
 

Appendix D 

LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL – Response to HS2 Working Draft 
Equality Impact Assessment Report – Community Areas LA03, LA04 and LA05   

 

1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This document sets out the Leicestershire County Council’s (the Council) 
response to the Working Draft Equality Impact Assessment Report and 
contains comments on Community Area LA03, LA04 and the Leicestershire 
portion of LA05. This response is made in the spirit of the WDEQIA being a 
work in progress, which provides opportunities for the County to shape and 
influence the formal statement which accompanies the Hybrid Bill. 

1.2 The Council is generally disappointed at the paucity of equalities information 
in the WDEQIA, and also that issues of equality and diversity are given a 
“broad-brush” approach which does not drill down adequately into 
communities. The mention made in section 1.5.1 that completion of an EIA is 
not a legal requirement does undermine the use of such assessments as best 
practice and could be omitted. 

 

2.0 Strategic comments 

2.1 The overall impact of the Proposed Scheme in Leicestershire is likely to be 
wide ranging and felt well beyond the area under consideration in the ES and 
EQIA and there is no station planned within the County to realise the full 
benefits of the scheme once operational.   

2.2 The Council is concerned that the impacts on neighbourhood quality are not 
fully explored or available in the current consultation documents and that this 
will always be a very difficult and challenging exercise to capture in full.  There 
is the potential for impacts on the Council from increased demand for services 
and increased difficulty and cost with delivering services to local residents 
who will include the most vulnerable in society.  The Council welcomes the 
opportunity to continue to work closely with HS2 Ltd to consider how the 
benefits for the area can be maximised whilst the negative effects are 
minimised and mitigated in compliance with HS2 Ltd’s Sustainability Policy.  
The potential availability of a Community and Environment Fund and Business 
and Local Economy Fund for Phase 2b will be of great interest for supporting 
communities (particularly when further information is available on the 
anticipated wider and knock on impacts to neighbourhood quality are fully 
considered and recorded). 



 

 

 

3.0 General comment  

3.1 There is a lack of information on the full impacts expected as the full EQIA 
requires information from the ES, particularly for impacts on neighbourhood 
quality and other knock on effects, e.g. access to public transport.  This 
means that whilst disproportionate effects are reasonably well explored, 
differential effects are not yet apparent. 

3.2 It is suggested that the EQIA should have been presented for consultation 
when more information was available as much of the impacts of interest will 
not now be consulted on with partners before submission with the Hybrid Bill. 
The lack of a final consulationconsultation process with HS2 Ltd also 
complicates this process as the Parliamentary consultation will of necessity be 
more complex and less accessible, particularly for the general public and 
smaller stakeholder groups. 

3.3 The Council assume that the starting point for the Proposed Scheme is that 
policies from Phase 1 and 2a will also apply to Phase 2b. However, it is hoped 
that there will be efforts made to strengthen these where errors have been 
found. 

 

4.0 Scope and methodology 

4.1 There appears to be no consideration of Human Rights impacts which would 
be included in the County Council’s equality and human rights impact 
assessment process. 

4.2 The Council believes that some attempt should be made to consider 
cumulative impact, although it is acknowledged that this is difficult on such a 
scheme. 

4.3 The reliance of data from the Census 2011, while understandable is very 
concerning and unlikely to reflect the true nature of the demographic almost 
ten years on.  It is not clear from the methodology whether projections have 
been used to move demographic dates forward to the construction period and 
operational period.  Leicestershire has an ageing population and with this 
comes increasing frailty and complex needs such as disability and mental 
health conditions which could affect the prevalence of PCGs in the area in the 
future i.e. 2023 – 2033.  It is also important note that the provision of 
equalities information from monitoring forms or data sets such as the census 
is unreliable. The provision of equalities information is not mandatory and as 



 

such many PCGs do not supply such data unless they fully understand how 
the data is to be used and see potential benefits for them. It is widely 
acknowledged that the data representing the LGBTQ+ community is grossly 
inaccurate.  

4.4 The Council has access to a number of data sets that could supplement the 
information from the Census that may provide more comprehensive 
information on people with disabilities and Special Educational Needs in the 
area in particular. 

4.5 With reference to Para 2.2.3, the 26 community areas do not match county 
boundaries which increases the complexity when looking at issues within the 
County. 

4.6 Annex D – This information is very useful, good quality research and presents 
a welcome analysis of the evidence of differential impacts and intersectionality 
of disadvantage. However the inclusion of the protected characteristic 
Disability needs to be viewed from more than just the mobility angle. The 
impact of HS2 on those with Emotional, Social and Mental Health needs to be 
carefully considered and is likely to have far reaching implications. It is also 
noted that dual+ characteristics get no mention throughout Annex D or within 
the entire WDEQIA something which needs to be addressed. 

