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IN PARLIAMENT 

HOUSE OF COMMONS 

SESSION 2013-14 

 

 

HIGH SPEED RAIL (LONDON – WEST MIDLANDS) BILL 

 

 

P E T I T I O N 

 

Against the Bill – Praying to be heard by counsel, & co. 

__________ 

 

TO THE HONOURABLE THE COMMONS OF THE UNITED KINGDOM OF GREAT BRITAIN AND 

NORTHERN IRELAND IN PARLIAMENT ASSEMBLED. 

 

THE HUMBLE PETITION OF SOUTH BUCKS DISTRICT COUNCIL 

 

 

 

SHEWETH as follows: 

 

 

1. A Bill (hereinafter called “the Bill”) has been introduced into and is now pending in 

your honourable House intituled “A Bill to Make provision for a railway between 

Euston in London and a junction with the West Coast Main Line at Handsacre in 

Staffordshire, with a spur from Old Oak Common in the London Borough of 

Hammersmith and Fulham to a junction with the Channel Tunnel Rail Link at York Way 

in the London Borough of Islington and a spur from Water Orton in Warwickshire to 

Curzon Street in Birmingham; and for connected purposes”. 

2. The Bill is presented by Mr Secretary McLoughlin, supported by the Prime Minister, 

the Deputy Prime Minister, Mr Chancellor of the Exchequer, Secretary Theresa May, 
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Secretary Vince Cable, Secretary Iain Duncan Smith, Secretary Eric Pickles, Secretary 

Owen Paterson, Secretary Edward Davey, and Mr Robert Goodwill. 

3. Clauses 1 to 36 set out the Bill’s objectives in relation to the construction and 

operation of the railway mentioned in paragraph 1 above.  They include provision for 

the construction of works, highways and road traffic matters, the compulsory 

acquisition of land and other provisions relating to the use of land, planning 

permission, heritage issues, trees and noise.  They include clauses which would 

disapply and modify various enactments relating to special categories of land including 

burial grounds, consecrated land, commons and open spaces, and other matters, 

including overhead lines, water, building regulations and party walls, street works and 

the use of lorries.  

4. Clauses 37 to 42 of the Bill deal with the regulatory regime for the railway. 

5. Clauses 43 to 65 of the Bill set out a number of miscellaneous and general provisions, 

including provision for the appointment of a nominated undertaker (“the Nominated 

Undertaker”) to exercise the powers under the Bill, transfer schemes, provisions 

relating to statutory undertakers and the Crown, provision about the compulsory 

acquisition of land for regeneration, reinstatement works and provision about further 

high speed railway works.  Provision is also made about the application of 

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations. 

6. The works proposed to be authorised by the Bill (“Phase One of HS2”) are specified in 

clauses 1 and 2 of and Schedules 1 and 2 to the Bill. They consist of scheduled works, 

which are described in Schedule 1 to the Bill and other works, which are described in 

clause 2 of and Schedules 2 and 3 to the Bill.   

7. Your Petitioners are the local authority for the District of South Bucks and have been 

invested by Parliament with a number of important powers and duties in relation to 

the interests of the inhabitants of their area.  Amongst other functions of your 

Petitioners is that of the local planning authority in respect of most types of 

development, and your Petitioners are responsible for general planning and the 

preparation of development plans. Your Petitioners have a statutory duty to 

investigate the existence of, and to control nuisances within their area. 
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8. Your Petitioners allege that the inhabitants, ecology and environmental quality of 

South Bucks District would be injuriously and prejudicially affected by the provisions 

of the Bill if passed into law in their present form and they accordingly object to the 

Bill for the reasons, amongst others, hereinafter appearing. 

 

Part 1: Introductory 

 
9. Your Petitioners are not opposed to the need for high speed rail and fully 

acknowledge the case for strategic improvement to the national rail infrastructure.  

Your Petitioners cannot, however, agree with the scheme proposed in the Bill, 

because the economic and environmental benefits are not at all credible. 

10. Your Petitioners are opposed to the High Speed rail proposals as they are presently 

outlined and do not believe that they are in the best interests of the UK as a whole in 

terms of the benefits claimed. 

11. Your Petitioners do not believe that all other alternatives to achieve the transport 

capacity, regeneration and environmental benefits which the scheme is purported to 

achieve have been fully explored by the Promoters and with the billions of pounds 

that are proposed to be invested your Petitioners and honourable House owe it to the 

nation to ensure these are fully explored.  Whilst your Petitioners acknowledge that 

the principle of the Bill is established at second reading, your Petitioners’ views on the 

subject are so strong, they must be recorded in this petition.  

12. Your Petitioners allege that the Government should have carried out a Strategic 

Environmental Impact Assessment prior to its decision to proceed with HS2 in January 

2012.  Furthermore, your Petitioners consider that the Environmental Statement 

(“ES”) fails to comply with the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations, that the 

proposal will harm the open countryside, Green Belt and an Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty in a manner arguably contrary to the National Planning Policy 

Framework, and that insufficient time has been allowed for comprehensive 

consideration of the ES. In addition, your Petitioners consider that the ES fails to 

adequately assess the impact of the proposal and does not provide suitable (or, in 

some cases, any) mitigation for matters including the impact on the Colne Valley,  
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increased noise, the adverse impact on biodiversity and recreational activity, transport 

and highway issues and threats to the public water supply.  

13. South Bucks is located in Buckinghamshire, close enough to commute to London yet 

also characterised by the beauty of the Colne Valley, Thames Valley and Chilterns.  

Centres of population include Beaconsfield and Gerrards Cross. 87% of the District is 

part of the Metropolitan Green Belt. 

14. The strongest attributes of the district include pleasant, open, and generally quiet, 

countryside including part of the Colne Valley Regional Park, Burnham Beeches, 

Denham Country Park, Black Park and Langley Park and attractive and historic market 

towns and villages of great character 

15. There are very many matters which cause great concern to your Petitioners arising 

from the proposals in the Bill.  Some of these points apply generally to the whole 

length of the line within your Petitioners’ area and some of the points are specific to 

particular sites.  Your Petitioners are hopeful that many of their concerns can be met 

by agreement with the promoter of the Bill. 

 
Part 2: Site Specific Issues 

 

 Impact of the Viaduct on the Landscape 

16. The proposed scheme through the Colne Valley area will be approximately 5.7km in 

length. It will commence at the boundary of the existing Harvil Road alignment, north 

of Ickenham, and will proceed north-west on a viaduct, approximately 3.4km long, 

through the Colne Valley.   

17. Your Petitioners are concerned about the effect the viaduct will have on the open 

landscape in the Colne Valley.   Your Petitioners note the view of the London Borough 

of Hillingdon that the railway should be constructed in a tunnel under the Colne Valley 

and concur that this would be preferred to the construction of a viaduct. Your 

Petitioners’ comments are, of course, in relation to the project as outlined in the Bill.  

The viaduct would cross the River Colne (proposed for realignment) near Battlesford 

Wood, thus entering South Bucks and running north east of the A412 Denham Way 

(North Orbital Road). The viaduct would remain on the north east of the A412 in the 
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vicinity of Wyatts Covert, a Caravan Club/static home site, and would run 150m from 

the closest home on that site. The viaduct would cross over the A412 about 100m 

from Weybeards Cottages and would then run about 150m from Denham Grove and 

Tilehouse Lodge in Tilehouse Lane before heading into Three Rivers District.  

18. The viaduct would be a hard engineered and dominant structure and the Promoter 

has failed to assess adequately its impact on the Colne Valley.  Your Petitioners are 

concerned that there will be significant adverse impacts on the landscape both during 

the construction phase and once the viaduct has been constructed.  The Colne Valley 

will be adversely affected by, amongst other things, the realignment of pylons, 

changes to its landscape caused by the placement of excavated material and the 

creation of plantation woodland in open countryside. It is considered that these 

impacts have been inadequately assessed in the ES and that they will have an adverse 

effect on the landscape character.  For instance, even though the viaduct will be 

visible from public viewpoints there is little evidence of the Promoters having 

considered the impact it will have on the environment and little is proposed by way of 

mitigation.   Your Petitioners request your honourable House to visit the Colne Valley 

to see the landscape character and to assess the impact of the proposed scheme. 

