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Response by Cubbington Parish Council to the consultation on the draft 
document HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope and Methodology 
Report 

This response has been prepared by Cubbington Parish Council with the co-operation of 
the Cubbington Action Group against HS2, who fully endorse the comments made 
herein. 

This response only comments on sections of the draft document where we feel we are 
able to offer an informed opinion. Our failure to comment upon any particular part of 
the document should not be taken as an indication of agreement with the content 
therein, in whole or in part. 

Chapter 3 – Reporting of alternatives in the ES 

European Union Council Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by Council Directive 
97/11/EC, requires that the document that reports the findings of an environmental 
impact assessment (EIA), which is called the environmental statement (ES) in the United 
Kingdom, includes: 

“An outline of the main alternatives studied by the developer and an indication of the 
main reasons for his choice, taking into account the environmental effects.”1 

The last six words of this requirement are particularly important. It is essential that the 
reader of the ES is given sufficient information to allow him or her to compare the 
environmental impact of the developer’s preferred solution to alternative means to the 
same, or similar, end that will have different, possibly lesser, environmental impact. 
Only if this information is available can the environmental impacts of the preferred 
scheme be properly assessed and evaluated. 

This is a particularly important requirement for the EIA as, despite claims by HS2 Ltd that 
the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) was intended to be compliant with the 
requirements for a strategic environmental assessment (SEA)2, and that Directive 
2001/42/EC requires that a SEA also considers the environmental impact of 
alternatives3, the AoS for HS2 did not consider the environmental impacts of any 
alternatives that did not require the building of a new high speed line capable of 
400 kph. 

This omission is particularly significant as the assessment of the sustainability of the 
preferred solution presented in the AoS demonstrably shows it to be an unsustainable 
proposal, and so it is important for any more sustainable alternatives to be identified 
and fully considered4.  

Paragraphs 3.1.1 to 3.1.4 of HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope and Methodology 
Report appear to be an attempt to exclude alternatives from the environmental 
assessment on the grounds that they have been ruled out for other reasons. Certain 
contentious statements are presented as baseline premises, namely: 

 That “a clear case exists for … a new high speed rail network”. 

 That long-term rail capacity needs will not be satisfied by “yet more rounds of 
incremental enhancements to existing lines”. 
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 That the impact of new conventional rail lines on the environment and 
communities would not be “significantly less than those of new high speed lines”. 

Paragraph 3.1.5 implies that any consideration of alternatives in the ES will be fairly 
superficial and will largely be a restatement of already published material. There is no 
stated requirement to carry out any environmental assessment of alternatives. 

Paragraph 3.1.10 mentions considerations of reduced line speeds on sections of the 
route, which were investigated and published following the public consultation in 
Review of HS2 London to West Midlands route selection and speed 5. However, no 
attempt was made in this investigation to evaluate the environmental benefits that may 
accrue from a general decrease in line design speed; consideration was limited to a 
small number of track sections on the preferred route and the findings extrapolated to 
the route in general. No attempt was made to investigate the environmental advantages 
that might be gained from a lower design speed, enabling more extensive use to be 
made of existing transport corridors. This rationale is explained in the document thus: 

“Given the sizeable loss of benefits from lower speeds, and the scope to mitigate 
environmental effects, we remain of the view therefore that the current design speed is 
appropriate. However we recognise that there could be places where, selectively, a 
lower design speed is more appropriate. We have therefore considered speed 
reductions in individual sections of the route.”6 

We are further told that: 

“The 186mph route has a journey time that is four and a half minutes longer than the 
consultation route between London and Birmingham, at 53 and a half minutes as 
opposed to 49 minutes.”7 

This illustrates perfectly why it is essential for the ES to include a proper consideration 
of the environmental impacts of alternatives, because this vital decision about design 
speed has been made, apparently, overwhelmingly on economic grounds. It also 
provides an example of sustainability obligations being overlooked. Surely, if the 
concept of sustainability is to mean anything it must require developers to understand 
the environmental consequences of their decisions, and to be prepared to compromise 
on requirements to reduce the impact on future generations. 

