this proposal to be 

bizarre as the woods are on opposite sides of the railway line.  There is an ancient woodland to the 

north of Roughknowles Wood, Whitefield Coppice, and The Trust considers that planting between 

these two would be appropriate to increase the connectivity between woodland in this area.  

Roughknowles Wood was surveyed and a nationally rare stonecrop (Orpine) was found in the area 

to be lost to the proposed scheme.  Translocation and seed collection is proposed as mitigation for 

this loss.  However, as stated previously moving the proposed works from this highly sensitive 

environment would be more appropriate. 

The ES clearly states that there will be a loss of ancient woodland at Crackley Wood (para. 7.4.10).  

Unfortunately, this is another example of an ancient woodland that is not included on HS2 Ltd’s list 

of 19 woods to be directly affected.  0.1ha will be removed from Crackley Wood and the ES clearly 

states that this will have a significant adverse effect on the woodland.  Crackley Wood was not 

surveyed, but evidence from surrounding areas indicates that it is likely to contain roosts of several 

of the rarer bat species. 

In addition to the direct impacts at Broadwells, Roughknowles and Crackley Woods, the ES states 

that noise from the operation of the route will cause on-going additional effects.   However, the ES 

goes on to state that birds habituate to noise and that therefore the impact of this will be low.  This 

statement is not backed up with any evidence either here or in other parts of the ES and The Trust is 

concerned that a lack of information on the impact of noise on many woodland birds is being 

interpreted to mean there will be no impact. Loss of hedgerows between these woods as well as loss 

of the woodland itself will result in a significant adverse effect on the diverse assemblage of bats in 
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this area.  Proposed mitigation to deal with this effect during construction is the use of artificial 

hedgerows.  There is no other information as to what an artificial hedgerow is or how it will function 

and further information is required. 

Part of Blackwaste Wood is listed on the AWI.  However, The Trust believes that the majority of it 

should be on the AWI.  The part that is currently listed as ancient is not within the footprint of the 

proposed works, but is directly adjacent to the scheme and so we consider that it will be indirectly 

affected by the works both temporarily and permanently.  It is of concern that paragraphs 7.4.49 

and 9.4.41 state that ancient woodland will be lost from Blackwaste Wood.  We would like 

confirmation that this is an error.  1.1ha of Blackwaste Wood that is not currently on the AWI, but 

that The Trust considers is ancient woodland will be lost to the scheme with the construction of 

Burton Green Tunnel Portal.  The wood is considered to be a potentially water dependant ecosystem 

and the construction of the Burton Green Tunnel and associated tunnel portal may have a negative 

impact on groundwater flow in this area.  Please see our comments on Volume 5 in relation to our 

concerns on the impacts of this type of habitat. 

Birches Wood is not labelled on any maps (including the maps accompanying the ES) but the ES 

states that it was part of a larger ancient woodland and that it is probably an ancient woodland 

remnant as it contains ancient woodland indicators.  This wood is a good example of why the lack of 

map references and labelling on the maps is making reviewing the ES more time consuming than it 

should be. Using the limited information contained within this report we believe the wood in 

question is connected to Crackley Wood, and adjacent to Birches Wood Farm.  However, we would 

like more information so we can accurately determine where this wood is.  The Trust has added this 

wood to our list of those woods that are directly affected which we believe should be on the AWI.   

Little Poors Wood is another example of woodland that The Trust believes should be on the AWI, 

and the ES refers to part of it as being ancient woodland (para. 7.3.14).  The northernmost part of 

this wood lies within land required for construction of the proposed Burton Green Tunnel, and 0.2ha 

is to be removed.  Works around Little Poors wood are much more extensive than indicated by the 

draft ES, with work now surrounding the wood on all sides and likely to take nearly 4 years to 

complete.  There is very little compensation planting proposed in this area, with only a new 

hedgerow shown on accompanying maps connecting Little Poors to Big Poors Wood.  The Trust 

considers that there is an opportunity here to provide a greater area of planting to connect these 

two woods together. 

Hare’s Parlour is a small area of woodland that The Trust considers should be listed on the AWI. The 

ES states that road realignment works are located 70m away from the wood.  However, the 

associated maps clearly show the construction boundary within the footprint of wood and for that 

reason The Trust has included Hare’s Parlour on the list of woods to be directly impacted upon. 

The Trust did not originally consider that Kingswood ancient woodland would be affected by the 

proposed scheme.  However, the construction boundary has significantly moved in this area from 

that proposed in the draft ES and the current ES now states that it will be indirectly affected.   

There is one unnamed wood in this CFA that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme and 

that The Trust considers is an ancient wood.  It lies adjacent to the B4115 (see map CT-05-95, H6 & 

H7) and works are much more extensive here than indicated in the draft ES.  However, we can find 

no reference to the loss of woodland in this area within the CFA report.  The Trust would like more 

information about this wood and the works proposed.  Post-construction there is some landscape 
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planting surrounding this wood, but there is also a new road and a balancing pond within and 

adjacent to it. 

In addition to the woodland loss already discussed, 36km of hedgerow will be removed in this area 
along with 6 veteran trees.  The Trust has been unable to determine exactly where these veteran 
trees are as they are not marked on any accompanying maps (in either volume 2 or Volume 5).  In 
addition we cannot identify them from our own records because there are significant numbers of 
veteran trees in this area that fall within the proposed construction boundary.  As previously stated 
The Trust considers that the lack of consideration of the importance of veteran trees in the ES is of 
concern because every ancient tree provides history, biodiversity, aesthetic and landscape value 
because of its age, size or condition.  In addition to providing all the ecosystem benefits of younger 
trees, ancient trees have special qualities that contribute to heritage value of the British landscape.  
This removal of these trees and associated hedgerows will compound the fragmentation of the 

wooded landscape in this area and increase the potential negative effects of the proposed scheme. 

Overall six main ecological compensation areas are proposed and using figures in the CFA report The 

Trust has calculated that this will result in approximately 20ha of woodland habitat being created.  

There is no definitive figure for total woodland creation in this CFA report and given that 21.5ha of 

woodland is to be lost altogether we do not consider the proposed compensation planting in this 

area to be adequate. 

CFA 19 – Coleshill Junction 
There is one wood in this CFA which is not on the AWI but that The Trust considers to be ancient; 

 Coleshill Park Belt (aka The Belt) 

Coleshill Park Belt LWS is not on the AWI but it does contain ancient woodland indicators and The 

Trust believes it is an ancient woodland.  The wood is made up to two separate wooded areas called 

The Belt and The Catmore.  The Catmore does not fall within the construction boundary, but 2.7ha 

of The Belt will be lost as a result of the construction of the embankments of the Birmingham spur. 

The proposed scheme will fragment Coleshill Park Belt into two parts which will decrease the 

conservation value of the remaining parcels of woodland. 

Five species of bat have been recorded in this area including Leisler’s and unnamed Myotis species.  

No maternity roosts are to be lost to the scheme, but given the lack of wooded habitat any loss will 

potentially have a significant impact on the bat assemblage in this area.  The ES states that the 

impact on bats will be temporary, but given the lag time between the loss of habitat and the 

creation of new habitat, coupled with the lack of woodland in this area The Trust does not consider 

this statement to be correct. 

This area is mainly suburban and urban and the ES does recognise that the small amount of 

woodland in this area means the loss of this portion of woodland is significant.  10.4ha of woodland 

are to be lost from this CFA altogether, along with 20.8km of hedgerow.  The ES proposes to plant 

7.5ha of woodland to specifically compensate for the loss of woodland within The Belt.  The ES 

states that 39.1ha of woodland and scrub will be planted altogether but it is not clear how much of 

this is woodland and how much is scrub. 

CFA 20 – Curdworth to Middleton 
There are two ancient woodlands in this area that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 North Wood 

 Sych Wood 
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There is one ancient woodland that will be indirectly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Roger’s Coppice 

There are two woods in this CFA which are not on the AWI but that The Trust considers to be 

ancient, that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Mill Plantation 

 Walkers Spinney 

North Wood ancient woodland lies directly in the path of the proposed railway line and 2.2ha (30%) 

of the wood will be lost.  Works here are expected to take just over 4 years and so as well as the 

permanent impact the temporary construction impact on this wood will be significant. The wood will 

be cut in two by the proposed scheme resulting in the creation of two smaller sections of woodland.  

The proposed planting in this area is not adequate to increase the size of these woodland portions, 

or to protect the ancient woodland core from the effects that increased edge to core ratio will 

create.  Furthermore, the maps indicate that part of the eastern section of the woodland will be 

used to accommodate part of a temporary materials stockpile.  This area will then be replanted with 

trees.  The removal of ancient woodland for temporary activities is particularly inappropriate and 

this part of the materials stockpile should be located elsewhere, thereby reducing land take from 

this wood. 

Soils from North Wood will be salvaged and translocated to a 3ha receptor site that the ES states will 

connect up North Wood with Mill Plantation to the south.  The maps show that the two woods will 

not actually be connected as there is a public right of way and a large pond separating the two.  We 

would like to see additional planting in the area that genuinely connects these two habitats.  

Furthermore, The Trust questions the accuracy of the statement that “Following establishment and 

maturity of the woodland planting, which would take 50 years or more, it is anticipated that any 

adverse impacts on woodland will not result in any significant effect on the conservation status of the 

habitat” (para. 7.4.40).  Ancient woodland is irreplaceable and other sections of the ES clearly accept 

this.  It is disappointing that once again sections of Volume 2 contradict other sections of the ES.  The 

ES states that four areas of woodland will be planted in this area but no actual figure is given. 

Given the sensitivity of this habitat The Trust is disappointed to see that a permanent access road is 

being built directly on the western boundary of this wood.  This is an inappropriate place to situate a 

road and it must be possible to move it to a less sensitive area.   

North Wood was not surveyed although it was identified as an area where a survey should be 

undertaken.  Six species of bat have been recorded in the area (including Leisler’s and Myotis 

species) and the ES assumes that they may be roosting within this wood.   

