
Stoneleigh Action Group Response to the Environmental Statement. 

Deposited along with the Hybrid Bill before Parliament, 25th November, together with associated 

documents and open to public examination until 24th January 2014. 

 

Introduction. 

From the start of the Community Forum stage and before, members of the Stoneleigh Action Group 

have engaged with representatives of HS2 Ltd. The personnel we met have changed in both who 

they are and in terms of what function they carried out within HS2 Ltd.  

We are now in a position of again being invited to make comment on a set of public proposals, this 

time deposited with Parliament for consideration under a Hybrid Bill. 

Members of the Stoneleigh Action Group may hold reservations about the validity of the Proposed 

Scheme , but we have always approached meetings respectfully, politely , constructively  and have 

come to the table with credible and sensible proposals which are for the benefit of our community. 

We can make available all copies of  the previous submissions we have submitted to HS2 Ltd.  

We have always stated two simple aims: we do not want to see the Proposed Scheme and we do not 

want to hear it. Those are simple aims in themselves, albeit with challenges. However,  if one 

compares this with the obvious  difficulties of getting the Proposed Scheme out of Euston Station, 

then they would seem perfectly reasonable. A primary concern is the issue of operational noise. We 

cannot be complacent over the noise arising from a train travelling at 250 mph (400kph: the design 

speed) and it dissipation. For example, responding to the proposals which are presented to us, we 

have considered that there will be enough spoil from the proposed excavated sections through 

Stoneleigh Park and on the route up to the A46 to provide us with more high bunding (subject to 

detailed analysis) , which would help in this regard. The minutes of our bi-lateral meetings would 

show this has been a consistent request, and in the past we have asked for a continuation of a cut 

and cover tunnel through Stoneleigh Park up to the A46. 

Thus to find ourselves in the current position where the information which has been deposited 

before Parliament has not considered any of this is a severe disappointment.  

Community Forums. 

What appears to have happened is that the process to the Hybrid Bill has ignored discussions at the 

Community Forums and the parallel bi-lateral engineering meetings, and many other requests from 

Communities up and down the line. Communities are left considering the value of these, and this 

has been the subject of other communication, but it cannot be ignored at this stage. 

SIFT Process. 

Feedback has been very limited to Communities by way of explanation of decisions made. However 

from what feedback that has been given it would appear that all points gained in the upper stages of 

the SIFT pyramid have been cancelled by a stringent costing weighting procedure towards the 

bottom of the process. The process generally appears to be beyond public detailed scrutiny. 



HS2 and the DfT may wish to be seen to be acting prudently in spending public money, but 

communities along the route are populated by taxpayers. 

Considerations of the Environmental Statement. 

Noise. 

Noise contours are inadequate and present a misleading image of sound propagation. As a 

community we have consistently argued that sound distribution from the Stoneleigh Park direction is 

subject to a wind borne component, but we see no skewing of this in any noise contour distribution.  

But what detailed analysis of noise will be undertaken, especially with nose and pantograph noise 

elements, where there is an apparent  consistent reliance on track based noise as being the major 

source of noise nuisance? It is of concern when some papers on the subject suggest that above 

300kph nose cone and pantograph noise elements will dominate the noise spectrum, and thus there 

appears to be an emphasis on looking to noise solutions derived from "classic rail" and any 

discussions on this matter with HS2 staff has been limited since, like ourselves, they profess no 

specialism in noise. However as members of a community we would expect that our concerns are 

addressed by specialists and this is a key issue for all. 

We are also concerned about the methodology employed, which may be more suitable to other 

types of traffic systems, e.g. road schemes , where an averaging of sound outputs would be more 

suitable. Here we will have a scheme where sound is intermittent and what is of far more use is to 

understand the maximum passing noise contour of a HSR train. Suitable and meaningful mitigation 

can then be modelled. It is equally misleading to then use an averaging process which takes into 

account a number of train passes per hour, such that the night time predicted noise output would be 

less than the daytime one because less trains will pass per hour. Noise is noise and the perception of 

it in a quiet rural area, especially at night, is uppermost in our reaction to it. 

The terminology of labelling people as "receptors" in a quasi-scientific manner does little to actually 

reassure communities that they are being treated as fellow human beings. 

Limits of Deviation. 