Paragraph 3.1.12 summarises changes to the route design that were made subsequent 
to the consultation period. This summary excludes the general increase in trackbed 
height that was made in many areas as the result of a general design review; the 
motivations for this review have not been disclosed, but appear to have included a 
desire to reduce construction costs. That a cost reduction has indeed been achieved by 
increasing the trackbed height is confirmed by HS2 Ltd:  

“These improvements can be achieved without impacting on journey times and with an 
overall reduction in construction costs compared to the consultation route.”8 

We have previously been told by HS2 Ltd that “environmental impact could be reduced 
by alterations to the alignment of the route” which included “lowering [the trackbed 
height] to reduce the extent and height of viaducts and embankments”9. It seems 
reasonable to conclude from this that increasing the trackbed height will increase the 
environmental impact. We suggest that paragraph 3.1.12 should require the 
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environmental impacts of these post-consultation changes to be identified within the 
scope of the EIA. 

We do not see how the requirement of Directive 85/337/EEC, as amended by 97/11/EC, 
to outline alternatives in the ES “taking into account the environmental effects” can be 
satisfied by the present version of Chapter 3. 

Chapter 9 – Ecology 

Paragraphs 9.2.5 and 9.2.6 do not allow any appraisal to be made of the extent of 
Phase 1 habitat survey fieldwork that will be undertaken, and do not constitute any 
form of commitment that the effort dedicated to this exercise will be sufficient. 

It is suggested that some stipulations on the timing of fieldwork within the field season 
should be included. Surveys that are undertaken at an inappropriate date are likely to 
produce an inaccurate assessment of habitat. 

Chapter 12 – Landscape, townscape and visual assessment 

Paragraph 12.3.2 advises that the post-consultation changes have included “lowering 
viaducts and embankments and the extensive use of cuttings ...” providing the benefit of 
helping to “blend into, or screen the railway within the landscape”. Whilst this may be 
true for some locations, many more places have suffered an increase in trackbed height 
post-consultation, with a corresponding negative effect on screening (refer to the 
comment on paragraph 3.1.12 above). It is suggested therefore that this paragraph gives 
an incorrect impression and should be amended to reflect the true situation more 
accurately. 

Chapter 13 – Sound and vibration 

General note on the use of the daytime equivalent continuous sound level parameter in 
Chapter 13. 

The parameter LpAeq,T is used extensively within Chapter 13 to specify noise level 
thresholds, with different values of T covering both day and night periods. European 
Union Directive 2002/49/EC aims to define a common approach to the assessment of 
nuisance from environmental noise, including the “use of harmonised indicators and 
evaluation methods”10. To this end this Directive, whilst allowing the use of “existing 
national noise indicators”11 in the interim, specifies two “selected common indicators” 
to be employed for the desired target of a common assessment method. 

One of these common indicators is the night-time noise indicator, Lnight
12, which is 

consistent with LpAeq,8hr, as used in Chapter 13 of HS2 London to West Midlands EIA 
Scope and Methodology Report. 

The second common indicator is the day-evening-night level, Lden
13; this is not employed 

for any of the limits specified in Chapter 13 of HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope 
and Methodology Report. 

It is suggested that, in support of the aims of Directive 2002/49/EC, the parameter Lden 
should be used in Chapter 13 wherever this is consistent with the noise nuisance level 
being assessed. This seems particularly apposite in view of the long lead time of the HS2 
project and the expectation that EU requirements will have been strengthened by the 
time that noise from HS2 activities affects UK citizens. 
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Paragraph 13.3.10 identifies the following issues associated with potential nuisance 
caused by airborne sound that were raised by responses to the consultation, but that 
are not addressed in Chapter 13: 

 A request to present contour maps; 

 The need to consider pantograph sound particularly in respect of the height of the 
source above ground compared to the height of noise barriers; 

 That the assumed 3 dB reduction in train sound emission levels (compared to 
current high speed trains) may not be reasonable; and 

 The need to assess sound levels in terms of the long term expected usage of the 
Proposed Scheme. 