Sych Wood, an ancient woodland on the AWI, was not previously considered by The Trust to be 

under any threat of impact from the proposed route as it was a significant distance away from the 

proposed works detailed in the draft ES.  However, the ES now contains information on the 

construction of the Kingsbury Road Railhead, which was not contained in any documents The Trust 

had been consulted on previously.  The placement of a construction compound in this location is 

contrary to the statements in both the NTS (Section 4.2) and Volume 1 (para. 6.6.7) that state 

construction compounds will be sited to avoid proximity to sensitive receptors.   

Sych Wood forms part of the Hams Hall Wood LWS, which is adjacent to the existing Derby to 

Birmingham train line and like North Wood, Sych Wood was not surveyed.  1.8ha of the woodland is 

to be lost, but the ES states that only 0.13ha of this is ancient woodland.  Compensation for this loss 
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is the translocation of the soils from this area to a receptor site over a kilometre away from Sych 

Wood.  As well as the loss of woodland, a permanent building (Kingsbury Road Railhead Reception) 

is being constructed right on the boundary of the wood.  There are engineering earthworks 

proposed between the wood and the new building and these appear to have some landscape 

planting on them subsequent to the completion of the works.  The Trust considers that this building 

and earthworks should be moved further away from the ancient woodland and a vegetated buffer of 

at least 30m planted prior to any construction work taking place. 

Mill Plantation is not on the AWI but is a wood that The Trust believes may be ancient.  Survey 

results in the ES support this with the ancient woodland indicators found in this area.  The proposed 

works here are now more extensive than originally proposed in the draft ES and the wood is 

surrounded by works.  Of greatest concern is the proposed location of construction traffic access 

along two sides of the wood.  This appears to be a permanent access way as it is shown on the 

proposed scheme maps (CT-05-113) as well as the construction phase maps (CT-06-113).  It is not 

appropriate to construct a road so close to a woodland and The Trust would like it moving away 

from the wood and a vegetated buffer of at least 30m planted around the wood, prior to any works 

commencing.  The ES does not give an actual figure of loss from this woodland, but the construction 

boundary clearly falls within the footprint of the wood.  Therefore, The Trust has included this wood 

on our list of possible ancient woodlands that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme. 

Roger’s Coppice is an ancient woodland that was not near the construction boundary in the maps 

supplied with the draft ES. However, the construction boundary has moved and the wood is now 

within 50m of the proposed works.  For this reason The Trust has included this wood on our list of 

ancient woodlands to be indirectly affected by the proposed scheme. 

Walker’s Spinney is directly adjacent to Church Lane Overbridge Compound and is a wood that The 

Trust considers may be ancient.  Surveys undertaken for the ES show the presence of ancient 

woodland indicators, supporting The Trust’s belief that this wood requires further investigation.  The 

ES does not give a figure for wood loss but it does state a portion will be removed during 

construction (para. 9.4.8) and that “there will be a noticeable loss of trees around Walker’s Spinney” 

(para 9.4.95).  For this reason The Trust has included this wood on our list of possible ancient 

woodlands to be directly affected by the proposed scheme. The woodland loss here appears to be 

associated with providing access to the construction compound and utilities works, however, this is 

not clear from the text in the CFA report.  The Trust considers that the construction compound could 

be moved to the opposite side of Church Lane and this would reduce the impact on Walker’s 

Spinney. 

 As well as the loss of trees from Walker’s Spinney, The Trust is concerned to see that the ES states 

that the adjacent construction compound will be continuously lit (para. 9.4.24).  Works here are 

expected to take over 4 years to complete and it is well documented that artificial lighting can have 

detrimental effects on woodland bird species. For further information, please refer to our general 

concerns with regard to artificial lighting under Volume 5, draft Code of Construction Practice. 

In addition to the environmental impacts described, this wood is another example of a sizeable 

landscape feature that is missing from some of the supporting maps (it is not shown on the 

construction phase map CT-05-115).  The Trust considers this type of omission to be potentially 

misleading for consultees and the ultimate decision maker who unless they are using additional 

maps may not be aware of the woods existence. 
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CFA 21 – Drayton Bassett, Hints and Weeford 
There are three ancient woodlands that will be directly affected by the proposed scheme in this CFA; 

 Rookery 

 Roundhill Wood 

 Weeford Park* 

(*) indicates ancient woodland that The Trust considers will be directly affected but is not on the list 

of 19 woods provided by HS2 Ltd. 

There is one woodland on the AWI which The Trust considers will be indirectly affected by the 

proposed scheme; 

 Rough Leasow 

There is one wood in this CFA which is not on the AWI but that The Trust considers to be ancient; 

 Moor Covert 

The ES states that 3.2ha of ancient woodland are to be lost from this CFA, from Rookery and 

Roundhill Woods.  Potential wood loss from Weeford Park is not included in this figure.  8.1 ha of 

woodland are to be lost altogether from this area and it is disappointing that once again the ES 

states that because woodland in this area is slightly higher than the national average of 10% 

woodland is considered a resource of low sensitivity.  This statement is repeated later on within this 

CFA report and concludes that “the quantitative loss of woodland will be negligible”.  Ancient 

woodland is irreplaceable and should never be referred to as a resource of low sensitivity.  In this 

instance 40% of the woodland being removed in this area is on the AWI and this does not include the 

potential losses from Weeford Park. 

Wood will be removed from both Rookery and Roundhill woods as part of the construction of the 

line. It should be noted that Rookery Wood is not labelled on the accompanying maps making it very 

hard to see where it is, without referring to other (non-HS2) maps.  2ha of Rookery Wood will be lost 

to the scheme and 1.3ha of Roundhill Wood will be lost to the proposed scheme.  These figures   are 

transposed in both paragraph 7.4.56 and in the Non-Technical Summary, and The Trust is not certain 

which ones are correct.  Rookery Wood was not surveyed but bat surveys in the area indicate that it 

could support roosts of rarer bat species.   

Soils from both Rookery and Roundhill Woods will be salvaged and used in ecological compensation 

areas.  The Trust is pleased to see that the planting attempts to connect areas of existing woodland 

together, but we do not consider 14.6ha of woodland creation to be sufficient compensation for the 

loss of 8.1ha of woodland of which 40% is ancient.  Based on a ratio that exceeds 30:1 we would 

expect at least 99ha of woodland to be planted to compensate for the loss of the ancient woodland 

alone. 

In addition to the direct losses discussed above, the ES states that both Rookery and Roundhill 

Woods will be affected by noise once the railway line is functioning.  The ES states that this will give 

rise to a low adverse impact, but does not provide any information as to how this conclusion was 

drawn. 

Rough Leasow is an ancient woodland that The Trust considers may be indirectly affected by the 

proposed scheme.  It is adjacent to a proposed ecological mitigation area. There is no information 

provided anywhere within the ES as to how ecological planting areas will be created.  Therefore, The 
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Trust has taken a precautionary approach and assumed that this wood may be indirectly affected by 

the proposed works in this area. 

Weeford Park ancient woodland is a significant distance from the proposed train line and based on 

the information in the draft ES The Trust did not originally consider this to be a wood affected by the 

proposed scheme.  However, the inclusion of utilities works in the ES shows that works will be 

undertaken within the footprint of this wood and the ES states that up to 1.4ha of Weeford Park 

may be affected due to works on existing power lines.  This woodland has not been included on the 

HS2 Ltd. list of 19 ancient woodlands to be directly affected by the scheme.  The Trust has further 

concerns relating to this wood as we have had confirmation from HS2 Ltd. (pers.comm.) that their 

list of 19 woods and their total of 32ha of ancient woodland loss includes all those woodlands 

potentially affected by utilities works.  Therefore, we would have expected this wood to be on the 

list of 19.  Either the information relating to Weeford Park in the ES is incorrect or the information 

provided to us by HS2 Ltd. is.  The Trust would like clarification on this matter. 

Moor Covert is not on the AWI but The Trust considers that it is potentially ancient woodland, and 

we have provided evidence to Natural England to this effect.  Works on the boundary of this wood to 

construct a new infiltration trench may cause indirect impacts on the woodland.  The Trust considers 

that planting in this area should extend to include this wood and a buffer should be provided 

between the edge of the wood and the new trench to reduce any possible impacts. 

CFA 22 – Whittington to Handsacre 
There are four ancient woodlands within this CFA that will be directly affected by the proposed 

scheme; 

 Ravenshaw Wood 

 Slaish* 

 Vicar’s Coppice 

 John’s Gorse 

(*) indicates ancient woodland that The Trust considers will be directly affected but is not on the list 

of 19 woods provided by HS2 Ltd. 

There are three ancient woodlands within this CFA that will be indirectly affected by the proposed 

scheme; 

 Big Lyntus 

 Tomhay Wood 

 Brookhay Wood 

There are three woodlands the Trust considers are ancient but not on the AWI that will be directly 

affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Fulfen Wood  

 Fradley Wood 

 Brokendown Wood  

John’s Gorse consists of two separate areas of ancient woodland which fall entirely within the 

construction boundary.  The ES states that 1.9ha of the woodland will be lost which represents 80% 

of John’s Gorse.  The area to be lost has more than doubled from that indicated in the draft ES. 

Handsacre Main Construction Compound is located between the two areas of woodland that make 

up John’s Gorse, and work is expected to occur over a period of 6 years.  Given the sensitive nature 
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of this habitat The Trust considers this to be an inappropriate location for a construction compound, 

and that moving it may result in less of this wood being destroyed.  Works in this area mean that 

John’s Gorse will be bound by railway on two of its three sides.  The presence of two railway lines in 

this area will result in a noise impact on this wood, but the associated maps do not show any noise 

barriers between the railway lines and the wood. 

Access was refused for surveys at John’s Gorse, but survey work in the area recorded the presence 

of seven bat species, including Leisler’s, Nathusius’ pipistrelle  and Myotis species.  The ES accepts 

that John’s Gorse may provide roosting habitat for some of these bats. 