19. The proposed viaduct will have a solid 1.4m high protection barrier adjacent to the 

tracks on each side, with part of the route having a 3m high noise fence alongside the 

protection barrier.  Furthermore, no landscaping is proposed at the upper levels of the 

viaduct which will have electric power lines, supporting structures and lighting.  The 

viaduct will have a devastating impact on this picturesque area and your Petitioners 

consider that it must be designed to a world class standard in keeping with the 

aesthetics of the Colne Valley.   

20. Your Petitioners are aware of a competition being run by the Royal Institute of British 

Architects whose subject is the design of Aesthetic Overhead Line Structures. This 

competition is essentially concerned with the catenaries and other paraphernalia 

associated with electrification and not with the structures which carry the railway line 

itself. Your Petitioners request that the Promoters be required to pursue an 

international architectural competition for a world class design for the Colne Valley 

Viaduct which ensures that its impact on the locality, and the sensitivity of the Colne 

Valley, are essential components of its design.  Appropriate mitigation should also be 

provided.  For instance, your Petitioners request that an integrated landscaping 
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scheme for the viaduct at both high and low levels should be provided, together with 

appropriate and effective measures for the noise barriers.  In terms of the wider 

landscape, your Petitioners request your honourable House to require that HS2 Ltd 

commission a detailed independent landscape assessment of the HS2 proposals which 

can form the basis of comprehensive proposals to ensure that the landscape character 

of the area is retained. Your Petitioners believe that the proposals as they stand make 

no provision to protect the landscape character of the area and provisions necessary 

for its protection have been omitted.  

21.  Your Petitioners note that the Nominated Undertaker is empowered under the Bill to 

construct any of the scheduled works within the limits of deviation shown on the 

deposited plans and would be empowered to deviate vertically upwards by up to 

three metres from the level shown for the work in question on the deposited sections. 

Given the dominance of the proposed viaduct in the landscape, your Petitioners 

consider that the upward limits of the viaduct and associated scheduled works should 

be limited so that only one metre’s latitude is allowed. 

Impact of the Viaduct on biodiversity 

22. Your Petitioners are concerned by the viaduct’s impact on biodiversity as the River 

Colne and adjacent lakes support important populations of breeding birds and 

waterfowl as well as wetland and woodland habitats.  They also provide a nationally 

significant habitat for bats that use the river and open waters for feeding.  The 

construction of the viaduct will lead to the loss of woodland, including some Ancient 

Woodland, and a substantial number of plant species.  There are four Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSIs) of national value within 500m of the land required by the 

proposed scheme, viz the Mid Colne Valley SSSI, Denham Lock SSSI, Fray’s Farm 

Meadows SSSI and Ruislip Woods SSSI. The viaduct will cut a swathe through the Mid 

Colne Valley SSSI, which is partly in your Petitioners’ district. 

23. The Promoters acknowledge in the Environment Statement (CFA7, volume 2, Colne 

Valley paragraph 7.4.4) that wildlife will be disturbed during construction, that there 

will a loss of breeding grounds and a general reduction in the amount of wildlife. 

Paragraph 7.4.6 also makes it clear that “the combined effects of woodland and 

wetland loss and decrease in numbers of breeding birds will result in permanent 

adverse impact on the integrity of the Mid Colne SSSI that will be significant at 
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national level.”   The mitigation proposed, namely attempting to translocate soil and 

seeds and establish new woodland at Tilehouse Lane, will not replace that which will 

be lost; indeed, the ancient woodland is irreplaceable.  

24. The mitigation measures proposed by the Promoters in this regard are unsatisfactory.  

For instance, too little is proposed by way of new planting or management of new 

woodland. Your Petitioners seek agreed principles for the design of the proposed 

railway to minimise the effect on the landscape.  The proposals should be viewed in 

the context of recommendation 10 of the House of Commons Environmental Audit 

Committee that “on HS2 the Government should aim higher than simply striving for 

no net biodiversity loss” and that a gain in biodiversity is required. In this respect the 

limited mitigation falls far short of acceptability. Your Petitioners seek assurances that 

sufficient funding for improving the management of the existing Colne Valley habitats 

like Northmoor Hill Wood and Wyatts Covert will be forthcoming Your Petitioners also 

require from the Promoters an endowment for the future management of newly 

planted habitats which will receive soil, woodland, wildflowers or animals moved from 

the disturbed habitats.   

25. Your Petitioners also request that the Promoters be required to consult your 

Petitioners on any viaduct design to ensure that it provides:- 

(a) A landscaping scheme which provides improved opportunities for wildlife to 

nest and roost along the route; 

(b) A viaduct designed to minimise impacts on the SSSI by direct land take, 

overshadowing and construction and by careful design and siting of piers; 

(c) That the Tilehouse Lane over-bridge includes substantial planting along both 

sides of the road in order to link the ecology on the two sides of the  

railway; and 

(d) Mitigation measures to minimise disturbance to important bird populations 

in the area and to minimise risks of collisions with birds. 
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Noise impact from proposal within South Bucks District  

26. Your Petitioners contend that clarity on the impact of noise is essential for the 

effective operation of the detailed planning procedures under Schedule 16 (conditions 

of deemed planning permission) to the Bill if the aim of mitigating the environmental 

impact as far as reasonably possible is to be achieved.  Your Petitioners believe that 

the Promoters accept this contention but differ over the means to achieve it.  

27. Noise impact will result from both construction and operation of the proposed 

scheme.  Passenger services would start from terminal stations at or after 0500 and 

trains would run until midnight. Therefore the noise from the railway would be a 

feature of the greater part of each day and a significant part of each night. Your 

Petitioners do not consider the ES makes the correct assumptions in relation to the 

level of noise nuisance and vibration likely to occur and have concerns in relation to 

the noise mitigation proposals put forward by the Promoters in the Environmental 

Statement.   

28.  The impact of the additional noise has to be judged in relation to the existing 

situation but the Environment Statement states (CFA7, volume 2, Colne Valley Section 

paragraph 11.2.3) that within Denham Green, traffic on local roads and the North 

Orbital Road dominates the soundscape giving rise to sound levels typically around 

60dBA for properties adjacent to the North Orbital Road, reducing to 45dBA for 

properties set back into the village.    Table 18 of the same volume states that noise 

from the railway would be likely to cause a “moderately adverse effect” to around 

fifteen dwellings and external amenity space in the vicinity of Savay Lane, Denham 

Green, some 85 dwellings (caravans and park houses) and external space in the 

vicinity of Wyatt’s Covert and dwellings in the vicinity of Denham Grove, Tilehouse 

Lane. Your Petitioners consider that more work is required by the Promoters to (i) 

assess existing sound levels to ensure that the additional impact of HS2 on these 

properties is fully assessed and (ii) if as a result of the assessment it is necessary to 

increase the effective barrier height, that height will be so increased, with the exact 

height to be discussed between your Petitioners and the Promoters. 

29. Your Petitioners have worked closely over the last few years with other local 

authorities affected by the proposed construction and operation of the railway and 

there are concerns shared by all of those authorities upon which common ground has 
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been reached.  One of those issues is the method by which the standards for 

mitigation against noise and vibration caused by the operation of the railway should 

be evaluated.  Your Petitioners, with other local authorities affected by the railway, 

have agreed a set of standards (“the local authority standards”) which your Petitioners 

believe should be used in determining whether and what type of noise and vibration 

mitigation  should be provided. The local authority standards take into account 

important considerations underestimated by the Promoters including impact 

assessment and mitigation standards based on scientific research, the effects of noise 

and vibration at various times of the day, the use of noise criteria specific to 

community response and the effects of vibration and ground borne noise.  Your 

Petitioners respectfully submit to your Honourable House that the Promoters should 

be required, before construction of the railway is commenced, to adopt the local 

authority standards. 

30. There are several areas along the line of the proposed railway within your Petitioners’ 

area where the effects of noise which will be generated by the railway cause your 

Petitioners concern.  In particular, your Petitioners are concerned that effective 

mitigation proposals, including soundproofing to properties and the introduction of 

noise buffers and barriers where appropriate should be incorporated in the scheme at 

the sites described below; in particular your Petitioners seek assurances that noise 

reduction measures will be adopted to meet your Petitioners’ concerns.  Those sites 

are:- 

(a) approximately fifteen dwellings and external amenity space in the vicinity of 
Savay Lane, Denham Green;  

 
(b) 85 dwellings (caravans and park houses) and external space in the vicinity of 

Wyatt’s Covert;  
 

(c) dwellings in the vicinity of Denham Grove (De Vere Hotel),Tilehouse Lane and  
 

(d) hotel at Denham Grove.  
 