Paragraph 13.3.13 provides insufficient detail of how the mitigation of noise will be 
specified and its benefits assessed. HS2 Ltd has conceded, for example, that the impact 
of aerodynamic noise sources high up on the train “does need to be considered” and 
that the effects of this noise mechanism “will be reviewed at the time of the EIA”14. 

On the more general aspects of noise mitigation, in the AoS we are told 

“The way in which noise would eventually be mitigated would depend on various 
considerations, such as engineering feasibility and effectiveness, and may use any of the 
techniques set out in Section 2, either independently or in combination, and these 
would be developed further as part of the EIA should the scheme be progressed.”15 

More specifically we have been told that: 

“An Environmental Impact Assessment of the scheme would be undertaken at the next 
stage if the scheme progresses. This would confirm the heights of noise barrier required 
at each location along the route and would help develop the design principles by which 
taller noise barriers could be provided without causing significant adverse effects in 
other environmental areas e.g. landscape and visual.”16 

Since many types of barrier design are available, it is suggested that the EIA work should 
include an evaluation of barrier efficiency, at 400 kph as well as at 360 kph, and 
selection of preferred designs and heights, for trackside and elevated use. 

It is also suggested that the EIA should establish and verify prediction methods for the 
attenuation achieved by noise barriers and constructed features such as cuttings and 
bunds, and that this prediction method should distinguish between different third 
octave bands across the audible spectrum. 

On the topic of “performance specification of the rolling stock” HS2 Ltd has undertaken 
that “the train noise level will be revisited and checked for suitability as the input to the 
more detailed EIA”.17 As well as reviewing the technical risk associated with the 3 dB(A) 
assumed reduction in source noise permitted by EU Decision 2008/232/CE18, this work 
should also investigate whether it is also appropriate to make an adjustment to the 
assumed noise source level to account for track quality degradation during normal 
operation19. 

None of this is specified in the current draft of HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope 
and Methodology Report. 



 5 

Paragraph 13.3.15 cites 50 dB LpAeq,16hr as a daytime threshold. It is suggested that the 
use of this parameter should be reviewed in the light of the suggestion made above 
(under “General note”) that “in support of the aims of Directive 2002/49/EC, the 
parameter Lden should be used in Chapter 13 wherever this is consistent with the noise 
nuisance level being assessed” (see also the comments made against paragraph 13.3.25 
below). 

Paragraph 13.3.16 employs the parameter LpAeq,T for quantifying the baseline sound 
level. It is suggested that the use of this parameter should be reviewed in the light of the 
suggestion made above (under “General note”) that “in support of the aims of Directive 
2002/49/EC, the parameter Lden should be used in Chapter 13 wherever this is consistent 
with the noise nuisance level being assessed” (see also comments made against 
paragraph 13.3.25 below). 

Paragraph 13.3.19 advises, in respect of the proposed methodology for calculating 
airborne sound levels, that “The method has been further refined for HS2 to allow for 
aerodynamic sound sources at speeds over 300 kph”. We were told in the AoS that “the 
research basis for this change in calculation methodology is not currently available”20. 
An explanation of the way in which this previously advised limitation has been 
overcome should be provided. 

Paragraph 13.3.21 advises that the “number and location of properties estimated to 
qualify under the Noise Insulation (Railway and Other Guided Transport Systems) 
Regulations (1996) will be reported”. It is suggested that the way in which this 
information will be presented should also be specified. 

Paragraph 13.3.24 employs the parameter LpAeq,16hr for identifying the change in 
daytime equivalent continuous sound level. It is suggested that the use of this 
parameter should be reviewed in the light of the suggestion made above (under 
“General note”) that “in support of the aims of Directive 2002/49/EC, the parameter Lden 
should be used in Chapter 13 wherever this is consistent with the noise nuisance level 
being assessed” (see also comments made against paragraph 13.3.25 below). 