0.4ha of Vicar’s Coppice will be lost due to a realignment of Wood End Lane.  This is less than was 

detailed in the draft ES and The Trust is pleased to see that an alternative alignment was determined 

to reduce loss from this woodland.  Vicar’s Coppice is on the AWI but it was not surveyed as part of 

the environmental impact assessment.  Therefore The Trust does not consider it appropriate for the 

ES to refer to this as a degraded habitat and hence suggest that the removal of this section of 

woodland will not have a significant effect.  Furthermore, The Technical Note – Ecological 

Assessment Method (Volume 5, Scope and Methodology Addendum, Annex D) clearly states that it 

is not the role of the EcIA process to validate site designations, but if it is considered a site no longer 

meets the criteria for designation (in this case its listing on the AWI) then this should be discussed 

with the relevant authority (e.g. Natural England).  The Technical Note then clearly states that unless 

agreement is reached the current designated value of the site should be used.  Given that Vicar’s 

Coppice was not even surveyed it is very disappointing that the ES should chose to ignore its own 

methodology and assign a misleading evaluation on this site.  Ancient woodland is irreplaceable and 

any loss of this type of habitat is significant. 

Ravenshaw and Slaish ancient woodlands are at opposite ends of a continuous block of woodland, 

which includes Black Slough and which will be bisected by the proposed scheme.  Slaish is incorrectly 

labelled on associated maps as “Slish” and “Scaisy” making it difficult to locate without the aid of 

additional (non-HS2) maps.  Furthermore, it is of deep concern to The Trust that Slaish is not 

included on the list of 19 ancient woodlands to be directly affected by the proposed scheme.  It is 

clearly stated in the ES that “ancient woodland at Slaish, an asset of high value, will be effectively 

severed from its historic landscape context”  and that “there will be 20.5ha of woodland lost within 

the area including from Ravenshaw Wood, Black Slough, the Slaish, Fradley Wood and Vicar’s 

Coppice”.  In addition the supporting construction maps clearly show the construction boundary well 

within the footprint of this ancient woodland.  There are no individual figures given for loss of 

woodland from Slaish or Ravenshaw ancient woods.  Instead a figure of total woodland loss of 9.4ha 

is given for this entire woodland block.  Works in this area will fragment the woodland and this may 

lead to degradation of the remaining pockets of habitat due to increased edge to core ratio. 

Woodland loss is not reported clearly within this CFA report and is often combined for multiple 

woods.  Therefore, it has been difficult to draw a clear picture of actual ancient woodland loss in CFA 

22.  From the information available it appears that at least 5.4ha of ancient woodland will be lost to 

the scheme.  The amount of woodland to be planted is also unclear, but from information contained 

within the ES it appears to about 21ha and total woodland loss appears to be 20.5ha.  The Trust is 

pleased to see that efforts have been made to connect up existing areas of woodland, but we do not 

consider the amount of planting proposed to be adequate given the area of woodland to be lost.  

Works in these areas are particularly extensive and the presence of the West Coast Mainline here as 

well as the proposed scheme means that a number of woods are being effectively severed from their 

historic landscape.  The Trust considers that a planting ratio of at least 30:1 would be more 
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appropriate to compensate for the loss of ancient woodland.  This would result in the creation of at 

least 162ha of woodland. 

Big Lyntus, Brookhay Wood and Tomhay Woods are on the AWI and are directly adjacent to the 

proposed scheme.  Big Lyntus is adjacent to the Trent and Mersey Canal East Viaduct satellite 

compound and a huge materials storage area.  There is already a road separating the wood from the 

proposed works, however this road will be partially realigned and the construction boundary is 

shown covering the north eastern corner of this wood.  The road realignment needs to be moved 

away from Big Lyntus and The Trust would like confirmation that these works are not going to enter 

the wood as the maps contradict the text in this report.  The ES does state that Big Lyntus wood will 

be impacted upon during the construction period of around one and a half years (para. 6.4.4).  The 

same report then states that there will be no impact on Big Lyntus wood (para. 7.4.11), but this is 

clearly incorrect given the close proximity of the wood to the works. There is no information in the 

ES stating how the impacts of construction activity will be mitigated at Big Lyntus Wood.   

The construction boundary is now closer to and more extensive in the area adjacent to Tomhay 

Wood and so is included on The Trust’s list of ancient woodlands to be indirectly affected by the 

proposed scheme.   The north of Tomhay Wood is directly adjacent to works on the proposed HS2 

line, whilst the west of Tomhay is directly adjacent to the West Coast Mainline and the works that 

will be undertaken there.  The maps relating to Tomhay Wood are very confusing as the ones 

relating to the works on the new HS2 line are within Volume 2 (although Tomhay Wood is not 

labelled on these) and others relating to the works on the existing WCML are within Volume 4.  This 

is not made clear in the CFA Map books and it took a considerable period of time to find the set 

relating to the west of Tomhay Wood.  The Trust considers that the spreading of maps across two 

volumes of the ES is potentially misleading to consultees and the decision maker.  Furthermore, the 

GIS overlay provided by HS2 Ltd. is different in this area to the construction boundary shown in the 

ES maps.  This adds another layer of confusion as to what information is correct. 

Brookhay Wood is an ancient woodland directly adjacent to the north eastern most extent of 

Streethay Construction Sidings.   The sidings will receive bulk excavated material by rail from other 

parts of the proposed scheme, which will then be transferred to other vehicles to be removed by 

road.  The road to be used is Brookhay Lane, which separates the construction sidings from the 

woodland.   The impact of this activity on the adjacent ancient woodland has not been addressed in 

the ES.  Brookhay Wood is not labelled on the construction maps and the environmental baseline 

maps do not cover the proposed works in this area so anyone reviewing the ES would not be aware 

of the potential impact on this wood.  The Trust considers that the proposed works in this area have 

the potential to have an indirect impact on this woodland through increased noise disturbance and 

dust deposition from the amount of excavated material that will pass through this area. 

In places, the ES wrongly implies only part of this wood is ancient, when all of it is on the AWI.  

Furthermore, even though this wood was not surveyed the ES states that it is degraded (para. 7.3.4) 

but then later on does state a precautionary approach has been adopted and that the wood is 

considered to be of county/metropolitan significance.  The Trust considers these examples of 

contradictory comments to be potentially misleading as to the significance of this habitat.  Ancient 

woodland is irreplaceable and as such is of national significance.  To state that a habitat is degraded 

when surveys have not been undertaken is unacceptable.   

Fulfen Wood is not on the AWI but is a wood that The Trust considers might be ancient.  The wood is 

made up of two separate parts and Fulfen Wood Viaduct satellite compound is being constructed 
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between the two.  Work will occur here for two and a half years to construct the viaduct that will 

allow HS2 to cross the West Coast Mainline. No survey has been undertaken at this wood.   

There are no figures in the CFA report for how much of Fulfen Wood is going to be lost but all of it 

appears within the construction boundary.  The ES implies some will be retained, but on one map 

the whole area is covered with a temporary materials stockpile.  The compound will also be lit at 

night which is noted as a major adverse effect.  However, no information is provided as to how this 

impact will be mitigated. 

Fradley and Brokendown woods are not on the AWI, but The Trust considers that they may be 

ancient.  They are adjacent to each other and both are directly in the way of the proposed 

Manchester spur.  Neither wood was surveyed due to access restrictions.  However, eight species of 

bats, including several rarer species, have been identified using the Trent and Mersey Canal that 

separates these two woods and it is likely that they are roosting in these woods.  It is not clear from 

the ES what type of mitigation is proposed to reduce the impact on the bat populations using this 

area. 

1.1ha will be removed from Brokendown Wood and 2.8ha from Fradley Wood.  There is planting 

proposed in this area which does attempt to connect the remaining areas of woodland together, but 

we do not consider it adequate to compensate for the loss of this habitat.  This location is the site of 

the Manchester Spur and as such The Trust is concerned that there is no information on the types of 

works which will then occur in this area when Phase 2 (the Y route) commences.  There is potential 

for this area to be subject to two lots of disturbance.  Planting is shown right up to the edge of the 

Manchester spur and we would like confirmation that this planting will be undertaken before the 

end of Phase 1 and that it will not be removed as part of Phase 2 works. 

Big Lyntus, Fradley and Tomhay Woods have all been identified as “potentially water dependent 

ecological sites”.  No other information is given, but there will be dewatering activities occurring in 

the area.  Please see our comments under Volume 5 in relation to this type of habitat. 

CFA 23 – Balsall Common to Hampton in Arden 
There is one woodland in this area which is not on the AWI but that The Trust considers to be 

ancient, and will be directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Unnamed wood, part of the Berkswell Estate 

This wood takes the form of strips of woodland and is part of the Berkswell Estate, which is known to 

be of mediaeval origin.  Part of this wood is known as Park Lane Spinney and another part forms a 

section of Marlowes wood, but the rest of the woodland is not named on any maps. 

The Trust is concerned to see the placement of a large temporary materials stockpile in Marlowes 

Wood (although not on the part of it we consider to be ancient).  The maps then show this area 

replanted post-construction.  It seems bizarre to remove woodland for temporary works and then 

replace it.  13.1ha of woodland are to be lost from this CFA but unfortunately this is not broken 

down by type of woodland.  As well as the woodland to be lost 17.5km of hedgerow will be removed 

as well.  23ha of woodland and 5.6km of hedgerow will be planted to replace this and some of this 

may be planted on soils salvaged from the woodland to be lost to the scheme.  The Trust is pleased 

to see that the strips of woodland we consider may be ancient to the west of the proposed line are 

all being connected via the proposed planting scheme. 

Surveys in this area show the presence of the rare Barbastelle bat as well as other species, including 

Serotine and Daubenton’s bats.  No surveys of the habitat on the Berkswell Estate were undertaken, 
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but the ES assumes that wood to the east of Marlowes Wood may provide suitable roosting areas.  