Construction Impact 

31. The impact of the construction of such a major project over a number of years will 

cause numerous problems for the local community, including: 

 Significant increase in traffic movements, particularly heavy lorries 
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 Road closures forcing traffic diversions, including for emergency services  

 Noise, dust and vibration from construction work 

 Footpath closures and a significant reduction in the recreational quality of the 

Colne Valley 

32. Your Petitioners seek an undertaking that construction sites will not be located within 

settlements or close to houses where an alternative can be secured away from 

residential properties and, wherever feasible, should have direct access to a major 

road (wherever possible a motorway) and railway.    

33. Your Petitioners seek an undertaking from the Promoters that construction materials 

should be carried by rail or water transport wherever possible, that where road 

haulage has to be used, it should be used as far as possible along special haul routes 

within the limits of the land to be acquired (subject to the ecological impact of such 

haul roads) and that any routes to be used on public roads should be agreed with your 

Petitioners and enforced by the Promoters and or the County Council as appropriate.  

In particular to reduce traffic flows on rural roads and lanes your Petitioners seek: 

(a) Colne Valley Viaduct Main Compound near West Hyde - an undertaking that 

all vehicles will access this Compound via Chalfont Lane and the temporary 

M25 slip roads only and 

(b) Colne Valley Viaduct Laydown Satellite Compound near Weybeards 

Cottages, Colne Valley Viaduct North Launch Satellite and Compound and 

Colne Valley Viaduct North Embankment Satellite Compounds - an 

undertaking that all vehicles will access these compounds via Chalfont Lane 

and the temporary M25 slip roads only. 

34. Adjacent to the Colne Valley Viaduct Launch Satellite Compound, it is proposed to 

construct large new retaining wall structures to the west and east of the proposed 

scheme, between the HS2 Phase One railway and the (as yet not agreed) Phase Two 

Heathrow spur alignment. The retaining walls would be highly damaging permanent 

features in the landscape. Given that no approval for the Heathrow Spur exists, it is 

submitted that this work should not be incorporated at this stage. 

35. Parts of South Bucks District would be affected by works planned for areas beyond the 

District. It is impossible from the ES to identify precisely how much of the incoming 
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construction material (such as concrete) and how much of the excavated material 

from the Chiltern tunnels, and from cuttings and other works, will be taken in lorries 

on routes across the District. It is reassuring that over 90% of excavated material 

generated by the proposed scheme will be used in engineering and environmental 

mitigation earthworks along the length of the scheme. It is very unclear, however, as 

to the extent to which material that emerges from tunnelling in the Chilterns will have 

to be transported across South Bucks on its way to whatever destination is planned. 

The ES states that there would be a substantial increase in traffic flows (defined as 

more than 30% for HGV or all vehicle movements) on the A355 between the A413 

Amersham bypass and the M40 and, as stated above, there will be a considerable 

amount of movement in the vicinity of the Colne valley compounds. Your Petitioners 

ask that the Promoters and or Nominated Undertaker be required to (i) provide 

information about the movement of material within the District and (ii) consult upon 

and agree details of all planned movements with  your Petitioners and the local 

highway authority.  

 

Impact on Recreation 

36. Your Petitioners are concerned about the adverse impact of the railway on 

recreational pursuits in the Colne Valley.  The Colne Valley area is crossed by a number 

of well-used public rights of way and the railway will necessitate some temporary 

alternative routes including two bridleways in Denham adding extra length 

temporarily and, in one case, permanently.  Your Petitioners consider that the impacts 

of the proposed railway on these areas are greater than necessary and require a 

commitment from the Promoters that those impacts will be minimised. 

37. Your Petitioners are seeking undertakings from the Promoters that loss/damage to 

existing footpaths, cycle paths, bridleways, canal towpaths and amenity land will be 

mitigated by further improvements to the rights of way network together with the 

provision of replacement amenity land where land is lost.  This must be agreed with 

the Petitioners prior to commencement of the construction of HS2.  

38. Your Petitioners are concerned that the impact on the recreational facilities affected 

(which include Hillingdon Outdoor Activity Centre (HOAC), the Denham Waterski Club 

and several playgrounds and informal spaces) have been underestimated as the 
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proposed mitigation set out in section 5 of the Colne Valley volume of the ES is wholly 

inadequate.  The proposed viaduct would have a significant number of piers which 

would adversely affect water-based leisure activities. Your Petitioners therefore 

request that your honourable House require that an undertaking be given by the 

Promoters and or Nominated Undertaker to seek to decrease the number of piers by 

constructing a viaduct with larger spans wherever possible. The scheme would have 

other adverse impacts on the network of footpaths which, in turn, would have to be 

mitigated by establishing new public rights of way and associated amenity space.  

39. In respect of the affected recreational activities, HOAC is a facility run by an outdoor 

and environmental education charity, focussing on disadvantaged and disabled youth, 

serving well over 22,000 users each year, and which is used by the Council’s residents. 

HS2 will essentially obliterate this site, with possession required from as early as mid-

2015. HS2 Ltd may seek to fund a temporary re-location of HOAC during the 

construction phase, but the quality of the site and its fitness for purpose will be 

permanently lost and relocation (preferred by HOAC) is accordingly a necessity.  Your 

Petitioners therefore seek an undertaking that the Promoters will provide 

replacement facilities for the HOAC within the Colne Valley Park to the satisfaction of 

the charity and at no cost to them. 

40. According to the ES, there are 50 dwellings in the area of Wyatt’s Covert, 27 dwellings 

in the area of Tilehouse Lane and 91 dwellings in the area of Savay Close and Savay 

Lane likely to be affected by the operational noise of the proposed railway.  Noise 

attenuation barriers are proposed alongside the railway at these locations in order to 

mitigate the effects. Noise impacts would be further reduced by increasing the 

effective barrier height from 3 metres, as proposed by the Promoters, to 5 metres or 

higher. Your Petitioners request your honourable House to require the Promoters to 

ensure that the effective barrier height will be so increased, with the exact height to 

be discussed between your Petitioners and the Promoter. 

41. Your Petitioners also seek further and appropriate mitigation measures to the 

recreational links provided by footpaths, bridleways, towpaths and across amenity 

land to be submitted to the local planning authority as part of the planning 

applications for the works affecting these sites for the approval of the local planning 

authority.  The mitigation must include improved sensitive landscaping, natural 

screening and improvements to the –footpath network to re-establish attractive 
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routes which take account of the desire lines of walkers, cyclists and riders to enable 

their continued viability. 

42. The Promoters have failed to properly assess and mitigate the impact on the Denham 

Waterski Club.  For instance, the construction of the piers for the Colne Valley viaduct 

will require the use of land that forms part of the club’s car park for a period of at 

least one and a half years.  Subject to discussion with the owners and operators of the 

water-ski club, your Petitioners are seeking suitable compensation to be paid to the 

Club to enable it to remain viable for the duration of the works and beyond. 

 Impact on Water Supplies 

43. The Colne Valley viaduct will be built on foundation piling that will penetrate the Chalk 

principal aquifer, with some shallower footings for temporary supports.  The 

foundations piling is likely to disrupt the groundwater flow which could lead to a 

reduction in flow to abstractions which contribute to the public water supply that are 

close to the route. The potential impact on water quality and flow is described in para 

13.4.47 of the Colne Valley volume of the ES. Given their responsibilities for public 

health, your Petitioners are of the view that urgent discussions between the 

Promoters, the Environment Agency and Affinity Water must take place and that the 

latter two parties must be satisfied with the outcomes of such discussions and with 

the measures agreed with the Promoters before any construction is allowed to 

proceed.  