One of the difficulties in trying to analyse what is presented is  when limits of vertical deviation to 

the route are +3metres vertically upwards and infinitely down? How can communities possibly argue 

for the very thing they want which is primarily protection from the impacts of noise when the track 

alignment may change on site, and any mitigation, if they are lucky enough to have argued for this 

and got some, is then rendered ineffective? The route alignment has to be fixed such that suitable 

mitigation can be offered. What is the alternative? Years of wrangling post completion, further 

expense at the public purse, when the most cost effective solution will be to get this right during the 

initial construction phase. If consultants are unable to do this, then this should be declared now. 

 

 

 

 



Ecological. 

Base line data on the Ecological work requires much more detail ( and assumedly is ongoing) and the 

provision of notional mitigation, e.g. a bat roost adjacent to the River Avon must surely be 

completely unacceptable to the licensing process of a European Protected Species? Environmental 

schemes, such as tree planting would surely be better placed along the route to provide further 

visual screening, and this is something which we have consistently argued for. Let's plant trees for a 

purpose, not just for a spurious target of  offsetting carbon which is very questionable, e.g. there is 

no clear view that modal shift, an initial objective of the proposal, will be achieved such that carbon 

emissions will be reduced.  

Who is to care for the trees which will be planted and ensure that they do not die, and if so are 

replanted?  

Where are the wildlife routes that will help allow migration of mammals without forcing them onto 

road crossings and conflicting with cars, vans, lorries, cyclists and pedestrians?  

 

Balancing Pond. 

The provision of the balancing ponds will of course help balance out the water run-off from the 

route and drain this into the River Avon to avoid surcharging. The problem is what capacity will this 

have, when it rains then things fill up, rivers flood, the ground is saturated. If it is designed to hold 

larger volumes of water then it will only discharge when full, so we appear to have got nowhere, we 

just have a larger body of water. So it needs an active water management regime and not a passive, 

fixed discharge pipe solution, holding back water in times of flood, discharging in drier times. It may 

attract wildlife, local swans and other migratory birds may fly to it. Lovely, as long as they do not 

become victims of bird on train strike on the way there. That may be good for our buzzard 

population, but will they learn to act as high speed carrion eaters?  

Our County Council ecology team will no doubt be submitting a more robust and thorough response 

to this. 

Construction Compound. 

Another major concern for this group. We consistently asked that you did not site this in this 

location. 

A small satellite village? 

Details of how many workers etc will be on the site are subject to questions. There has been an 

analysis offered, but how will this be controlled and monitored, if at all? Will the local facilities be 

able to cope with these numbers and what analysis has been carried out in terms of , e.g. power, 

water , sewage, impact on other facilities in the area? So what will be the duration for the enabling 

works to allow this site to be occupied? 

Access to this site. 

How will the proposed construction compound be accessed? It is  unclear from this iteration of the 

plans? This has been the subject of discussion in the past, now overlooked. The only information  

appears to be to use the decommissioned section of the B4115 and then pass under the raised 

section. What about before this has been carried out? How will workers, plant machinery, materials, 

etc access the site? It would appear that the proposal would be to come off the A46, access the 



B4115 and then approach the compound from that direction. We have been told about haul routes, 

but not the basic matter of getting into and out of the site during the complete life of this 

construction project. This is of prime importance, we have made comments about peak hour traffic.  

Traffic considerations. 

We would challenge the assessment of traffic  carried out by HS2, and we have the support of WCC 

to reinforce this concern . The capacity and resilience of the local road network at rush hour (i.e. 

peak times)  is at breaking point, such that further traffic or an incident will bring the traffic flow to a 

standstill, generally moving north-south through  Stoneleigh Village and heading either towards 

Leamington or towards Warwick University and the technology / science park there. 

Road closures. 

We would  further repeat our concerns that closing all roads east to west to facilitate the 

construction of the proposed route must not happen. Presently if there is a  problem on one road it 

has a knock-on effect on the other roads. Of prime importance to this consideration is the A46, if 

there is a  problem with the traffic flow along this (i.e. either slowing it or affecting it by a road 

closure whilst the road is diverted) then this will affect all that traffic in the area, with the net effect 

that it will  seek routes through the other, minor,  roads which are incapable of taking it. It is 

imperative that this remains open at all times to traffic. 