4.7 With reference to p. 94 of the WDEQIA, there is evidence here and elsewhere 
that suggests that Council service users are likely to be most sensitive to the 
effects from the Proposed Scheme, e.g. looked after children, people with 
mental health issues, older people, people with disabilities, SEND children 
and their families.  The knock-on impact on access and availability of key 
services should also be considered and quantified. In addition, these groups 
are the most likely to need passenger transport services which could be 
severely impacted by road closures and diversions. This is discussed in 
Section 15 of the WDES response, Volume 2. 

4.8 With reference to p. 103 of the WDEQIA, there is very little analysis of the 
sensitivity to noise, air quality and other environmental effects which are likely 
to have the most significant impact over a large geographical area. This is 
likely to affect young and elderly people in particular, and the Proposed 
Scheme passes close to schools, and housing for elderly and vulnerable 
people in Measham.  

 

5.0 Stakeholder Engagement and public consultation 

5.1 Section 3.2 Objectives; the engagement to date as reported through the 
previous consultation suggests that HS2 Ltd is not meeting its objectives.  
Consultation responses were low in numbers overall and there was very little 



 

input recorded from organisations representing PCGs and only two individual 
consultation responses.  There is no equality monitoring information provided 
on the respondents.  This suggests that future engagement and consultation 
should be more accessible, inclusive and targeted to ensure that the voices of 
PCGs is heard.  The Council may be able to assist with this as it works with 
the Leicestershire Equalities Challenge Group on consultations; more 
information is available here www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/lecg 

5.2 Referring to section 3.3.2 of the WDEQIA, beyond the technical engagement 
on delivery of the proposed scheme, little engagement with service experts on 
the knock-on effects of has been possible.  There may be further detailed 
information and data available on sensitive groups from the Council that could 
inform the full assessment of impacts for the full EQIA.   

5.3 The Equalities Team at the Council have had no contact with HS2 Ltd to date 
and would welcome the opportunity to be involved with developing the Local 
Area Engagement Plan. 

5.4 With reference to para 3.3.5 of the WDEQIA; the Council feel that specific and 
targeted engagement with PCGs should be used to test assumptions and 
evidence and not limited to filling ‘gaps in evidence’. 

 

6.0 Baseline 

6.1 With reference to para 4.1.3 of the document, the Council does not agree that 
the assumption that sex is not a relevant characteristic to investigate, 
particularly given the additional sensitivities of women identified across 
multiple effects in Annex D and the continued referral to them as a PCG 
throughout the WDEQIA. 

6.2 In section 4.2.1 of the WDEQIA, there is no rationale given for the 1km buffer. 

6.3 Referring to para 4.2.2 of the WDEQIA, it is not clear if any projections or 
modelling has been used on the ONS data from the 2011 Census which is 
already likely to be an inaccurate picture of the demographic of the area and 
will be very out of date when construction starts and the operational phase.  It 
is suggested that this snapshot of data is not sufficient to future-proof the 
EQIA up to the delivery of the proposed scheme. The Council urge HS2 Ltd to 
update information as the Hybrid Bill makes progress through Parliament. 
Likewise, the Council will expect HS2 Ltd to react to new legislation or 
national/international guidelines. Para 4.2.3 needs to include Personal 
Independence Payments (PIP) 

6.4 Para 4.2.5 of the WDEQIA discusses race demographics. The Council feel 
that the race demographic for White sub-group should be further sub-divided 

http://www.leicestershirecommunities.org.uk/lecg


 

to allow analysis of the White Gypsy or Irish traveller community, White Irish 
and White Other, to consider implications for white ethnic groups that may be 
disproportionately represented in the area.  The Council’s response to Volume 
2 in the Community sections highlight the existing issues of traveller site 
availability in the area. This is a vulnerable group with poor educational and 
health outcomes and account needs to be taken of this. 

6.5 Replying to para 4.2.11, although counts under 50 may present data 
protection issues, they could indicate issues of isolation which should be 
considered, e.g. access to places of worship. 

6.6 With reference to para 4.2.14, more detailed consideration of the domains that 
are most prevalent in the deprivation within the area could further inform the 
EQIA and may highlight issues of existing vulnerability in access to services, 
employment and housing etc.   

6.7 In para 4.2.15, it is not clear why working age adults are not considered in the 
age sub-groups, 25-65 is missing. 

6.8 Para 4.2.17; local data may be available from the council to supplement the 
understanding of people with mental health issues, service users and people 
with disabilities that may be sensitive to impacts. This may be particularly 
useful when considering Volume 2 impacts such as noise, health and 
community, which could have a much higher negative effect on individuals 
with mental health problems. 