44. Your Petitioners seek undertakings from the Promoters that they will  –  

(i) carry out, at their own cost, advanced surveys on the impact of the construction of 

the railway on ground water (these should be carried out in consultation with the 

Environment Agency and Water Companies); and 

(ii)  publish the findings of such surveys which will set out the mitigation measures 

designed to ensure that the construction works will not adversely impact on the public 

water supply. 
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Part 3:  Adequacy of Environmental Statement 

 

Environmental statement: adequacy and accuracy 

45. In accordance with the standing orders of your Honourable House, comments on the 

ES were invited in the newspaper notices that were published in accordance with the 

standing orders of your honourable House when the Bill was deposited. Your 

Petitioners accordingly sent very detailed comments to the promoter of the Bill in 

response, and these have been the subject of a report by the independent assessor 

appointed by your honourable House.  Your Petitioners have raised a great deal of 

concerns about the adequacy and accuracy of the ES.  Fundamental deficiencies in the 

ES have been identified by your Petitioners, and some are mentioned elsewhere in 

this petition. 

46. It is vital that the deficiencies in the ES identified by your Petitioners are remedied by 

the Promoter of the Bill, whether by way of an addendum to the ES or otherwise. One 

reason this is so important is that the Environmental Minimum Requirements, which 

have been produced by the promoter of the Bill in draft, contain important obligations 

which will fall on the nominated undertaker when constructing and operating the 

railway, and a number of those obligations are specifically tied in to the ES and 

depend upon its accuracy.   

 

Environmental statement: baseline information 

47. Baseline information contained in the ES is unreliable, inadequate or inaccurate in key 

topic areas.  For example, unreliable traffic baseline information has been used which 

fails to consider local modelling.  This also means that related issues such as noise, air 

quality and congestion have not been properly considered. Your Petitioners are 

concerned in particular, to note that baseline assumptions have been made on the 

basis of assessments having been made at a very limited number of assessment 

locations. Your Petitioners request your honourable House to require the Promoters 
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to revise the ES in certain key areas to ensure that the baseline information is 

adequate and accurate.  

Health Impact Assessment and Equalities Impact Assessment 

48. Your Petitioners are concerned that the Health Impact Assessment and Equality 

Impact Assessment (HIA and EIA) which were deposited with the Bill were not part of 

the ES documents and therefore not subject to public consultation. The Promoters’ 

engagement process failed to answer important questions about health and 

wellbeing.  

49. The health impact that HS2 has had already on communities has not been assessed 

nor has a process for mitigating future impacts been identified. The effects of dust and 

sound, noise and vibration on public health have not been assessed sufficiently.  

Another issue of concern is that the ES outlines the potentially significant effect of 

contaminated water on public health, however the HIA contradicts this by stating the 

risk to public health is negligible. The current ES and HIA do not represent an accurate 

picture of the health impacts on communities and mask the financial costs of these 

impacts.  

50. The true health impacts must be assessed and robust plans to avoid or mitigate must 

be proposed for consultation with communities and stakeholders. 

 

Part 4: Mitigation generally and adequacy of Code of Construction Practice 

 
51. Your Petitioners do not believe that all the likely significant effects on the 

environment have been adequately described in the ES and are of the view that the 

mitigation measures proposed have not been adequately described.  In many 

instances, no mitigation is offered or what little mitigation is referenced, is left to the 

draft Code of Construction Practice (“COCP”). That is inadequate because the COCP is 

in draft form and will remain as such until after the Bill has been enacted.  The term, 

‘reasonably practicable’ has been used frequently throughout the COCP but it is not 

clear who will decide what is ‘reasonably practicable’.  It is notable that in the 

environmental minimum requirements and supporting documents, the requirements 
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on your Petitioners are more stringent, being framed in terms of “best endeavours”, 

etc. 

52. Your Petitioners are also concerned to ensure that the Nominated Undertaker is 

required to adopt the very highest standards in respect of the mitigation of the effects 

of noise, vibration, dirt and dust caused during the construction period and, in 

particular, that the CoCP replicates the standard industry Codes of Construction 

Practice (such as BS5228) as a minimum and the further best practice requirements 

imposed by your Petitioner on other major construction projects in the locality.  There 

should also be a guarantee that any future changes to industry standards will be 

complied with.   

53. The Nominated Undertaker should be required to carry out noise and vibration 

surveys at  sensitive property surveys in advance of any construction works and notify 

your Petitioner and seek their agreement to any proposed changes to uniform hours 

of working.  It is impossible at this stage, before the proposed works are authorised, 

and any relevant works are commenced, to assess whether nuisance associated with 

the proposed works (in whatever form) will give rise to actionable breaches of the 

Human Rights Act.  However, your Petitioners respectfully reserves the right to 

continue to monitor the potential for such breaches and to address your honourable 

House further about that issue in due course, should it be necessary.   

54. Your Petitioners respectfully suggest that the Nominated Undertaker should provide 

detailed plans, method statements, work programmes, and schedules of deliveries 

(particularly abnormal deliveries) in relation to each work site, well in advance of the 

commencement of operation in order to minimise their impact on residents and 

businesses. Your Petitioners should be notified well in advance of any alterations in 

methods of construction and construction operations, particularly in relation to site 

servicing and set up arrangements. 

55. Your Petitioners have mentioned elsewhere in this petition that the Promoters should 

be required to use the best possible methods and equipment to minimise noise and 

vibration during operation of the railway.  Appropriate standards should be 

incorporated in the contracts between the Secretary of State and the Nominated 

Undertaker to ensure that the Nominated Undertaker meets those standards. 
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56. Your Petitioners also allege that there is a lack of detail on noise mitigation in the 

CoCP, which in any event will remain in draft until after the select committee of your 

honourable House has considered this petition. Your Petitioners are also concerned 

that clear accountability and enforcement protocols are not defined in the CoCP. Your 

Petitioners would ask your honourable House to require the Promoters to address 

these issues. 

57. Your Petitioners consider that the Promoters should compensate local authorities for 

the cost of checking compliance with noise and vibration design standards. 

 

Construction: LEMPs 

58. Your Petitioners cautiously welcome the proposals to provide local environmental 

management plans (“LEMPs”) to supplement the more general COCP.  However, your 

Petitioners have not seen even a draft of a LEMP and they need to be satisfied that 

they will be fit for purpose. Your Petitioners request your honourable House to 

require the Promoters  to provide an  undertaking  that the LEMPs will be thorough in 

their design and truly reflect local circumstances by agreeing the outline criteria prior 

to your Petitioners’ appearance before the select committee of your honourable 

House. Your Petitioners also seek an undertaking that all of their reasonable expenses 

in monitoring construction sites will be met by the nominated undertaker, together 

with expenditure incurred by the Council in planning and programming activities 

related to the construction codes and in enforcing them. 

Construction: enforcement of control measures 

59. Your Petitioners are concerned to ensure that there will be practical measures put in 

place to ensure that there is proper accountability on the part of the nominated 

undertaker and that there are proper enforcement measures in place to deal with 

complaints about the nominated undertakers’ contractors and to rectify any breach of 

the COCP, LEMPs or other requirements placed on them. Your Petitioners are 

particularly concerned about the difficulties that will be encountered where there will 

be impacts created in situations where a multitude of contractors is employed by the 

Nominated Undertaker. Your Petitioners are keen to ensure that there will be a way of 

dealing with small claims rapidly, that there should be a single point of contact for 
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residents who wish to make representations effectively, and that there should be a 

complaints commissioner, in line with precedents set by Crossrail and HS1.   Your 

Petitioners also believe that independent arbitration or mediation arrangements 

should be put in place, and an Ombudsman system created which  can deal 

expeditiously and in a cost and time efficient manner with disputes that do not get 

resolved by the above in relation to construction issues. 

Construction: hours of working: control under planning conditions 

60. Your Petitioners respectfully suggest that they should be able to specify, in respect of 

any development authorised by the Bill, the hours and days of the week in which work 

may be carried out. Those hours should be a matter falling within the ambit of 

arrangements which are to be approved by your Petitioners under clause 19 of and 

Schedule 16 to the Bill. The table set out in paragraph 4 of Schedule 16 to the Bill 

should, in your Petitioners’ respectful submission, be amended to include 

inappropriate proposed hours of working as a ground on which your Petitioners may 

refuse to approve those arrangements. Hours of working are a crucial matter which 

your Petitioners, as local planning authority, need to be able to modify in order to 

preserve the local environment and local amenity.  