 If not, then traffic pours through Stoneleigh village and gridlocks as it does at peak times and further 

compromises Stoneleigh bridge, a Scheduled Ancient Monument. 

Furthermore, should  Dalehouse Lane, Coventry Road, B4115 B4113, Leicester Lane be closed 

simultaneously then there will cause be  traffic chaos. It is imperative that road closures, when 

considered essential, are scheduled  one  at a time with the minimum closure in place. We are also 

concerned that essential and local services are not adversely affected, especially blue light services 

from Warwick District to Stoneleigh Village, as this village is a part of Warwick DC and not Coventry 

City Council, but this would also include school buses, deliveries etc. 

The Proposed Scheme notes  an "online  reinstatement of the A46" (CT-06-095) but details are 

unclear. Is there no possibility of digging under the existing road, and retaining the alignment, which 

would not be as disruptive as the alternative proposal? 

Stoneleigh Park. 

Stoneleigh Park has large scale developments plans referred to in your documentation W12/0766,    

yet  despite meetings held between LaSalle (the operators of Stoneleigh Park) and HS2 Ltd, no 

account of the road works which are scheduled for 2014 by LaSalle to amend the accesses to the site 

from the B4113 and to create a main entrance on the B4115 at Gate 3, has been made in your 

proposals. As a community this means that we are faced with the prospect of these works being 

carried out by LaSalle's contractors, and then undone and amended by HS2's, as well as disrupting 

two of our routes east - west twice. Thus the community  will get double the "hassle" , since then 

HS2's contractors will have to amend a live traffic junction. If we look within Stoneleigh Park (merely 

as observers since they will represent their views more eloquently and forcibly than ours) it would 

appear that the provision of a solo bridge over the route will not provide a main access route for the 

few thousand people who work at Stoneleigh Park.  Completely unworkable. Here is a place of 



employment, the very thing that HS2's proponents would welcome (as a spreader of "wider 

economic benefits") being threatened by choking its very viability. 

Footpaths and community considerations. 

Community Gains. 

Are there any community gains? None apparently. The stopping up of a footpath adjacent to 

Stoneleigh Park reduces accessibility to the network of pathways for recreational users, although 

again apart from long distance footpath users, who have to put up with the proximity, who would 

choose a recreational walk along the edge of a high speed rail line?  

The analysis of Kenilworth Golf Club misses one important factor. Would anyone want  to play golf 

alongside a construction site or then the route of a high speed rail line? The attraction of playing a 

quiet round of golf  in the countryside with friends seems to lose its shine with this proposal, and 

must be detrimental to the long term prospects for this as a business, which is not recognised in the 

documentation. 

Visual considerations. 

We live in an area which we consider to have picturesque landscape value. It is one of the reasons 

why we chose to live here. So, we are concerned about the visual intrusion and the possible 

attempts to integrate this in a sympathetic manner into our landscape. The initial assumption to 

define a track speed of 400kph has meant that from the start the route cannot follow anything other 

than a defined radius to secure these speeds. 

Secondly , there is the chance to secure visual mitigation, of which the photomontages do not 

assure.  Initial comment relates to the titles of these: what or how is a montage "verified". Who 

carries out the verification process? 

Let's turn now to the photomontage, view LV-01-118.We have already made comments about the 

previous montage and perhaps some of those comments have been acted upon, e.g. length of train 

has been increased. But the reality of a railway has not, e.g. we cannot see a security fence, nor can 

we see the catenary rails and pylons at their suggested 50m centres. and 7- 8 metres above the rail 

line. Neither can we see these on the plans. Are you still unsure of the propulsion system, might you 

consider Maglev? What of the alignment to the ground? The montage shows the track levelling out 

with the ground approximately on the path which runs across the field, yet the section already 

referred to shows the route cutting back into the current ground profile closer to the section of the 

B4115 which will be stopped up. On the plan this is a distance of about 100m at this point, so should 

the proposed track actually be higher? Also we cannot see the current line of trees on the approach 

to gate 3, have you asked LaSalle about the future of these trees? Neither can we see the proposed 

embankment on the northern edge of the River Avon crossing as shown on the layout plan CT-06-

085, so just how seriously are we to consider this? Interesting also that in the 13 years time period 

between these photos, the existing trees have not changed. 