6.9 In para 4.5.3, the disproportionate representation of residents aged 0-15 in 
Kegworth is missing from this paragraph. The Council feels that this is 
particularly important given the loss of sports facilities in the village, as many 
of those affected will be children. Section 6 of the Volume 2 response 
discusses this issue in some detail. 

6.10 Para 4.5.5 and map EQ-10-302 both identify that there is a disproportionate 
number of people aged 65-84. The Council ask that some smaller 
subdivisions within this area are examined. In the Measham area, the Mease 
Viaduct will pass very close to District Council housing properties in Dyson’s 
Close (with residents inside the compensation zones). The housing is 
specifically intended for vulnerable elderly and they will be severely impacted 
by the construction and operation of the Proposed Scheme. 

6.10 With reference to para 4.5.11, the Leicestershire areas with disproportionate 
representation of residents with Hindu beliefs are not highlighted in this 
paragraph but are included in the map book.  Others also appear to have 
been omitted. 

 



 

7.0 Route-wide assessment 

7.1 The Council note the contents of para 5.2.6 and would welcome the 
opportunity to be involved with the development of the community 
engagement framework. The expectation is that contractors would be 
informed of equality and diversion issues relevant to them. 

7.2 The Council are pleased to note the special consideration of health and 
mobility, i.e. “atypical properties” in the property compensation package is 
very welcome (Para 5.2.10).  The Council is very keen to deliver additional 
special housing in the county as the availability of replacement homes for 
older people or those with mobility issues are limited and would welcome the 
support of HS2 Ltd where residents may be negatively impacted.  North West 
Leicestershire currently has no provision of Extra Care Living, which would be 
a welcome legacy for HS2 Ltd in the District. 

7.3 With reference to para 5.2.15, the Council would welcome the opportunity to 
be involved with the reinstatement and replacement of public open spaces. 
Details can be supplied of suitable locations when required.  

7.4 The council welcomes HS2 Ltd’s commitment to EDI mentioned in para 5.2.18 
and commitment to education, training and employment for PCGs.  The 
council would welcome the opportunity to facilitate links with service users 
and looked after children that could benefit. Para 5.2.19 it would be nice to 
read that all contractors will have had a certain level of EDI training. Para 
5.2.21 it would be nice to see some positive discrimination detailing that 
supported Apprenticeships from those with EHCPs and other additional needs 
will be prioritised as will those from other PCGs. 

7.5 In para 5.2.23, the Council feel that footways should also accommodate the 
passing of mobility scooters, wheelchairs, other mobility aids and pushchairs. 

7.6 The Council feel that it is essential that there are initiatives which highlight the 
dangers of construction sites to schoolchildren (para 5.2.24). In addition, 
where construction traffic will use roads near to schools, it is hoped that there 
will be suitable interaction between schools and contractors which lead to 
these routes not being heavily used at drop-off and pick-up times. North West 
Leicestershire District Council have a network of schools (Pro Social Alliance) 
which would make the dissemination of this information much more efficient 
and we would welcome you to use this facility. 

7.6 With reference to para 5.2.38; it is well-documented that individuals on the 
autistic spectrum are particularly sensitive to noise impacts and this could 
extend to both construction and operational noise. Vibration should also be 
included in this paragraph as it can exacerbate pain and other symptoms of ill 
health. 



 

7.7 In para 5.3 the inclusion of the effects on altering routes for those with Autistic 
Spectrum Disorder may require inclusion. For some individuals a change in 
road, pavement side or bus stop can cause major anxiety and may even 
prevent some individuals from completing their journey. In para 5.3.4, the 
Council feels that loss of housing resource should be considered route-wide 
even if it is not possible for individual properties. It is a highly sensitive issue 
and the Council are aware that Measham is the most affected location in 
Community Areas LA03 and LA04. 

7.8 The Council notes that the emotional distress and anxiety linked with loss of 
housing are identified in para 5.3.5. Acknowledgement of these issues is very 
welcome; information on local issues of housing provision will be available 
from the District council and the local Housing and Economic Development 
Needs Assessment available here: 
https://www.nwleics.gov.uk/pages/housing_and_economic_development_nee
d_assessment_hedna The potential for a rise in safeguarding concerns for 
these individuals needs to also be acknowledged and precautions put in 
place. 

7.9 In para 5.3.7, the last section on Operational and construction noise states; 
“the composition of groups affected in these areas is unknown and it is, 
therefore, not possible to assess whether there may be the potential for 
disproportionate or differential effects.”  As these effects could be 
considerable and long-term, this is not considered an acceptable 
demonstration of ‘due regard’. In the response to Volume 2 (LA03 and LA04) 
the Council have already set out their awareness of the psychological impacts 
of noise, the randomness of habituation effects and the subjectivity of 
exposure to noise. Measham will be significantly impacted by construction 
and operational noise, and other, smaller locations will also experience the 
issues. This will be particularly pertinent to locations such as the east side of 
Oakthorpe, New Packington and the east side of Kegworth, where residents 
are very close (in some cases alongside) materials stockpiles and/or 
construction compounds. The Council would ask HS2 Ltd to reconsider this 
statement. 