This area encompasses some of the woodland the Trust considers may be ancient and will be lost to 

the scheme.  Works here are to construct a large cutting that may be up to 80m across in places.  

The ES accepts that the loss of woodland, hedges and the presence of the cutting will impact on the 

bat population.  Mitigation in the form of two large green overbridges and the use of artificial 

hedgerows is proposed.  The latter measure is also mentioned in CFA 18, but neither report contains 

any information as to what these are or how they work. Alternatives to the proposed scheme were 

considered including  three deep bored tunnel options .  However, these were discounted because 

of the potential negative effects on Berkswell Marsh SSSI. 

The two proposed overbridges will be between 18m and 20m wide and the ES states they will be 

densely planted with hedgerows.  The Trust is pleased to see that attempts are being made to 

connect the landscape across the cutting.  However, we are concerned that the lag time between 

the destruction and replanting of woodland is significant enough to have an irreversible impact on 

the assemblage of bats in this area because of the length of time it will take for the woodland to 

mature. 

CFA 24 – Birmingham Interchange 
There is one wood here that is not on the AWI but that The Trust considers to be ancient and will be 

directly affected by the proposed scheme; 

 Siding Wood 

This wood is not on the AWI, but The Trust considers that it may be ancient.  It was mentioned 

specifically by name in the draft ES and information there indicated that 1.5ha was to be lost.  This 

wood is only mentioned in passing in the final ES and no figure of loss is given.  The wood is still 

within the construction boundary and The Trust has assumed that it will be directly impacted upon.  

The wood was surveyed according to information in Volume 5, so The Trust is surprised that the 

impact of the works in this area are not covered in more detail in Volume 2. 

The works here cover a large area as this is the site of the proposed Birmingham Interchange.  

27.9ha of woodland are to be lost in this area and 33 ha are to be planted. 

CFA 25 Castle Bromwich to Bromford 
There is one ancient woodland in this area that will be directly affected; 

 Parkhall Wood 

There are two woods in this area that The Trust considers to be ancient which will be directly 

affected; 

 Parkhill 

 Langley Hill 

All three woods listed above form part of the Parkhall SINC.  This has meant that some of the 

statements within this CFA report are quite confusing as when referring to broadleaved woodland 

loss from Parkhall it is not clear if it means the woodland called Parkhall or woodland that falls 

within the SINC.   

The ES states that it is “suspected that all of the broadleaved semi-natural woodland within Parkhall 

SINC is of ancient origin” (para. 7.3.7), which supports The Trusts’ belief that these woods are all 

ancient.  It is disappointing then that the same report then refers to Langley Hill and Parkhill woods, 
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which both fall within Parkhall SINC, as “assets of low value”.  Furthermore, neither Parkhill nor 

Langley Hill Woods are labelled on any of the accompanying maps making them hard to locate in 

relation to the proposed construction works. 

This CFA report contains multiple inconsistencies between figures of woodland loss, making it very 

hard to determine exactly what is being lost.  For example, the ES states that Parkhall SINC contains 

4.4ha of woodland, of which 3ha is ancient.  This would imply that 1.4ha of the wood is semi-natural 

woodland.  However, the ES then states that 2.7ha of semi-natural woodland is to be lost from this 

area of which 0.7ha is ancient.  Then paragraph 7.4.9 then states that 2.7ha of semi-natural 

woodland will be lost plus 0.7ha of ancient woodland.  The ES then goes on to state that 23% of the 

ancient woodland will be lost, but that all broad leaved woodland will be affected, due to 

fragmentation which will lead to a permanent decline of the habitat.   

Neither Langley Hill nor Parkhill Woods appear to have been surveyed and they are not mentioned 

once within the ecology reports in Volume 5.  Given the scale of the works in this area there needs 

to be a reasonably accurate baseline if the impacts are to be correctly assessed.  One section of the 

CFA report indicates that parts of Langley Hill wood are to be removed to erect temporary fencing.  

However, paragraph 6.4.31 appears to imply that all of Parkhall, Langley Hill and Parkhill woods will 

be removed as part of the proposed works.   

The lack of consistency in the figures is worrying, but of greater concern is the possibility that an 

even greater loss of ancient woodland may occur than that alluded to already.  The ES makes it clear 

that powers are being sought in the hybrid bill to allow flexibility during construction for the 

diversion of the existing national grid power lines (see para. 2.2.9).  The ES goes on to state that “the 

removal of the mature and ancient woodland will be kept to a reasonable minimum”.  The Trust is 

concerned that this is the only CFA report to mention the diversion of existing power lines yet there 

must be other areas potentially affected due to the large amount of utilities works along the total 

length of the scheme.  For example we already know of utilities works within Pinnocks Wood(CFA 7) 

and Weeford Park (CFA 22), both ancient woodlands.   

This CFA report contains yet another example of planting being referred to as mitigation not 

compensation for woodland loss.  Misuse of words aside, the amount of planting in this area is paltry 

when compared to woodland loss, with a net gain of just 0.8ha (just 4.2ha to be planted when 3.4ha 

are to be lost).  There is very little woodland in this area and the works are effectively decimating the 

small amount that remains.  The CFA report recognises that the woodland loss is a permanent 

adverse effect, but the works are then reported in the Non-Technical Summary as having “no 

residual effects”.  Furthermore, another section of the same CFA report states that “quantitatively 

the loss of woodland will not be significant”.  The Trust is very disappointed that once again different 

parts of the ES contain contradictory and potentially misleading information.   

Works in this area are so significant that the entire nature reserve will be closed from 

commencement of works until the train line is commissioned.  Overall The Trust considers that the 

information on the environmental impact of the proposed works in this area is insufficient to gain a 

clear picture of what is actually proposed.   

CFA 26 – Washwood Heath 
There are no woods within this CFA report as it covers central Birmingham. 
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Volume 3 – Route Wide Effects 

Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
Volume 3 of the ES considers the Chilterns AONB separately as a result of its designation.  The Trust 

is pleased to see that the significance of the status of the AONB is recognised.  However with regard 

to ancient woodland we are concerned that the figures of loss do not always correspond with the 

figures of loss given in the individual CFA reports in Volume 2.  For example, loss from Sibley’s 

Coppice is reported as 2.5ha in Volume 3, but as 2.3 and 2.6ha within CFA 9.  Furthermore, within 

the section on the Chilterns AONB total ancient woodland loss is reported as 10.2ha (para. 2.5.25) 

and 10.8ha (para. 2.6.9).  This type of inconsistency is repeated again and again throughout the ES 

and is further evidence that the assessment is not robust. 

Ancient Woods to be affected 
The Woodland Trust is pleased to see that Volume 3 (Route Wide Effects) recognises that ancient 

woodland is an irreplaceable resource and of national value.  However, with the exceptions of 

Sheephouse Wood (CFA 12) and Long Itchington ancient woodlands (CFA16), no other ancient 

woodland is referred to as being of national value within the individual CFA reports in Volume 2.  We 

consider that this discrepancy is deliberately misleading consultees who, due to the short 

consultancy time and length of the ES, may not read all of the information available, as well as 

ultimately the decision maker.  The Trust raised the issue of the national significance of ancient 

woodland in our submission on the draft ES and we are disappointed that the detailed sections of 

the final ES still fail to recognise that all ancient woodland represents an irreplaceable national 

resource and as such any loss of any ancient woodland (no matter how small) is of national 

significance. 

This section of ES clearly states that 19 ancient woodlands will be directly affected by HS2 and that 

32ha of ancient woodland will be lost to the proposed scheme.  A definitive list of the 19 woods and 

the amount of woodland to be lost from each is not contained within the ES.  HS2 Ltd. finally 

responded to The Trust’s request for this information in January 2014, and has provided details of 

the 19 woods they considered to be directly affected.  Based on information in the ES, The Trust 

believes that 27 woods on the Ancient Woodland Inventory will suffer direct loss.  We have been 

unable to derive a total figure for ancient woodland loss in hectares because the inconsistent way 

woodland loss has been reported within each CFA report. Please refer to our comments under 

Volume 2 for a more detailed assessment of the ancient woods that The Trust considers will be 

directly impacted upon by the proposed route of HS2.   

The terms mitigation and compensation are consistently used incorrectly within the draft ES with 

regard to ancient woodland.  Ancient woodland is irreplaceable and as such any loss cannot be 

mitigated, only compensated for.  The Trust submitted representations on this issue during the 

consultation on the draft ES.  However, we are very disappointed to see that the conflation of the 

terms mitigation and compensation is still being perpetuated in Volume 3.  Under the section on the 

Chilterns AONB the ES states “the loss of areas of woodland, in particular that at Sibley's Coppice, 

Mantle's Wood and Jones' Hill Wood, will still be apparent in the Misbourne Valley, as the newly 

established mitigation planting will be immature”.  All three of the woods referred to in this 

sentence are on the ancient woodland inventory and any loss from these can only be compensated 

for, not mitigated as stated.  It is of further concern that not only does the ES mix the terms 

compensation and mitigation, but the same section of Volume 3 goes on to state “In year one, new 

planting will be immature and provide minimal mitigation for this loss. However, by year 15 and 

more noticeably by year 60, this planting will largely mitigate this loss of woodland character”.  The 
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myth that loss of ancient woodland can be mitigated for is further compounded by the following 

statement “Taking into account the above, the effects of the Proposed Scheme on the special 

landscape qualities, natural beauty and landscape character and setting of the wider AONB during 

year 60 of operation will reduce such that it is not considered to be significant”.  It is of deep concern 

to The Trust that the ES states that the loss of over 10ha of irreplaceable ancient woodland from the 

AONB is not significant. The implication that after 60 years the loss of ancient woodland will be 

mitigated is misleading and incorrect as ancient woodland cannot be recreated.   