This is an Environmental Statement, so where is the overall reflection of the environment, a 

sympathetic response to the location we choose to live in, our place of tranquillity in our busy lives, 

beyond the siting of a bat box and the planting of a patch of trees? There certainly has been an 



attempt to describe it, but not to capture and protect the essence of it. Where is the attempt to 

mitigate this industrialised intrusion into our rural fabric?  

Footbridges. 

What will these look like: will they be caged for example? Will they be lit? What materials will they 

be constructed from?  

Bridges. 

We know nothing of the viaduct design and notice that this is subject to competition within the 

architectural community as reported within the architectural press. This is welcomed as long as 

creative and responsive designs are produced. What of the "family" of designs: how extensive will 

this be? Can we expect the bastard offspring, whilst the beauties of the family go to favoured spots? 

But what analysis of noise will be undertaken, especially with nose and pantograph noise elements, 

as previously raised? This reflects in the noted height of the parapet and noise barrier: currently 

there seems to be a suggestion of a height of 1.4m above the track level. We cannot be confident 

that this will cope with all noise emitted from the passage of a high speed train. What of resonance 

from the bridge itself?  

Road crossings. 

Road crossings: what specification, what height parapet, what materials? What sympathy to a rural 

location or a ubiquitous highways design, found as much in Town as Country. What attempt to 

dampen the reflection of sound from a passing train off the bridge soffit or sides will there be? 

Detailed Comment. 

What we see is a set of engineering proposals, a suggestion of how the Proposed Scheme will be 

constructed. For that we extend our conditional  admiration for what has been achieved. But the 

provision of what used to be pantone colouring on a layout map, pretty though it is, doesn't tell the 

whole story. What is missing or fogged is what concerns us, what it doesn't say, and that's what our 

response is based on. 

Viaduct Crossing. 

Let us focus on the track section S146 map sheet no 5-85, sheet 2-109. There appears to be a 

reported height of the top of the track rail of 10.64metres above the bed of the River Avon, yet a 

reported height in the top of the drawing legend of 3.87m for the bridge? Water level, assumedly a 

median determination is reported at 52.7m above the Ordnance Survey Datum at Newlyn. Assuming 

a scale of 1:1000 at A3 size, the height of the bridge thus is approximately 9m above the river level. 

Allowing for parapets, and up to catenary rails, that means something which is 16m (say 50 feet, 

twice the height of a house to the ridge line) above the river level. I can only refer you to our 

mitigation requests to lower the line of this. Alternatively have you a proposed method of screening 

and sound proofing this river crossing that you have so far not shared with us? 

On the subject of mitigational lowering, it might appear that if the gradient between horizontal 

measurements 12.4km and 14.4km was reconsidered, a shallower track gradient could be achieved, 

no doubt better for power consumption, resulting in deeper digs (but balance against life cycle 

energy costs) , giving greater clearance under the A46 as it passes under. That could produce a 

height above the water level of the reported 3.87m. 



 

Land temporarily required 

Where land is shown as potentially required during construction, what use to landowners might the 

trapped sections be? Is this the subject of separate and individualised discussion and agreement, 

whose objective is to phase and minimise by careful management this disruption? 

Proposal from LaSalle Asset Management. 

We have been given a presentation from Mr Colin Hooper, Estates Director at Stoneleigh Park. 

LaSalle Asset Management commissioned an independent report on route treatments through 

Stoneleigh Park up to the A46, and the Parish Council voted to support the proposal for option E, 

which is an extended cut and cover tunnel through the Park for a distance of 2.5km. Mr Hooper 

explained to us that whilst this incurred additional costs , the cost to benefit (taking into account 

environmental improvements such as noise reduction) ratio was optimised on this proposal.  

Thus whilst writing we, the members of the Stoneleigh Action Group,  wish to endorse this proposal 

and to confirm that we have also notified our Member of Parliament, Mr Jeremy Wright, of this 

decision. 

In our view the proposed scheme meets the requests of the Stoneleigh Action Groups for enhanced 

mitigation, and this will have the benefit of ensuring the long term viability of the Stoneleigh Park 

site and provide the access to both western (main body) and eastern sides of the site which the 

present proposal does not offer. 
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