7.10 In para 5.3.10, the Council would have expected Ashby School to be included 
in the list and consider that this is a significant omission. Access to the school 
will be significantly impacted by the 18-month closure of the Ashby Road 
between Packington and Ashby. Schoolchildren in the village use the road to 
walk to and from school. This route (along with others) is also well used by 
parents and schools buses coming from other villages in the school 
catchment area who will find themselves on the east side such as Ibstock, 
Ravenstone etc. 

https://www.nwleics.gov.uk/pages/housing_and_economic_development_need_assessment_hedna
https://www.nwleics.gov.uk/pages/housing_and_economic_development_need_assessment_hedna


 

7.11 Further information on the outdoor learning environment affected in 
Leicestershire (para 5.3.18) will be of interest to the Council. 

7.12 In para 5.3.19, this assessment only considers places of worship along the 
route but some communities may travel to their place of worship and this may 
be affected by route closures and transport changes. 

7.13 Regarding impacts on access to services outlined in paras 5.3.25 – 5.3.44, 
further facilities and services that are likely to be impacted have been 
highlighted in the council’s response to Volume 2 of the WDES.  Access to 
gender clinics for those in transition should also be considered. Other key 
services such as Help to Live at Home, maternity care etc are often delivered 
in the service user’s home, access and ongoing delivery of these services 
should be considered. This might also impact on the workers delivering 
services (who are often low-paid females), as unfortunately some providers 
will not pay for the additional travelling time resulting from road closures and 
diversion. Para 5.3.35 Angling is also used by many PCGs with social 
emotional and mental health needs and autistic spectrum disorder. 

7.14 The Council would ask that the loss of the Kegworth sports pitches (discussed 
in detail in the WDES response, Volume 2, area LA04) is also considered as a 
recreational loss that particularly affects a protected group, i.e. children. Many 
of the team members of the Kegworth sports teams are school children who 
currently have to travel to play as there are insufficient facilities in the village. 
The loss of the Ashby Road and Derby Road developments have, currently, 
removed the possibility of Kegworth Parish Council being able to provide 
these facilities in the short to medium term. 

7.15 With references to para 5.3.38, there are no official traveller sites in the area 
and the heavy reliance on unofficial sites causes regular problems in the 
County. This should be considered, and in fact the Council have outlined in 
their response to WDES Volume 2 (LA03 and LA04) that HS2 Ltd could 
provide a lasting legacy by providing a suitable piece of construction 
compound/materials stockpile after use for reprovisioning as an official site for 
North West Leicestershire. This would help to address a significant issue for 
the traveller community. 

7.16 Para 5.3.40 These open areas may be used for the regular exercise of 
Assistance Dogs, alternatives found will need to have suitable access, 
parking, footpaths to allow for medical/disabled access. There is no 
information about how the impacts on Fiveways Wood and Rectory Lane 
Allotments will be dealt with in Section 7 even though there are likely to be 
equality impacts as reported in paras 5.3.39 and 5.3.42 respectively. In their 
response to WDES Volume 2, the Council have already outlined their 
comments about the need to ensure that the allotments are kept open and 



 

that a cut and cover tunnel is considered over Fiveways Wood to help mitigate 
the loss of woodland. 

7.17 With refence to pages 46-48 of the WDEQIA, it is a concern that no 
information will be made available on these issues for public consultation and 
the Council request that HS2 Ltd reconsider this stance. It is also noted that 
the mobility access listed such as moving walkways are not suitable for some 
PCGs and as such a full equality consultation on the stations would be 
advantageous.  

7.18 One of the largest equality factors noted in the recent EHRC ‘Is Britain 
Fairer?’ report, is that of Hate. The council feels that the potential risk to 
PCGs from hate from other members of the community may increase due to 
the development of HS2. This could be from PCGs who are encountering 
more or new members of the public due to transport changes, road closures, 
or from those who have been bought in to the area as contractors. There is 
also a potential for those who have been bought in to the area to work on HS2 
to be the recipients of hate crime. As a group if they are targeted purely for 
being a member of the HS2 workforce this would come under the ‘other’ 
protected characteristic under the hate crime law. The council also recognises 
that some areas of Leicestershire are quite white dominant and as such 
members from BME groups who are bought in to work on HS2 may be on the 
receiving end of far right hate speech. It is felt that this is an area which must 
be looked in to further to ensure both residents and contractors are protected 
from hate as part of the EQIA.  

 

 

 