Section 7 – Cultural Heritage 
Section 7 of Volume 3 covers Cultural Heritage and The Trust is pleased to see that ancient 

woodlands are recognised as historic landscape assets.   This section repeats the figure of 19 ancient 

woodlands to be significantly affected, (as stated previously, we consider that this number is 27, and 

details of this are given under our review of Volume 2).  However, what is of concern is that a 

number of CFA reports clearly state under their sections on cultural heritage that no historic 

landscape assets will be affected, even when ancient woodland is being lost from that area (e.g. CFA 

17).  This is another example of one section of the ES asserting an approach that is not supported by 

the more detailed sections of the report.  We consider this to be potentially misleading for 

consultees. 

Our review of the ES has demonstrated that there are multiple discrepancies between and within 

sections of the report (examples of this are given within each section of our review).  As a result we 

have not felt comfortable in taking published figures at face value and have sought to confirm them 

using other information within the ES.   The sprawling nature of the ES coupled with a lack of 

definitive supporting information has meant that confirmation of figures has often not been possible 

or the figures we have derived do not match the totals stated in the ES. 

Section 8 – Ecology 
The Lawton Review was published in 20105.  Its aim was to review England’s wildlife and ecological 

network and how this could be improved to help nature thrive in the face of climate change and 

other pressures on the land.  The review concluded that England’s wildlife sites, despite their 

diversity, did not comprise a coherent and resilient ecological network even today, let alone one that 

is capable of coping with future changes and pressures.  In order to address this, the Review 

identified that a step change is needed in nature conservation.  Therefore, The Trust is pleased that 

the ES states that the location, size and form of compensatory habitat will adhere to the Lawton 

principles.   

The linearity of the proposed scheme will result in the fragmentation of many habitats and so it is 

important that the proposed  mitigation and compensation measures ensure that new habitats are 

created and that the remaining habitats are increased in size, improved in quality and joined 

together to create a landscape resilient to change.   The Trust considers that too many high quality 

irreplaceable habitats are being destroyed as a result of route options being chosen for economic 

reasons rather than environmental ones.  Even though the ES states the proposed works are 

following the Lawton principles The Trust considers that it has failed because what already exists has 

                                                           
5
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not been protected.  Compensatory habitat will not be of the same quality of that which has been 

removed and high quality habitats that remain are not being buffered from the proposed works. 

It is of further concern to The Trust that the Lawton principles are misquoted in the ES as “bigger, 

better, more joined up”, rather than “more, bigger, better, joined”.  We assume that this is a mistake 

rather than a fundamental misunderstanding of the Lawton principles, but its inclusion further 

supports our belief that the ES was not properly reviewed before publication and cannot provide a 

robust assessment of the likely significant effects of the proposals.  In addition the use of the phrase 

“where reasonably practicable” in relation to the application of the Lawton principles causes 

additional concern, as it is not clear who would decide what was reasonable, and on what basis this 

decision would be made. 

Details of compensation planting for loss of ancient woodland (and other habitats) are vague within 

Volume 3 and the rest of the ES.  Section 8 states that further details will be contained within a 

report that will be submitted separately to the Hybrid Bill process.  The lack of this information 

means that it is difficult for The Trust to either support or refute the proposals for compensation as 

there is not enough information contained within the ES in its current form.   

As stated in our submission on the draft ES; once the mitigation hierarchy has been followed, any 

loss of irreplaceable ancient woodland that is considered unavoidable cannot be mitigated, cannot 

be included in offsetting and so must become the subject of compensatory action. The Trust 

considers that the minimum ratio of planting proposed to compensate for the loss of irreplaceable 

ancient woodland must exceed the maximum ratio that can be calculated using the Defra offsetting 

metrics – effectively this means a compensatory planting ratio that exceeds 30:1. Volume 3 states 

that 32ha of ancient woodland will be lost, but no equivalent figure for compensation planting is 

given.    However, Volume 3 does state that 280ha of lowland mixed deciduous woodland will be 

planted to replace 195ha lost to the scheme.  It is not clear from the ES if the 32ha of ancient 

woodland to be lost is included in this figure.  However, if it is assumed that it is and that secondary 

woodland loss is compensated on a like for like basis (i.e. a ratio of 1:1), then 117ha are to be 

planted to compensate for a loss of 32ha of ancient woodland.  Consequently, the resulting planting 

ratio proposed for ancient woodland loss is 3.6:1.   This is completely inadequate. Based on the ratio 

we have stated above we would expect over 900ha of compensation planting to take place for the 

loss of ancient woodland alone. 

Volume 5 – Supporting Information and Planning 

Overview 
The Woodland Trust would like to make the following general comments on Volume 5 of the 

Environmental Statement; 

 The structure of the report is very unwieldy as it has been separated into multiple volumes.  

Initially it appears to comprise of 23 separate reports and map books.  However, within 

these there are further subdivisions.  For example, the Ecology report contains 52 separate 

documents that have to be downloaded individually.  For those submitters commenting on 

the full length of the phase 1 route this  has added to the time it takes to find the reports 

that are needed and it makes cross referencing between sections extremely difficult.   

 

 The use of annexes within the individual reports has further complicated the review of the 

Environmental Statement, because it is not clear from the report title, or index what is 

contained within each report.  For example information on translocation of habitats and 
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species is buried within the Scope and Methodology Addendum report, which itself forms 

one of three reports under the Scope and Methodology section of Volume 5.  

The Trust is disappointed that the ES has not taken a more proactive approach to planning as part of 

its aim to minimise the negative impact of the proposed railway line. Whilst it is recognised that the 

consideration of existing permissions along the line is significant, the workings of the approval 

process are also critical. These details are currently limited to the Draft Planning Memorandum. The 

emphasis within the memorandum is on the speed of decision making, without a comprehensive ES 

this approach is unworkable as the information should be front loaded early in the process to assist 

decision makers later in the process.  

Draft Code of Construction Practice 
The draft Code of Construction Practice (dCoCP) is just that, a draft.  As such we consider that it is 

very light on actual information that The Trust can either support or refute.  The lack of detailed 

information within the dCoCP was something that the Trust raised during the consultation on the 

draft ES.  We are disappointed to see that very little has changed as a result of that consultation 

process. 

Our main concern on the draft ES was that too many decisions were being left to the nominated 

contractors.  This still appears to be the case.  Furthermore, the repeated use of the phrase “where 

reasonably practicable” when referring to the implementation of environmental controls is of 

concern.  It is not clear from the dCoCP who will be responsible for determining what is or is not 

reasonably practicable.  Examples of where this phrase has been used within the dCoCP include; 

 Location of fencing so that it does not damage sensitive receptors (para. 5.6.7) 

 Spread of soil borne, crop and animal disease (para. 6.2.8) 

 Location of dust causing activities/machinery away from sensitive receptors (para. 7.2.1) 

 Location of construction plant away from sensitive receptors (para. 7.2.2) 

 Location of stockpiles and mounds away from sensitive receptors (para. 7.2.3) 

 Environmental mitigation to be provided via the design (para. 9.1.2) 

 Reduction of habitat loss (para. 9.1.5),  

 Maintenance of vegetation buffer strips (para. 12.2.3),  

 Early implementation of planting and other landscape measures (para. 12.3.1) 

 Ensuring no net loss to the natural environment (Annex 2 - Sustainability Policy) 

Given that the nominated undertaker and nominated contractors will both be under pressure to 

save time and costs during construction The Trust is not satisfied that in its present form the dCoCP 

will provide a level of environmental protection that will meet that promised within the ES. 

According to the dCoCP lead contractors will be responsible for monitoring, including the 

effectiveness of mitigation measures.  Details of this will be contained within the Environmental 

Management System (EMS) which has yet to be published.  The types of compensation measures 

proposed for loss of ancient woodland potentially require monitoring for decades.  There is no 

acknowledgement in the dCoCP or other sections of the ES that some monitoring will have to 

continue for considerable periods after the construction period has ended. 

Site specific controls will be contained within Local Environment Management Plans (LEMPs), which 

will be developed following consultation with relevant stakeholders.  However, it is not clear from 

the ES how relevant stakeholders will be identified or if individuals can identify themselves as 

stakeholders. 
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The Trust is pleased that the dCoCP accepts that artificial lighting can have a detrimental effect on 

sensitive habitats and that the nominated contractors will have to consider this when developing the 

LEMPs.  This is of particular importance because several construction compounds are located on the 

boundaries of ancient woodlands.  For example, the construction compound adjacent to Long 

Itchington ancient woodland is expected to be in operation for over 6 years and at times will be 

operating 24 hours a day (please note that The Trust considers that this is a completely 

inappropriate place for the compound to be located and further details of our concerns can be found 

in our comments under CFA 16 Volume 2 of the ES).  There will be a dilemma between the need to 

illuminate boundaries of construction compounds for security reasons and the need to reduce the 

impacts of artificial lighting on sensitive environments, such as ancient woodland.  For example, 

artificial night lighting has been shown to have a detrimental effect on the timing of breeding in 

some bird species and therefore we consider that ancient woodland should be screened from the 

impacts of any artificial night lighting6. 

The handling of soil salvaged from ancient woodlands lost to the proposed scheme is not specifically 

addressed within the dCoCP.  Given that it is clearly stated within the ES that translocation of 

woodland soils will form part of the compensation package for every ancient woodland that is 

directly impacted upon it is of concern that the methodology for this process is not already 

contained within the dCoCP.  Soil handling in general is covered in the dCoCP, but the methodologies 

proposed are not appropriate to the handling of soils from ancient woodland as the details (although 

brief) refer to the storage of soils.  Soil taken from ancient woodland for the purpose of translocation 

should never be stored, but moved to the receptor site immediately after removal from the donor 

site.  The ES shows that soils from ancient woodlands will be translocated to ecological 

compensation areas that are often larger than the donor wood.  It is never made clear if the 

salvaged soils will be contained within one area or mixed with other soils across the whole of the 

site.  Furthermore, there is only a small window of opportunity for any of this to take place in any 

given year.  None of this is addressed or even alluded to in the dCoCP.  For further information on 

The Trust’s concern with this process please see our comments on the proposed translocation of 

ancient woodland soils under Volume 5 – Scope and Methodology Addendum. 