Construction: hours of working:  site specific hours 

61. Your Petitioners would hope and expect that through the CoCP and LEMP agreement 

processes, site specific hours of operation for the different worksites will be agreed 

with the promoter of the Bill.  Your Petitioners will be seeking to ensure that the 

promoter of the Bill agree to such requirements. If they do not, your Petitioners 

submit that the promoter of the Bill should be required to agree site specific hours.    

Construction: hours of working: deliveries 

62. Your Petitioners also note that the Promoters are arranging for deliveries of material 

to be made to the worksites outside the suggested periods of time for construction 

work, which could result in deliveries being made to worksites from 7.00am and up to 

19.00pm on weekdays and potentially for activities associated with tunnelling 24 

hours a day, 7 days a week.  Your Petitioners are always willing carefully to consider 

the movement of abnormal loads along the highway outside their normal construction 

hours.  The movement of loads along the highway before these hours would, 
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however, be an increase well above normal construction hours, and could result in 

lorries moving heavy loads well into the evening, causing danger to pedestrians and 

other traffic, particularly in poor weather or during wintertime, and noise and 

inconvenience to the residential and business areas through which they would travel.  

Your Petitioners therefore request that the delivery times should be limited to the 

normal hours of construction work adopted by your Petitioners of 8.00am to 6.00pm 

Mondays to Fridays, 8.00 am to 1.00pm on Saturdays and no working on Sundays and 

Bank Holidays.  Should it be necessary for deliveries to take place outside the normal 

hours of construction work, your Petitioners request that all such deliveries should be 

agreed in advance with your Petitioners, so that the reasonableness of the request 

can be considered and as much notice as possible can be given to residents and 

businesses within your Petitioners' area by the nominated undertaker, and the 

nominated undertaker can make arrangements with your Petitioners to mitigate the 

impact of any such deliveries.  The Promoters should also put in place sufficient 

provisions to ensure the safety of the public, particularly pedestrians, at all times. 

Construction: work sites – general  

63. Your Petitioners seek undertakings and assurances from the Promoters as regards the 

management of construction worksites so as to prevent loss of amenity to residents 

and businesses in your Petitioners’ area, including loss of open space during the 

construction period. The physical area of each proposed worksite should be kept to a 

minimum with the safety of the public, whether pedestrians or other road users, being 

of paramount importance. This should also apply to potential impacts on residents 

and businesses who reside close to worksites. 

64. The matters with which your Petitioners are particularly concerned are the problems 

of noise, vibration, dust (chalk dust in particular) and dirt, hours of working, visual 

impact and disruption to the safety of road traffic and pedestrians.  Your Petitioners 

submit that the Nominated Undertaker should be subject to suitable standards in 

respect of each of these matters and that there should be a provision for a noise 

insulation policy and for compensation to be paid where these standards and policy 

are breached or other suitable mitigation or remedy put in place.  Accordingly, your 

Petitioners submit that the Nominated Undertaker should be made subject to suitable 

standards in respect of each of these matters and that there should be provision for 

suitable mitigation measures (e.g. a noise and temporary rehousing policy). Mitigation 
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proposals have been proposed by the promoter of the Bill but your Petitioners are not 

confident that they are satisfactory.  Furthermore, as it is accepted in the ES that such 

mitigation measures are disruptive and inconvenient for the occupants of affected 

buildings, and may not be wholly effective in eliminating the relevant impacts, your 

Petitioners respectfully submit that there should be provision for compensation to be 

paid where the relevant standards and policy are breached. 

Construction: effect on residents and compensation 

65. Your Petitioners are concerned about the potential effects on road traffic, pedestrians 

and property owners, residents and businesses near and en route to worksites.  Your 

Petitioners are concerned to ensure that all of the residents, businesses and property 

owners in their area are properly compensated for damage caused by the 

construction and use of Phase One of HS2 and most importantly that they are 

consulted fully as regards the construction programme at worksites.  This includes 

damage to highway assets and infrastructure. Your Petitioners also consider that the 

Promoter has inadequately considered the impacts of diversions on local businesses, 

travel to work and other road use. 

 

Construction: cost of additional property maintenance 

66. Your Petitioners are concerned about the wider impact of construction related 

activities on the public realm, for example the impact that dust generated from 

worksites would have on properties in the vicinity. Property maintenance would need 

to be carried out on a more regular basis.  Your Petitioners submit that the cost of this 

should be borne by the project and seek undertakings and assurances in this respect.  

This is particularly important for listed buildings and other heritage assets. 

Construction: impact on business 

67. Your Petitioners are concerned that the impacts of the project on businesses have not 

been considered in sufficient depth or detail. Furthermore, no mitigation measures 

have been proposed to deal with these impacts. The adverse impact on businesses 

arise from the land take associated with construction, which in some cases could 

extinguish the business, the loss of the viability of businesses affected by construction 
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activities including traffic and other disturbances and by environmental impact 

created by the proximity of businesses to construction sites rendering them less 

attractive to customers or clients. 

Construction: lighting 

68. Your Petitioners have concerns about the use of artificial lighting at construction sites 

within their area. Whilst your Petitioners acknowledge that they will have some 

degree of control over lighting as a result of the planning controls in the Bill, your 

Petitioners do not think they go far enough, and that in particular the use and timing 

of the operation of lighting should be minimised in the more rural locations in your 

Petitioners’ area. 

Highways and traffic: construction workers 

69. In the ES, the Promoters say that workers would be expected to travel to and from 

construction sites on a daily basis using public transport or ride share schemes, but no 

further details are provided. Your Petitioners request that the Promoters should be 

required to identify the locations of park and ride facilities in advance in consultation 

with your Petitioners and the highway authority and that firmer plans be put in place 

now to ensure this takes place. 

Highways and traffic: Construction Traffic 

70. Each of the construction sites in your Petitioners’ area will be centres to and from 

which large quantities of construction materials and equipment will be transported, 

together with staff.  There will also be the problem of removal of spoil from the 

working sites.  The matters which your Petitioners submit should be subject to their 

control in this respect are the routeing of lorries and other vehicles, access to work 

sites, hours of operation, number of vehicle movements and size of vehicles and 

miscellaneous related matters.  This includes details of how the extra traffic and noise 

will impinge on trade in each of the major towns in your Petitioners’ area. 

71. Your Petitioners submit that the Nominated Undertaker should be required to use 

every endeavour to utilise rail and river for transport purposes. The Promoter and 

Nominated Undertaker should confirm the numbers and type of vehicles on specific 

routes and assess impacts accordingly, particularly cumulative impacts.  The 
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Nominated Undertaker should also be required to minimise the cumulative impact of 

lorry movements by properly managing lorry movements, utilising G.PS.S tracking, 

keeping the number of movements to a minimum, using the strategic road network 

and confining movements to normal worksite hours.  

Traffic authorities and street works  

72. Under clause 3 of and Schedule 4 to the Bill the Nominated Undertaker may stop up 

and otherwise interfere with various highways in connection with the authorised 

works.  Schedule 4 disapplies a range of highways and street works legislation.  The 

proposed removal of these controls over such a major series of highway works has the 

potential to render your Petitioners powerless in its ability to manage its own highway 

network.  For example, there would be no powers available to your Petitioners under 

section 74 of the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 to charge for the occupation 

of the highway where works are unreasonably prolonged.  The key principle of the 

street works legislation contained in the 1991 Act is to provide for coordination and 

parity across street works undertakers.  The proposed disapplication of these 

provisions would remove this principle and the replacement arrangements proposed 

under the Code of Construction Practice between the relevant highway authority and 

the Nominated Undertaker will have no sound legal or contractual basis. 

73. Therefore your Petitioners seek an amendment to the Bill omitting or qualifying the 

disapplication of the New Roads and Street Works Act and other relevant highways 

and street works legislation. 

 

Highways and traffic: general measures 

74. With regard to traffic and transport considerations, the proposals in the Bill include a 

number of major infrastructure schemes and will require a significant workforce, 

numerous construction depots, over-bridges, viaducts and associated highway works. 

The proposals will also require access to large areas of land for construction purposes 

and to stockpile materials. There will be a significant impact on the operation of the 

highway network in Buckinghamshire and there will also be disruption to some public 

transport services, emergency services, footways and cycle-ways.  As there will not be 

any stations within reach of your Petitioners’ residents, the benefits of the scheme to 
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them will be limited, although there may be an improved level of service on local 

trains during the operational phase.  