Also in this paragraph, the maximum sound level, expressed by the parameter LpAF,max, is 
introduced as a noise metric to determine an operational sound impact. Whilst 
maximum sound levels did not form a part of the estimation of impacts upon receptors 
in the AoS, we welcome this introduction into the EIA procedures. This appears to be an 
overdue recognition, in line with World Health Organisation (WHO) advice21, that the 
use of equivalent continuous sound level alone does not give a full picture of the likely 
annoyance and health impacts of operational airborne noise from HS2 train movements. 

We have previously been advised by HS2 Ltd22 that the maximum sound level of a train 
pass-by is approximately 14 dB(A) higher than the equivalent continuous noise level 
over eighteen hours. The anticipated train movement data presented in the AoS23 allows 
a calculation to be made that shows that the peak to equivalent continuous ratio is even 
more marked at night, at around 19 dB(A). These are very large margins indeed, and 
underline how imperative it is that a maximum sound level parameter is adopted as a 
criterion for assessing noise impacts for the EIA. 

However, we note that a façade measurement has been specified in this paragraph of 
the current draft of HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope and Methodology Report, 
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whereas all other parameters are specified as free field (i.e. incident) measurements. 
We suggest that this liable to be confusing, and suggest that free field measurements 
are employed throughout the document and that façade measurements are not 
specified. 

We also feel that 85 dB LpAF,max is much too high a level to be employed as an indicator 
of annoyance or health impacts. Compare this with practice on the Shinkansen 
Superexpress Railway in Japan; the Ministry of the Environment of the Government of 
Japan has chosen a peak sound measure to set absolute noise limits for this railway24. 
The parameter employed is identical to that now being specified for the EIA, except that 
a slow time constant sound meter setting is stipulated in Japan in place of the fast time 
constant used for the EIA. At 70 dB(A) in residential areas and 75 dB(A) in commercial 
and industrial areas, the Japanese maximum levels are well below what is being 
proposed in the current draft of HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope and 
Methodology Report as a threshold level. 

In order to put this in a United Kingdom context, reference may be made to Planning 
Policy Guidance 24: Planning and Noise. Leaving aside the question of whether or not 
PPG24 is applicable to the construction of new railways, it can serve as a useful yardstick 
for this current purpose. A table is provided in PPG24 that defines four noise exposure 
categories (NEC) to be used in the assessment of a planning application25. A note to this 
table introduces a night-time level of 82 dB LAmax free field (equivalent to 85 dB LAmax 
façade), occurring “several times in any hour”, as a trigger to treat the receptor site as 
the second highest noise exposure category “C”. NEC C is categorised as loud enough to 
require that “planning permission should not normally granted”. So even in the UK’s 
noise tolerant regime, a peak level that achieves 85 dB LAmax is considered as fairly 
disruptive to life. 

In the interests of balance we should point out that the PPG24 rating applies to night 
noise, whereas the level quoted in HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope and 
Methodology Report applies throughout the twenty-four hours. Also the PPG24 figure is, 
like the Japanese example, specified with a slow time constant meter setting. We do not 
think however that these differences detract from the power of this example to 
illustrate that 85 dB LpAF,max is a very high level indeed and is quite unsuitable as a 
nuisance threshold. 

In the light of the above, it is suggested that the 85 dB LpAF,max threshold should be 
reduced considerably to a level which HS2 Ltd is able to demonstrate is applicable as a 
threshold which will “protect the majority of people from being moderately annoyed 
during the daytime”26. 

We also suggest that two values of peak noise should be specified; one for daytime and 
another, lower, level for night. The night threshold should be specified at a level that is 
consistent with the LAmax,inside threshold levels for effects reported by the WHO27. 

Paragraph 13.3.25 specifies a threshold for the equivalent continuous sound level over a 
sixteen-hour period, LpAeq,16hr of 50 dB(A). Whilst we appreciate that this is fully in accord 
with WHO guidelines28, we note that these predate European Union Directive 
2002/49/EC by several years. It is suggested that the use of the sixteen-hour parameter 
should be reviewed in the light of the suggestion made above (under “General note”), in 
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order to seek compliance with the EU aspiration of the “use of harmonised indicators 
and evaluation methods”. 