General comments on soil within the dCoCP state that stockpiles and mounds will be kept away from 

sensitive receptors (para. 7.2.3).  The Trust considers this to be appropriate, however, there is no 

information on what distance is proposed.  Furthermore, it is of concern that several maps within 

Volume 2 of the ES show stockpiles along boundaries of ancient woodland in a number of places.  As 

with any construction activity in close proximity to ancient woodland, The Trust would like the 

activity to be moved to a less sensitive area.  If this is not possible then the activity should be 

buffered from the woodland by the provision of planting prior to construction taking place.   

Section 9 of the dCoCP covers Ecology and states that the nominated contractor will be required to 

draw up individual management plans for terrestrial habitats.  The Trust would like confirmation that 

ancient woodland will be covered by such management plans.    

Section 12.2 covers protection of trees and states that contractors will be provided with “guidance 
for working in close proximity to retained aged and veteran trees and areas of retained ancient 
woodland”.  This is very vague and it is not clear who will be responsible for providing this guidance 

                                                           
6
 Kempenaers, B., Borgström, P., Loës, P., Schlicht, E. and Valcu, M. (2010) Artificial Night Lighting Affects Dawn 

Song, Extra-Pair Siring Success, and Lay Date in Songbirds, Current Biology, Volume 20, Issue 19, Pages 1735-
1739 
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or ensuring that it is followed. This is the first time in the ES that veteran and ancient trees are 
recognised as requiring specific treatment.   There is no list in the ES of ancient trees to be affected 
and it is not clear who will be responsible for identifying the presence of these trees before work 
commences.  The Trust has found references to the loss of eight ancient trees within the ES.  
However, we know from information that we have access to that there are many more than this 
within the proposed construction boundary. We are concerned that nobody knows how many 
ancient and veteran trees will be affected by the proposed scheme as they have not been specifically 
considered when the ES was being compiled.  Where there are individual trees of special interest 
along the route they should be managed as a minimum according to BS 5837 Trees in relation to 
demolition, design and construction guidance. However in light of the special interest of some trees 
the standards should be raised further to respect the environmental context and setting of the tree. 
In many circumstances this will require a greater root protection area to be established.  

This section also discusses the maintenance of “vegetation buffer strips”.  This is the first reference 

to the implementation of this type of mitigation measure the Trust has found within the ES (there is 

no mention at all of this within individual CFA reports in Volume 2).  We would like further 

information on where this type of mitigation is proposed and the size and composition of the buffer 

strips, and the timing of their planting.  Of additional concern is section 12.2.5 which discusses the 

felling of individual stands of tree that have not been identified in the ES.  The Trust would be deeply 

concerned if this was considered appropriate within areas of ancient woodland that had not formed 

part of the consultation. 

It is of concern to The Trust that the discussion of noise (section 13) within the dCoCP only addresses 

issues that relate to the impact of noise on humans and the built environment.  Noise from 

construction activities will impact on the natural environment and this needs to be addressed in the 

final Code of Construction Practice.  The omission of impacts of noise on the natural environment in 

the dCoCP is at odds with other information within the ES that clearly states that adoption of 

measures within the draft CoCP will provide controls on noise and vibration to mitigate their impacts 

on ecological receptors.  However, this is misleading because the dCoCP does not contain any 

measures that specifically relate to the natural environment. 

The nominated contractor will be required to identify ground water dependent ecosystems that 

could be potentially affected by construction activity.  This is of interest to The Trust because a 

number of ancient woodlands that will be impacted upon by the construction of HS2 have already 

been identified as ground water dependent ecosystems within the CFA reports in Volume 2 (e.g. 

Sheephouse Wood, South Cubbington and Big Lyntus).   Methods for monitoring the potential 

impacts include the use of boreholes and wells.  The location of these has not been identified and 

The Trust would like assurances that their construction will not result in further losses and 

disturbance to ancient woodland.  Furthermore, there is no information as to how long monitoring 

of ground water would be undertaken or what would happen if detrimental changes were detected.  

Given that ancient woodland can be slow to show a response to changes in the environment any 

monitoring of this type of ecosystem should take place over decades rather than years.  

Volume 5 – Off Route Effects 
This section covers those works that are related to Phase 1 of HS2 but are outside of the main 

230km route.  There are only two ancient woodlands mentioned within this report; Tomhay Wood, 

(which is also covered within CFA22 as it is indirectly affected by the main construction work) and 

Cawarden Springs woodland.  Both appear to be outside the construction boundary. 

The Trust would like to note that although the maps that relate to this section of Volume 5 are 

actually contained within Volume 4, clear map references are given throughout this report making it 
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easy to quickly locate not only the map required, but the section of the map.  It is disappointing that 

this system of referencing of maps has not been repeated in other parts of the ES, in particular 

Volume 2. 

Volume 5 – Scope and Methodology Addendum 

Annex D 

Technical Note – Ecological Assessment Method 
This Technical Note sets out the methodology used in assessing the ecological effects of the 

proposed scheme. It clearly states the importance of interested parties being able to understand the 

actions required to clearly deliver mitigation and compensation.  The Trust agrees that this is 

important, but considers that the ES fails to do this.  Actual methodologies to be used as 

mitigation/compensation are often missing from the ES, with details to be determined by the 

nominated contractor.  This means that there is often nothing for consultees to actually comment 

upon.   The assumption throughout the ES is that any mitigation proposed, irrespective of whether a 

methodology has been detailed or not, will be successful.  There is no discussion of alternative 

mitigation measures, why a particular mitigation method has been chosen or what contingency 

plans would be put into place if a mitigation measure fails. 

Paragraph 2.2.4 states that cumulative effects on ecological receptors at a route wide level will be 

discussed in Volume 3.  The Trust’s review of Volume 3 has found that this is not the case.  

Cumulative effects are only discussed in relation to bats and reptiles, with the conclusion that the 

proposed scheme will not have any.  There is no discussion of the cumulative effects of removing 

over 32ha of ancient woodland over the length of the proposed route.  

Another example of The Technical Note detailing a methodology that has not then been followed in 

the rest of the ES is the treatment of designated sites.  Section 2.4 clearly states that a site 

designation should be used to value the site, unless discussions with relevant designating authority 

allow for the designation to be removed.  It is of concern that the ES states that a number of ancient 

woodlands which are on the Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) are degraded and therefore only 

considered to be of local/parish value.  In one example, the woodland in question (Vicar’s Coppice) 

was not even surveyed as part of the ES and how it has been determined that the habitat is 

degraded is not explained (CFA 22, para. 7.4.7).  To the knowledge of The Trust, the body 

responsible for the AWI, Natural England, has not been approached as part of the ES to have any 

ancient woodlands removed from the AWI.  Therefore, we would expect the ES to follow its own 

methodology and accept the designation of ancient woodland if a wood is on the AWI.  To do 

otherwise is misleading to interested parties consulting on the ES. 

Volume 5 – Scope and Methodology Addendum 

Annex D 

Technical Note – Methodology for Demonstrating No Net loss in Biodiversity 

Biodiversity Offsetting 
This section of the ES sets out the proposed approach to biodiversity offsetting within Phase 1 of the 

proposed scheme, specifically how the technique will be used to demonstrate no net loss of 

biodiversity within the development.  The Woodland Trust considers that the loss of irreplaceable 

habitat, such as ancient woodland, should never be included within the scope of offsetting 

proposals.  We understand that this is also the position currently held by Defra who lead on this area 
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of policy. The loss of any irreplaceable habitat or species automatically means that the development 

cannot demonstrate a no net loss balance. 

Furthermore, for those habitats for which offsetting is considered appropriate, compensation by 

offsetting should only ever be considered as a last resort, after the mitigation hierarchy has been 

followed.  The Trust is disappointed that the ES states that ancient woodland will be included within 

the proposed HS2 offsetting metric. The fact that the ES takes a position which is contrary to that 

held by Defra and seeks to pre-empt the results of the Government consultation on biodiversity 

offsetting, yet to be announced, is of real concern.  Furthermore, the trials being undertaken by 

Defra as part of their work on biodiversity offsetting have not yet concluded. This adds yet another 

level of uncertainty to the proposals contained within the ES. 

The methodology proposed in the ES is described as being based on the proposed Defra offsetting 

methodology, which itself was subject to a recent consultation.  At the time of writing, Defra’s 

response to this consultation had not been published. However, on examination it is clear that the 

approach to offsetting described and applied in the ES does not conform to the approach proposed 

by Defra, which is currently being tested in a series of pilot areas.  The modification of the metrics 

and the particular approach proposed to the application of offsetting in the ES is a major departure 

from Defra’s position and does not take account of the advice embedded within Defra’s pilots 

provided by Natural England. Consequently, the Trust considers that the inclusion in the ES of a 

modified offsetting methodology, which is a major departure from the published draft methodology, 

is completely inappropriate. The ES states that this modified metric has been used to guide the 

approach to offsetting across the project as a whole, yet no worked examples of calculations are 

provided and no justification given as to why this project merits a different approach.  Offsetting 

calculations are a mixture of objective – the area and type of habitat lost – and subjective – 

condition and value of habitat. The methodology states that condition scores will be based on survey 

information and yet for many of the sites to be lost there has been no survey. Ancient woodland, 

both ancient semi-natural woodland (ASNW) and planted ancient woodland sites (PAWS), appear to 

be included within the condition analysis which shows a lack of understanding of the ecology of 

woodland. Given the partially subjective nature of offset calculations it is impossible to have any 

faith in the no net loss of biodiversity analysis when so little information is provided. 

In paragraph 1.3.3 the ES states that the biodiversity offsetting metric will only be utilised when it is 

accepted that reasonable efforts have been made to explore alternatives during the design process.  