Highways: traffic management 

75. Your Petitioners request that: 

(a) the Promoters explain fully its proposed traffic management measures; and  

(b) the additional measures arising from any further analysis of the scheme’s 

impacts.   

76. These steps are necessary to ensure the proposed measures integrate with other 

traffic management required over the whole County network. 

77. Your Petitioners are anxious about the consequences of surface road working and 

temporary and permanent stopping up and alteration of highways.  Your Petitioners’ 

anxieties relate to the impact on pedestrian and vehicular traffic flows, safety aspects, 

damage to the highway and loss of parking.  Your Petitioners are particularly 

concerned for the mobility impaired.  Your Petitioners submit that the Nominated 

Undertaker should be required to carry out such reasonable measures as your 

Petitioners may specify, to allay their anxieties. Whilst a large proportion of traffic will 

be routed along A roads, the impact of slow moving construction traffic on those 

roads has not been satisfactorily assessed. Your Petitioners wish to see this 

adequately considered and mitigation put in place. 

Highways and traffic: closures 

78. In particular, your Petitioners require that the County Council must be fully consulted 

on all proposals to make temporary or permanent road closures and traffic diversions 

and changes to traffic flow and about any physical alterations to the highways in the 

District. 

79. The powers under the Bill to close highways temporarily are very wide. The 

nominated undertaker would be able to close any street in your Petitioners’ area for 

the purpose of the works. The closure of most highways would require the consent of 

the highway authority, but for a number of highways only consultation with the 

highway authority is required. Your Petitioners wish to secure that consultation is 
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carried out properly, with a minimum period agreed between your Petitioners and the 

promoter of the Bill for notification of intended closures (with exceptions for 

emergencies).   

80. Similar arrangements should be put in place for proposed diversions, changes to 

traffic flow and physical alterations to highways.  Overall, procedures should be put in 

place to ensure proper highway management throughout the district.  All such 

measures should take proper account of the safety of the public and ensuring 

adequate access and egress to and from premises. 

Highways and traffic: remedial works 

81. Your Petitioners are concerned that many of the roads used in the construction phase 

will suffer irreparable damage and wish to ensure that the “Environmental guidelines 

for the management of highways in the Chilterns AONB” are adhered to. Your 

Petitioners submit that the Nominated Undertaker should be required to carry out 

and fund all necessary remedial and repair works to the highway and any necessary 

bridge strengthening to a standard specified by your Petitioners in respect of all 

highways and bridges for which they and others in the district are the responsible 

authority. Your Petitioners submit that the Promoters of the Bill should be required to 

carry out detailed condition surveys before and after the construction period on land 

in their ownership which is to be and is affected by the proposals, particularly on 

highways which are to be used as worksites or which will be heavily used by 

construction traffic. 

Part 5 Noise and National and Local Planning Policies and standards generally 

 
Noise: interpretation of the national planning policy framework noise guidance 

82. Your Petitioners have worked closely over the last few years with other local 

authorities affected by the proposed construction and operation of the railway and 

there are concerns shared by all of those authorities and upon which common ground 

has been reached. One of these is a concern that the assessment of the potential 

noise impacts within the ES has not been conducted on a basis that is consistent with 

relevant national policy. There are a number of material aspects of the ES appraisal 

framework which are not consistent with national noise policy. With reference to the 

Noise Policy Statement your Petitioners are of the view that the Lowest Observed 
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Adverse Effect Level (“LOAEL”) and the Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level 

(“SOAEL”) may not have not been correctly identified. These terms are adopted in the 

Government’s emerging planning guidance on noise. The guidance links them directly, 

in increasing severity, to four levels of effect: 

(a) effect; 

(b) adverse effect; 

(c) significant adverse effect; and 

(d) unacceptable adverse effect. 

83. Your Petitioners are concerned that that the Promoters may not have mapped this 

clearly onto the EIA methodology and as a consequence may have underestimated 

significant adverse effects. As a consequence your Petitioners have concerns that the 

proposed noise and vibration mitigation may not be adequate. In the context of 

planning guidance. Your Petitioners are concerned about the adoption by the 

Promoters of LOAELs (Lower Adverse Effect Levels) and about the SOAELs (Significant 

Observed Adverse Effect Levels) that are standardised across the route, irrespective of 

the local circumstance. As a result, your Petitioners are concerned that this project 

could set a precedent in determining LOAELs and SOAELs which could impact on your 

Petitioners’ ability to control future planning applications.  These concerns are shared 

by other local authorities on the HS2 route.  

84. Furthermore, the adoption of a route wide system of LOEALs and SOAELs appears to 

go against the guidance on application of the National Planning Policy Framework, 

which recommends that the existing noise climate around the site of the proposed 

operations, including background noise levels at nearby noise-sensitive properties, 

should be assessed. Your Petitioners suggest that the Promoters should be required to 

follow that guidance. 

Noise: basis of LOAEL 

85. From the Health Impact Assessment published alongside but not as part of the ES it 

can be seen that the LOAEL set by the Promoter is based partially on dose response 

curves related to annoyance.  These curves are based on the total noise experienced 

not just the noise from a particular source.  
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86.  In addition, the method of identification of significant effects in relation to individual 

and small groups of properties means that a significant effect will only be identified 

where SOAELs set by the Promoter are exceeded. Below the SOAEL the method will 

not enable consideration of a change in noise levels (even though it has been assessed 

as a possible impact). Your Petitioners are concerned that when assessing significance 

for individual dwellings the Promoters do not take change in levels into account. The 

Council has concerns regarding the assessment methodology for operational airborne 

and groundborne noise.  According to the Promoter’s methodology, individual or 

isolated properties are only identified as automatically constituting significant effects 

in their own right when certain absolute noise levels, set as SOAELs, are exceeded.  

The Council is concerned that between the LOAEL and SOAEL the Promoter’s approach 

to determining significant effects relies on judging the proportion of a community or 

clusters of properties subject to adverse impacts, and as such isolated or individual 

properties are automatically disadvantage. 

Noise: mitigation proposals 

87. Your Petitioners have concerns in relation to the noise mitigation proposals put 

forward by the Promoters in the Environmental Statement. The mitigation proposals 

have been designed on the basis of a timetable where the maximum speed is 360 

kilometres per hour, yet the railway is designed to accommodate speeds of up to 400 

kilometres per hour. In Appendix 5 to the Environmental Statement, the fact that 

these higher speeds will generate higher noise levels is recognised by the Promoters. 

Your Petitioners seek an undertaking or assurance from the Promoters that should the 

project become operational, a fresh assessment of sound noise and vibration effects 

be carried out to demonstrate that such effects are no greater than those predicted in 

the environmental statement. 

Noise: use of 16 hour LAeq  

88. Whilst it is accepted that the Promoters’ use of a sixteen hour day time LAeq is 

standard practice, your Petitioners are concerned that this may mask the significance 

of impacts generated by the project in the evening when residents in your Petitioners’ 

area have a reasonable expectation of peace and quiet and in the early morning. This 

principle also applies to the Promoters’ use of an eight hour night time LAeq. Indeed, 

HS2 trains will only operate for three hours of this period. Your Petitioners are 
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concerned that smoothing the data over an eight hour night time period may mask 

the significance of impacts particularly in the period between 11pm and midnight 

when many residents are trying to get to sleep and five and seven in the morning 

when sleep patterns may be adversely affected.  Your petitioners would like a re-

assessment in their area for daytime, evening and night time periods as well as a spate 

assessment of shoulder hour operation. 

89. Your Petitioners believe that a practical way to mitigate this effect would be to apply a 

speed restriction to trains in the evening period.  Your Petitioners ask your honourable 

House to require that the Promoters undertake that a speed restriction of 300km/h or 

less will be applied to all trains running through the District between the hours of 8pm 

and midnight.  Furthermore, your Petitioners ask that the Promoters be required to 

carry out an assessment of the reduction in noise levels that would arise from 

reducing train speeds in the period from 8pm to midnight and 5am to 8 am to a range 

of speeds between 275 and 300 km/h. 