This aspiration could be achieved in this case by the substitution of Lden for LpAeq,16hr, 
whilst still retaining the threshold value of 50 dB(A). 

However, the WHO has also indicated that using a threshold of 50 dB(A) for new 
developments may not be appropriate: 

“… most countries in Europe have adopted 40 dB LAeq as the maximum allowable level 
for new developments (Gottlob 199529). Indeed, the lower value should be considered 
the maximum allowable sound pressure level for all new developments whenever 
feasible.”23 

The UK’s own Transport Analysis Guidance (WebTAG) states that a level of 45dB LAeq,18hr 
should be used “as the cut-off for both annoyance and valuation calculations”30. 

In view of these further WHO and WebTAG recommendations, it is suggested that the 
choice of 50 dB(A) for the daytime threshold is reviewed to determine whether it should 
be lowered. 

As night noise impacts were not quantitatively assessed in the AoS31, the introduction in 
the EIA procedures of the night threshold of 40 dB LpAeq,8hr is a welcome addition. This 
threshold is the same as the WHO night noise guidance (NNG) of 40 dB Lnight,outside

32 and 
is fully compatible with the “selected common indicators” of European Union Directive 
2002/49/EC. 

Although the two thresholds that have been specified in paragraph 13.3.25 comply with 
WHO guidelines, the precedence that the application of these thresholds has over the 
change of 3 dB(A) in the equivalent continuous sound level may be problematic at 
previously tranquil sites. 

The proposed route of HS2 passes through extensive areas that are currently regarded 
as “tranquil” and this, and the potential that HS2 has to disrupt this tranquillity, are 
acknowledged in the AoS, which includes a map of the route overlayed on tranquillity 
gradings produced by the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)33.  The AoS also 
concludes that “a mitigation strategy that takes into account the relative importance of 
different factors affecting relative tranquillity … could help to reduce the potential 
impacts”34. 

The AoS also promises that “impacts on tranquillity and quiet areas would be considered 
in more detail as part of the EIA, should the scheme be progressed further”35. In 
accordance with WebTAG guidance36, HS2 London to West Midlands EIA Scope and 
Methodology Report requires that tranquillity impacts are assessed within “Landscape, 
townscape and visual assessment” and the matter is discussed in Chapter 12. However, 
this topic also impacts on the methodology to operate thresholds to determine the 
occurrence of sound impacts in previously tranquil locations and, accordingly, merits 
discussion under this current paragraph. 

The dual test of requiring a change in the equivalent continuous sound level of 3 dB or 
greater (as specified in paragraph 13.3.24) and exceeding a fixed threshold (as specified 
in paragraph 13.3.24) will, it appears, work counter to any strategy “that takes into 
account the relative importance of different factors affecting relative tranquillity”. Areas 
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that have an existing low ambient noise level may have to suffer increases greater than 
3 dB due to HS2 before a sound impact is recognised, pushing the actual impact higher 
up than “minor” on the semantic scale proposed by paragraph 13.3.26; this is unfair on 
such areas. 

This methodology needs to be revised to pay greater regard to the increased impact 
that HS2 noise will have in tranquil locations. 

Paragraph 13.3.26 fails to specify how the impact calculations will be presented in the 
ES. It is suggested that noise contour maps, or possibly noise difference contour plots, 
should be specified. To do this will enable HS2 Ltd, finally, to honour the pledge made by 
the previous Transport Secretary37 and will provide residents with a convenient way to 
check noise impacts on their properties. This is an urgent requirement and any 
arrangements to make these maps available before the ES is published would be 
appreciated. 

Chapter 18 – Structure of the Environmental Statement 

Paragraph 18.1.3 should also specify that noise contour maps, or possibly noise 
difference contour plots, should be provided (refer to our comments against paragraph 
13.3.26 above). 
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