For those habitats for which offsetting is considered appropriate, compensation by offsetting should 

only ever be considered as a last resort, after the mitigation hierarchy has been followed.  Who is 

responsible for determining what is reasonable in these circumstances is not clear.  For example, the 

proposed placement of the northern tunnel portal for the Chilterns tunnel in the middle of Mantle’s 

Wood (CFA 9) results in the loss of over 6ha of ancient woodland. In the opinion of The Trust this is 

completely unreasonable, and does not show adherence to the mitigation hierarchy. However, this 

is an area that the proposed biodiversity offsetting metric will be applied to if the proposed scheme 

goes ahead in its current form. 

The HS2 biodiversity offsetting metric will be used to determine the overall biodiversity losses and 

gains as a result of the implementation of the proposed scheme on a route wide scale.  It does not 

appear to have been used to calculate the areas of compensatory habitat currently proposed in the 

ES,  and this section states that the establishment of formal offsetting agreements with third parties 

is not envisaged at this stage. HS2 Ltd has decided not to enter into agreements with third parties to 

identify the necessary scale and number of appropriate sites to deliver the scale of offsetting and 

compensatory planting required by the currently proposed Defra offsetting metrics. This decision by 
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HS2 Ltd. is not a sufficient justification to abandon the Defra offsetting metrics, and its embedded 

Natural England guidance, and develop a less onerous approach instead. 

The Trust is pleased to see that the ES accepts that certain habitats are more difficult to replicate 

than others and that success rates will vary.  However, there is an inherent assumption that 

whatever is proposed will work, being reliant only on the specification and implementation of 

appropriate management schemes.  There is no discussion either here or elsewhere in the ES, as to 

what these management schemes will actually be, who will be responsible for overseeing them, 

what will happen if they fail and how long they will be required to remain in place for.  Statements 

such as “all predictions of target condition should assume that suitable management will be 

available as a minimum for the period required to ensure target condition is achieved…Given the 

provision of appropriate management these are considered realistic targets”, are effectively 

meaningless without any supporting information.  As with the treatment of other mitigation 

measures proposed within the ES there is no discussion of contingency measures if the proposed 

offsetting fails. 

The ES states in this section, as well as in others, that the nominated undertaker will be seeking to 
ensure that construction of Phase 1 of the proposed route results in no net loss in biodiversity at a 
route wide level. The proposed biodiversity offsetting metric will be used to demonstrate that this 
aim has been adhered to.  It is the opinion of The Trust that the removal of at least 32ha of 
irreplaceable ancient woodland means that this target cannot be met, irrespective of how many 
trees are planted, or the biodiversity offsetting methodology used.  Once the mitigation hierarchy 
has been followed, any loss of irreplaceable ancient woodland that is considered unavoidable cannot 
be mitigated, cannot be included in offsetting and so must become the subject of compensatory 
action. The Trust considers that the minimum ratio of planting proposed to compensate for the loss 
of irreplaceable ancient woodland must exceed the maximum ratio that can be calculated using the 
Defra offsetting metrics – effectively this means a compensatory planting ratio that exceeds 30:1. 
 

Technical Note – Ecological principles of Mitigation  

Section 14 – Habitats 
The HS2 ES has fallen into the habit of confusing mitigation and compensation.  Understanding the 

difference between these two terms is fundamental as it will affect the consideration of the 

proposals in planning terms.  It could also be construed as a sloppy shortcut to suggesting 

compensation proposals without properly assessing other, perhaps more difficult, options, such as 

tunnelling.  

The Non-Technical Summary has a good flow chart (NTS, page 5) of the “mitigation hierarchy”.  

However, elsewhere in the CFA reports this clarity is lost, and in the Ecology Technical note - 

Ecological principles of mitigation (Volume 5) there is a worryingly misleading description of 

“mitigation” levels that are all at the compensation end of the spectrum.   The Trust is pleased to see 

that this section of the report clearly states that ancient woodland cannot be replaced and that its 

loss cannot be mitigated for.  However, it is unfortunate that there are numerous instances 

throughout the rest of the ES where this statement is contradicted and mitigation for loss of ancient 

woodland is discussed. 

Translocation of ancient woodland soils, coppice stools, veteran trees and deadwood are all 

proposed as forming part of the compensation package for loss of ancient woodland.  However, a 

detailed method statement is not included within the ES.  Given that the ES clearly states that 

translocation will follow the methodology as detailed in Anderson 2003, it is disappointing that 
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further details are not given.  Furthermore, details of management, maintenance and monitoring are 

scant and the ES states that these will be covered in the EMR, which is not yet published.  Therefore, 

The Trust is unable to give an opinion at this stage at to whether we can agree with the proposed 

process.  Where details in individual CFA reports are given, they don’t always follow the Anderson 

methodology.  As noted above, soil is sometimes stated to be stored, and the area it is spread upon 

is greater than the area of the donor site. 

For translocation to be as successful as possible the Anderson methodology states that the receptor 

site should mimic conditions found at the donor site as closely as possible.  It is therefore a concern 

that the ES suggests that some receptor sites may have to be remediated so that they match the 

donor sites.  The Trust considers that receptor sites that do not match the donor sites should not be 

chosen as this adds another element of potential failure to an already high risk process. 

It is not clear from the ES what will happen if the translocation of ancient woodland soil fails or 

indeed how success or failure would be determined.  The ES states (para. 14.2.5) that any new 

woodland “will be targeted at providing new areas of habitat of principal importance as defined 

under Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act (1996)”, The Trust assumes 

that the ES is actually referring to the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act of 2006, and 

this is another example of hasty publication of the ES leading to typos and errors. The timeframes for 

achieving this are not given or details of who will be responsible for determining if this has been 

achieved.  Consequences of failure and how they will be remedied are not mentioned.  These issues 

of monitoring and triggers for intervention need to be clearly addressed in any translocation 

methodology.  Furthermore the status and future protection of the translocated woodland needs to 

be ascertained as it will not be considered ancient under the current definition of ancient woodland.  

Given the ambition for such new woodland, the resources for management would need to be 

guaranteed for a long-term. 

The Trust’s View on Translocation 
Habitat translocation is a relatively recent phenomenon, and literature on the subject is scarce.  The 

Trust has undertaken a review of published work on translocation and we are not convinced that 

translocation is the best method for compensating for loss of ancient woodland.  To our knowledge 

there is no published work that categorically proves it is a success. Furthermore, in cases we 

reviewed, monitoring has either been going on for relatively short periods, or was only required for a 

limited period, which makes robust and rigorous assessment difficult for a habitat such as woodland, 

that develops over long periods of time. In addition, requirements for monitoring, and in particular 

publication of this, stipulated through planning consents, often do not appear to be implemented. 

The scientific literature suggests translocation of soils may be based on flawed assumptions that 

they contain a persistent seed bank of ancient woodland plants, and that the complex interactions 

and associations within these soils can be maintained through the disturbance of the translocation 

process.  

There is very little evidence in the public domain relating to the translocation of ancient woodland 

soil. What there is covers very short time frames and there is a need for further work to be 

undertaken and published that covers time frames of decades rather than years. There is also a lack 

of agreed criteria for what constitutes success. Although there are industry guidelines relating to 

habitat translocation there is a shortage of published work about the process. This makes it difficult 

to ascertain if the guidance suggested is appropriate and if habitat translocation as a process is 

successful.  
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We are concerned that the ES does not address the inherent uncertainty associated with the 

translocation of ancient woodland soils.   Translocation is an expensive process and it may well be 

proved that planting larger areas of trees on soils that have not been translocated may in the long 

term result in the same type of habitat forming.  The Trust is concerned that by proposing 

translocation as a form of compensation without clearly stating the uncertainties surrounding the 

methodology the public are being misled over its efficacy. The bottom line is, whatever type of 

compensation is undertaken, the habitat that is created is not ancient woodland.  Furthermore, if 

the compensation method fails, then the only certainty is that irreplaceable habitat has been lost. 

Volume 5 – Wider Effects Report 
The Wider Effects report considers significant changes to environmental impacts of the proposed 

scheme if the design requires deviations within the statutory limits of deviation.  Maps showing the 

statutory limits of deviation are not included within the ES.  Instead they accompany the Hybrid Bill 

itself and were incredibly difficult to locate on line (there is no electronic link between the ES and 

the maps).  The Trust finally managed to locate copies of the maps by accessing the HS2 Ltd. online 

shop and downloading them from there.  We consider this to be another example of consultees 

being disadvantaged because this scattering of supporting information adds to the time taken to find 

it, and compare it to other information.  Furthermore, when we enquired neither the HS2 Ltd. Public 

Enquiries Team nor the Bill office could tell us where these maps were located. 

The line that indicates the statutory limits of deviation appears to correspond to the red line shown 

on maps within the ES that denotes the construction boundary.  However, information within 

Volume 1 of the ES implies that the statutory limits of deviation may encompass a greater area than 

the construction boundary.  This is of concern as it has not been possible to compare every single 

map (there are 100s) due to the tight time frame allocated for consultation.   

Three areas of ancient woodland are identified in this report as potentially suffering further 

significant effects if the project moves within the statutory limits of deviation.  They are; 

 Mantles Wood (CFA 9) – a lowering of the alignment of the Chiltern Tunnel North Portal 

here would result in a further impact on this wood (a loss of 6.2ha is already proposed).  The 

Trust considers that the placement of a tunnel portal within an ancient woodland to be 

completely inappropriate, and this is discussed further under Volume 2 CFA 9.  Once again 

there is an example of the ES talking about mitigation in relation to the loss of ancient 

woodland with the statement “This effect would be difficult to mitigate, however further 

habitat compensation land or offsetting would be considered.” Not only is it not possible to 

mitigate loss of irreplaceable habitat, but it is of grave concern that compensation would 

only be considered.  As previously stated The Trust considers that any compensation 

planting offered for ancient woodland loss should be at a minimum ratio of 30:1.   