Noise: dBALmax night time criteria 

90. Your Petitioners question the Promoters’ proposal to use the 80/85dBALmax criteria 

to identify significant effects, at individual properties. World Health Organisation 

Night Noise guidelines and BS8233 both identify that an internal level of no greater 

than 45dBALmax is required to prevent sleep disturbance. For this standard to be 

achieved, the HS2 prediction model levels need to be reduced to 60 65dBALmax 

outside properties. Reducing this criteria to 65dBALmax would result in a significant 

number of properties in the District (CFA9) being significantly affected.  Properties 

thus identified as significantly effected should be reported to Parliament and where 

appropriate additional mitigation applied. 

Noise: methodology used for significance criteria in construction phase 

91. When considering sound, noise and vibration from construction your Petitioners’ key 

concern is that the Promoters are using their consultant’s method for setting 

significance criteria in relation to the provision of noise insulation and temporary re-

housing. We are concerned that the methodology adopted by the Promoters for the 

identification of significant construction airborne noise impacts in certain baseline 

noise conditions. This is due in part to the rounding of baseline values and the 

Promoters’ policy of presenting noise levels resolved on a monthly basis. The current 
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methodology potentially hides significant effects that might arise if alternative 

methods applied on other recent major infrastructure projects were to be used. Your 

Petitioners do not believe that the mitigation provisions currently proposed for noise 

insulation under the environmental statement are sufficient and wish to see the 

introduction of a discretionary noise insulation scheme under suitable control which 

would entail the Nominated Undertaker offering proper noise insulation to residents 

in appropriate cases.  

Noise: barrier design 

92. No proper information has been made available to your Petitioners about the design 

of noise barriers. Your Petitioners have a particular concern about this, because whilst 

barriers can be an effective way of mitigating noise, they can also be visually intrusive. 

Your Petitioners have some limited control over barrier design, but would also want 

the Promoters to ensure that local residents who will be significantly affected will 

have the opportunity to influence the barrier design.  

Noise: groundborne noise and vibration  

93. There are a number of buildings in the District which are above the proposed line of 

the railway or nearby and which are likely to be sensitive to noise and vibration during 

the construction period and when the railway comes into operation.  These buildings 

include residential and commercial properties.  Not only are there issues concerning 

the quality of life for residents, but businesses could suffer significant financial loss.  

Your Petitioners respectfully submit that the promoter of the Bill should be required 

to ensure that groundborne noise and vibration during the construction period is kept 

to an absolute minimum by the use of the most advanced tunnelling technology and 

machinery. Your Petitioners are concerned that operational noise and vibration, while 

meeting design standards put forward by the Promoter of the Bill, may still be 

radiated into buildings to an unacceptable extent.  In your Petitioners’ submission the 

Nominated Undertaker should be subjected to stringent design standards and where 

the railway passes near to noise sensitive buildings the Nominated Undertaker should 

be required to install additional appropriate procedures and design methods to inhibit 

the transmission of noise and vibration into such buildings.   In your Petitioners’ 

submission, the Bill should also provide that the Nominated Undertaker should put in 

place a comprehensive consultation exercise with regard to noise and vibration 
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monitoring. Such a scheme should be subjected to a compensation code where 

agreed noise and vibration standards are breached.  

Noise: airborne operational: best practice 

94. There are a number of buildings in your Petitioners’ District which are near the 

proposed line of the railway or nearby and which are likely to be sensitive to noise and 

vibration when the railway comes into operation.  Your Petitioners respectfully submit 

that the Promoters should be required to ensure that airborne noise is kept to an 

absolute minimum by the use of the most advanced rail and rolling stock design 

techniques.  Your Petitioners are concerned that the airborne noise standard does not 

represent current best practice in rail design and noise mitigation.   

Noise: airborne construction and operational: standards and compensation 

95. Your Petitioners respectfully submit that the Promoters should be required to ensure 

that noise and vibration both during the construction period and afterwards is kept to 

an absolute minimum by the use of the most advanced technology and machinery.  

Your Petitioners are concerned that noise and vibration, while meeting design 

standards put forward by the promoters, may still be transmitted into buildings to an 

unacceptable extent. Where the railway passes near to noise sensitive buildings the 

Nominated Undertaker should be required to install additional appropriate 

procedures and design methods to inhibit the transmission of noise into such 

buildings. Those standards should adopt your Petitioners’ own best practice approach 

in relation to these matters. In your Petitioners’ submission, the Bill should also 

provide that the Nominated Undertaker should put in place a comprehensive 

consultation and noise monitoring scheme and be subjected to a compensation code 

where agreed noise standards are breached. 

Noise: operational: maintenance of track and rolling stock 

96. Your Petitioners are concerned to ensure that high standards are met in terms of the 

lifespan and maintenance of the running tracks, trains and rolling stock.  Appropriate 

standards should be incorporated in the contracts between the Secretary of State and 

the Nominated Undertaker to ensure that the Nominated Undertaker meets those 

standards, that rail grinding activities will be carried out at a minimum frequency 

consistent with ensuring that no significant deterioration in operational train noise 
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will occur and the only ‘state of the art’ equipment is used. Your Petitioners request 

that the Promoter provides a long term lifecycle assessment of noise and vibration 

variation with time to enable an appreciation of the likely fluctuations either side of 

maintenance activity.    

Noise: cost of checking for compliance with EMRs 

97. Your Petitioners consider that the Promoters should compensate them for the cost of 

checking compliance with Environmental Protection Compliance Standards, both 

during the construction phase and for ten years after the railway becomes 

operational. 

Part 6: Miscellaneous 

 
Land: compensation 

98. Your Petitioners are not satisfied that the proposals for compensation in the Bill are 

adequate, even with the promoters’ additional voluntary schemes that were 

announced recently in response to the second consultation on property compensation 

issues. Your Petitioners ask your honourable House to examine the compensation 

proposals and consider whether they are fair and truly put landowners in an 

equivalent position to that which they would have been in were it not for HS2. In 

particular, your Petitioners would ask your honourable House to consider the proposal 

for a property bond, which has been discounted by the Promoters. 

Land: Clause 47: Acquisition outside limits 

Your Petitioners have specific concerns about clause 47 of the Bill. It provides the 

Secretary of State with power to acquire land compulsorily if he considers that the 

construction or operation of Phase One of High Speed 2 gives rise to the opportunity 

for regeneration or development of any land.  Your Petitioners are particularly 

concerned about this clause because land which it owns and which is in its area lies in 

close proximity to the railway.   There are already adequate powers of compulsory 

acquisition in other legislation, notably the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, to 

enable compulsory purchase powers to be exercised by local authorities. This power is 

unqualified, meaning there is nothing in the Bill that would ensure it is only used as a 

matter of last resort, and your Petitioners are concerned that the existence of this 

power significantly undermines their own role in promoting the regeneration of their 
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own local authority area.  Your Petitioners do not understand why this clause is 

required at all and believe that it should be removed from the Bill.   

Land: acquisition of Council Land  

99. Land in the ownership of your Petitioners is liable to compulsory acquisition under 

clauses 4 to 9 of the Bill.  The limits of deviation and of land to be acquired and used 

are drawn very widely in certain cases and your Petitioners are unsure in every case as 

to why that is.  Your Petitioners may seek undertakings from the promoter of the Bill 

that the extent of compulsory purchase should be limited in certain cases either 

geographically or so that acquisition and use of your Petitioners’ land is on a 

temporary basis only.  Your Petitioners also wish to ensure that they are properly 

compensated as respects the acquisition and use of their land, and are concerned to 

note that by virtue of clause 9 of the Bill the subsoil of some of their highway land can 

be taken and used by the Secretary of State without the need for him to acquire it.   

Provision of information and consultation 

100. Your Petitioners have serious concerns over the provision of information supplied by 

the promoter of the Bill, both prior to the deposit of the Bill and up to the date of the 

deposit of this petition. This has meant that thorough and detailed assessments of the 

proposed project, its impacts and benefits have been impossible to compile. Your 

Petitioners are concerned that requests for further information and responses to 

specific requests remain outstanding.  In particular, your Petitioners are still to be 

satisfied about the adequacy of the ES. Baseline assumptions made over a number of 

generic issues have still to be substantiated. Ancillary documentation such as the 

proposed Code of Construction Practice remains in a draft form which is neither 

acceptable in principle, nor in its presumptions, proposals and extent of detail.  