 

 Halse Copse South (CFA 15) – potential for the alignment to be moved eastwards, increasing 

land take from the ancient woodland. Once again the ES states that compensation for this 

change could be considered.  The suggestion that compensation might be optional is 

completely unacceptable.   

 

 South Cubbington (CFA 17) – a retaining wall may have to be moved and this would increase 

the impact on the ancient woodland. 
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Figures for additional potential loss are not given for any of the woods detailed above, but given that 

they have been detailed in this section we have assumed that losses associated with these potential 

changes are significant.   

A set of controls known as Environmental Minimum Requirements (EMRs) will be set out by the 

Secretary of State to ensure that the effects of the proposed scheme do not exceed those detailed in 

the ES.  The Trust is not clear if this means that unless a woodland has been specifically mentioned in 

this section of the ES that any work near other ancient woodlands will not be allowed to encroach on 

the woodland even if the woodland falls within the statutory limits of deviation.  Any direct impact 

on ancient woodland must be considered as significant because of the irreplaceable nature of the 

habitat concerned. 

Volume 5 – Sound, Noise and Vibration 

Route Wide Report 
It is of concern to The Trust that the majority of this report and its associated annexes and CFA data 

reports only concerns itself with the impact of noise on humans and the built environment.  The 

route wide overview states that impacts of noise on ecological receptors is covered in the CFA 

reports in Volume 2.  However, this is not strictly correct.  The CFA reports in Volume 2 do cover 

noise in Section 11 of each individual report, but again this is the impact of noise on the built 

environment.  Section 11 then directs readers to Section 7 for impacts of noise on the natural 

environment.  Section 7 of the CFA reports then state that adoption of measures within the draft 

CoCP will provide controls on noise and vibration.  However, as previously stated under our review 

of the draft CoCP the section on noise only covers impacts of noise on humans and the built 

environment.  The Trust considers this constant referencing to other parts of the ES to locate 

information that ultimately is not there is very misleading.   

Annex F – Effects of Noise on Animals 
Annex F reviews published information relating to the impact of noise on animals.  It clearly states 

that there is very little information on this and what is available is mostly based on studies of road 

noise.  The Trust agrees with this and would expect the ES to then take a precautionary approach 

with respect to the impact of noise on the natural environment due to the lack of information.  

However, it is of great concern that CFA reports contain statements such as “The noise made by 

passing trains has the potential to disturb birds within habitats close to the Proposed Scheme. Birds 

habituate to loud noises that they hear regularly and frequently, and hence it is considered that this 

will not generally cause significant effects. There is some evidence to suggest that breeding bird 

densities can be reduced where there is persistent noise from busy roads due to birds being unable to 

hear each other’s song. However, this is not expected to occur with the Proposed Scheme as trains 

will pass quickly. The effect of train noise on breeding birds is therefore considered not to be 

significant”.  This paragraph does not adopt a precautionary approach at all and instead uses scant 

information relating to roads to extrapolate the impact of high speed rail on birds.  The same applies 

to the assessment of impact of noise on bats. 

Annex F assumes that once the line is up and running the 100dB contour for a train 400m long and 

travelling at 360km per hour will extend 25m into a receptor if there are no barriers.  There are a 

number of ancient woods that will be bisected by the proposed line (e.g. Broadwells Wood), as well 

as those that will have the line running along one edge (e.g. Sheephouse Wood).  The Annex states 

that ecological receptors that could potentially be impacted on by this were identified and 

consideration was given to train speed and the presence of wayside barriers (para.1.1.3).   
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In reviewing the ES The Trust considers that this level of noise along the edge of woodland, or 

through the middle of it, is not discussed in any of the CFA reports.  Furthermore, we cannot find a 

single example in the text of specific mitigation measures to reduce this impact.  Given that the ES 

does not contain a specific section on the impact of noise on the natural environment, The Trust 

considers that a table listing the ecological receptors identified as being potentially affected would 

have made reviewing the report much easier.  The technical supporting information in Volume 5 

detailing baseline, construction and operational impacts of noise do not appear to contain this 

information either.  For example, Broadwells Wood (CFA 18) is an ancient woodland being cut into 

two by the proposed scheme.  It is not mentioned once in either the baseline report, construction 

report or the operational assessment report contained within Volume 5.   

Annex G – Route Wide Effects 
This Annex covers the impact of construction and operation of the scheme.  Unfortunately, in 

common with the rest of the Volume 5 information on noise and vibration, there is little information 

on these impacts on the natural environment. 

Of particular concern in this Annex is the section on the impacts of tunnel boring machines as 

potential impacts on the natural environment are not mentioned once.  Long Itchington Wood (CFA 

16) is an ancient woodland and a SSSI that the ES states is of national importance.  There is a tunnel 

being drilled directly below it.  Neither this Volume 5 nor the related CFA report have any regard to 

the potential impacts noise and vibration from drilling the tunnel may have on the woodland.  As the 

woodland is not mentioned it is not clear if the impact is not considered to be significant, or that it 

has not been considered at all. 

Annex G also wrongly states that “the effect of noise is rarely significant on other animal species as 

set out in Annex F”.  As previously stated Annex F clearly shows there are large knowledge gaps in 

relation to the impact of noise on animals, particularly from high speed rail.  It is the opinion of The 

Trust that it is misleading to use a lack of information to state that effects are not expected to be 

significant. 

Conclusion 
The Woodland Trust has reviewed the HS2 Phase 1 environmental statement with regard to the 

treatment of ancient woodland, associated woodland species and veteran trees.  We consider that 

the loss of at least 32ha of ancient woodland is completely unacceptable and that the compensation 

measures proposed are inadequate.  Furthermore, the treatment of woodland species shows a 

fundamental lack of understanding regarding the biological processes involved and many of the 

mitigation measures proposed have no evidence to support their effectiveness. 

Ancient woodland is irreplaceable and although several sections of the ES clearly accept this, the 

more detailed reviews of the impact of the proposed scheme often imply that the removal of 

ancient woodland is not significant, or that the effect will be temporary.  Furthermore, several 

sections of the ES imply that loss of ancient woodland can be mitigated by planting new trees.  In 

fact every summary of the CFA reports in the NTS compounds this misinformation by discussing 

ancient woodland loss in the same paragraph that discusses the benefits of planting new woodland, 

without mentioning that ancient woodland is irreplaceable.  The Trust considers that the ES provides 

a completely mixed message as to the significance of ancient woodland which is very misleading.   

Ancient woodland now makes up such a small part of our landscape that even small losses may have 

irredeemable impacts on the flora and fauna found in an area.  Furthermore, it is impossible to 

replicate because many of the species that make up ancient woodland are long-lived and slow 
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growing, do not respond positively to any disturbance and the conditions in which the woodlands 

formed no longer exist.   

The main compensation measure proposed with regard to the removal of ancient woodland is 

translocation of ancient woodland soils.  The ES discusses translocation as if it is a proven technique 

for restoring ancient woodland.  It is not, and there is no evidence to prove its success or otherwise 

because it is a relatively new process.  The Trust considers that it will take decades of monitoring 

before anyone can be certain how successful translocation is.  The ES does not recognise this at all.  

Like all the mitigation and compensation measures proposed, the ES assumes that translocation will 

work, and there is no discussion of contingency measures that will be undertaken if it fails.  

However, in the case of translocation, before contingency could even be discussed, the goal of 

translocation should be determined.  Its aim is to recreate ancient woodland habitat but there is no 

clear means of measuring this, therefore it is impossible to determine success or failure.  In addition, 

there is no indication in the ES as to who would be responsible for monitoring, and hence 

determining the success or failure of the translocation.  

The ES does not place any significance on the lag time between habitat being removed and new 

habitat being created.  In the case of woodland and hedgerows this will be decades.  During this time 

irreparable damage could be caused to assemblages of woodland species that relied on the habitat 

that has been removed.  The most the ES makes of this is to record this effect as temporary.   This is 

completely wrong.  There is so little suitable habitat available for many species that live in ancient 

woodlands that there will be nowhere else for them to go whilst the new woodlands and hedgerows 

are growing.  Furthermore, the severing of woodland habitats by the proposed railway line will 

decrease the quality of the habitat that remains putting additional stresses on populations of 

woodland specialists.  Once again the ES assumes that this type of mitigation will work and there is 

no discussion of contingency plans if it does not.  Furthermore, many of the proposed mitigation 

measures for bats are unproven but the ES makes no mention of this. 

The Trust is concerned that many of the alternatives to the proposed scheme have been dismissed 

based purely on economic reasons even though they could significantly reduce the impact of the line 

on the environment.  The Trust has calculated that 33% of the ancient woodland to be lost to the 

line falls within the Chilterns AONB.  However, this loss is being caused by less than 4.5% of the line.  

Increasing the amount of tunnelling in this area could significantly reduce the environmental impact 

of the scheme.  At present it is proposed to construct the northern tunnel portal in the middle of an 

ancient woodland, representing the single biggest loss of ancient woodland along Phase 1.  For the 

ES to accept on one hand that ancient woodland is irreplaceable, but then to construct a tunnel 

portal in the middle of one is completely unacceptable and shows a blatant disregard for the 

significance of this habitat.   This disregard for the ecological significance of ancient woodland is also 

demonstrated when the ES proposes to place temporary materials stockpiles and access roads either 

within or directly adjacent to ancient woodland.  

Overall The Trust considers that the proposed scheme in its current format could be vastly improved 

to reduce its impact on ancient woodland and the wider landscape.  The ES contains so many 

contradictory statements and information that it has been difficult to determine exactly what is 

proposed.  Furthermore, many of the details of mitigation and compensation measures have yet to 

be determined and therefore The Trust has been unable to comment on their suitability.  The loss of 

at least 32ha of ancient woodland and the impact of the scheme on at least 43 ancient woodlands 

means that The Trust is not in a position to support the construction of Phase 1 of HS2 as proposed. 