Consultation with community 

101. Your Petitioners have been concerned that the consultation so far carried out by the 

Promoters of the Bill with local residents and businesses has not met the standards 

which your Petitioners would expect.  They respectfully submit that the promoter of 

the Bill should be required to ensure that the Nominated Undertaker will put in place 

a comprehensive public relations strategy ensuring that information about the 

construction and operation of Phase One of HS2 is disseminated to those residents 
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and businesses who will be most affected.  This should include the setting up of local 

information centres during the construction period to be staffed at reasonable and 

accessible hours, given the size of the project. 

Authorisation procedures 

102. In line with the Crossrail and Channel Tunnel Rail Link Acts, the Bill contains provisions 

which provide outline planning permission for the development authorised by the Bill 

and disapply a number of other statutory regulation regimes which would normally 

apply in relation to the construction of works, including the listed buildings and 

conservation area controls in the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) 

Act 1990, the Control of Pollution Act 1974 and lorry bans.  Your Petitioners wish to 

ensure that if those controls are to be removed or suspended then in their place there 

is a robust alternative approval mechanism in each case, in which your Petitioners play 

a full part.  Your Petitioners will, in conjunction with other local authorities affected by 

the Bill, be seeking to ensure that such arrangements are put in place, but if that is not 

achieved then your Petitioners would respectfully request that the Promoters of the 

Bill be required to accept satisfactory arrangements including realistic timescales for 

the consideration of applications.   

Planning: conditions 

103. Clauses 19 to 23 of and Schedule 16 to the Bill put in place an alternative regime for 

planning permission, overriding many of the controls ordinarily operated by your 

Petitioners as local planning authority.  Your Petitioners are concerned that this 

process, supplemented by the Environmental Minimum Requirements, does not give 

your Petitioners as a local planning authority significant time to make proper decisions 

on what may be very significant items of development, including stations and depots.  

As such your Petitioners seek an undertaking from the Promoter that in respect of 

specified significant development proposals (including all stations and depots, and any 

proposals that will be subject to public consultation and consideration by your 

Petitioner’s planning committee), the relevant determination period shall be 13 

weeks. 

104. Your Petitioners have similar concerns that the technical approvals process as 

proposed in the Bill and its supporting documents, which allows for 28 days for 

approvals, does not give your Petitioners as a relevant local authority sufficient time 
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to give appropriate consideration to what may be highly complex approvals.  Your 

Petitioners seek an undertaking that complex items of work will be subject to longer 

approval periods than 28 days, such periods to be agreed with your Petitioners. 

105. Your Petitioners note that the planning regime set out in the Bill is very similar to that 

contained in both the Channel Tunnel Rail Link Act 1996 and the Crossrail Act 2007. 

However, there is one significant difference that causes your Petitioners considerable 

concern, namely sub-paragraph 2(7) of Schedule 16 to the Bill. That sub-paragraph 

says that the relevant planning authority may impose conditions on approval of 

detailed plans and specifications only with the agreement of the Nominated 

Undertaker. This tautological provision could render the planning authorities unable 

to impose conditions and should be struck from the Bill.  Your Petitioners’ concern 

applies to any other provision in the Bill in which authorities are given powers to 

impose conditions or other matters, only with the agreement of the Nominated 

Undertaker.  

106. There is little apparent commitment to achieving high standards of aesthetic design in 

relation to the permanent works.  HS2 is meant to be a project of national significance 

and its design should reflect this.  The design of major bridges, viaducts and other 

infrastructure should be subject to international design competitions. The 

requirement for local planning authorities to approve certain matters may not allow 

for any genuine dialogue over design quality and locally distinctive design. 

Planning: detailed points  

107. Your Petitioners have some detailed concerns relating to the provisions in the Bill 

relating to planning control, and in the draft planning memorandum which they hope 

will be resolved with the Promoters. They include: 

 paragraph 5 of Schedule 16 to the Bill, relating to class approvals. Your 

Petitioners seek commitments from the promoters, further than the 

consultation provision contained in sub-paragraph 5(4), that the views of 

planning authorities will be properly taken into account in relation to class 

approvals, otherwise your Petitioners would ask that paragraph 5 be removed 

from the Bill or disapplied in its area; 
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 paragraph 17 of Schedule 16 to the Bill enables the Secretary of State to make 

regulations about fees for requests for approval. In order to be able to assist in 

deciding whether to become a qualifying authority, your Petitioners will need to 

have an idea of what level of fees will be able to be recovered, and ask that the 

regulations be made (or commitments be given about the level of fees) before 

planning authorities need to sign the planning memorandum, and giving 

sufficient time to consider whether to sign. 

Works: Vertical limits 

108. As mentioned in paragraph 21, your Petitioners note that the Nominated Undertaker 

is empowered under the Bill to construct any of the scheduled works within the limits 

of deviation shown on the deposited plans and would be empowered to deviate 

vertically upwards to any extent not exceeding 3 metres from the level shown for the 

work in question on the deposited sections. Furthermore, the Nominated Undertaker 

would be empowered to deviate vertically upwards by any extent in respect of works 

authorised by the Bill which are not scheduled works. Your Petitioners consider that 

the upward limits of scheduled works should be limited so that only 1 metre’s latitude 

is allowed and that suitable limits should be imposed in respect of other works.  

Local authority costs: CoCP compliance 

109. Your Petitioners note that the Bill and the supporting documents adopt similar 

regimes to those which were established for the construction of the Channel Tunnel 

Rail Link and Crossrail.  Your Petitioners are pleased to note that this regime will 

include the agreement of a code of construction practice (“CoCP”), and local area 

management plans (“LEMPs”).  Your Petitioners will wish to ensure that the CoCP is 

complied with properly, and in that respect, your Petitioners will incur a great deal of 

expenditure.  Your Petitioners wish to ensure that all of their reasonable expenses in 

monitoring construction sites are met by the Nominated Undertaker, together with 

expenditure incurred by your Petitioners in planning and programming activities 

related to the CoCPs and in enforcing them.   This should also extend to compensation 

for the cost to your Petitioners of checking for compliance with air quality, noise and 

vibration design standards, and other standards.  
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Local authority costs: Other authorisation costs 

110. As part of the alternative consent regimes mentioned above, your Petitioners must be 

able to recover from the Promoters of the Bill or the Nominated Undertaker their full 

costs of processing applications.  Your Petitioners note that the Bill provides the 

Secretary of State with the power to make an order relating to the payment of fees to 

the local planning authority in respect of requests for detailed planning consent.  Your 

Petitioners are pleased to note this, but seek assurances from the Promoters of the 

Bill about the level of those fees and the ability of the Promoters of the Bill to cover 

their costs of dealing with all applications, not just those directly related to the 

planning provisions in the Bill, and taking enforcement action where necessary.   

Social, Economic and Community: general impact and information 

111. Your Petitioners recognise the fact that the HS2 proposals will provide a large number 

of employment opportunities during both the construction and operation phase.  Your 

Petitioners are keen to ensure that the Nominated Undertaker takes steps to seek to 

promote employment of local residents both temporarily and permanently. They 

would also wish to advocate and promote contact with local businesses to provide 

goods and services. More information and assistance needs to be given to affected 

businesses to help them understand the impact of constructing and operating Phase 

One of HS2, both through the process of obtaining consent, its construction and 

operation.   This should also be extended to community facilities throughout the area 

such as medical centres, churches, education centres, community centres and village 

halls which will be affected and details should be provided of how the users of these 

facilities will be catered for during construction and the character of the communities 

retained together with details of the section of works which will be overground. 

112. There are other clauses and provisions in the Bill which, if passed into law as they now 

stand, will prejudicially affect the rights and interest of your Petitioners and other 

clauses and provisions necessary for their protection and benefit are omitted 

therefrom. 
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YOUR PETITIONERS THEREFORE HUMBLY PRAY  

your Honourable House that the Bill 

may not pass into law as it now 

stands and that they be heard by 

themselves, their counsel, agents 

and witnesses in support of the 

allegations of this petition, against 

so much of the Bill as affects the 

property, rights, and interests of 

your Petitioners and in support of 

such other clauses and amendments 

as may be necessary and proper for 

their protection and benefit. 

AND YOUR PETITIONERS will ever pray, &c. 

 

 

 

SHARPE PRITCHARD LLP 
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