
IN PARLIAMENT 
HOUSE OF COMMONS 
SESSION 2013-14 

fflGH SPEED RAIL (LONDON - WEST MIDLANDS) BILL 

Against - on Merits - By Counsel, &c. 

To the Honourable the Commons of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 
Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

THE HUMBLE PETITION of Hyde Heath Village Society 

SHEWETH as follows:-

1 A Bill (hereinafter referred to as "the Bill") has been introduced 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 ui Staffordshire, with 
a spur j&om 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 
Isluigton and a spur from Water Orton m Warwickshire to Curzon Street ia 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, 
Secretary Vince Cable, Secretary laia Duncan Smith, Secretary Eric Pickles, Secretary Owen 
Paterson, Secretary Edward Davey, 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 ("the Authorised Works") are 
specified in clauses 1 and 2 of Schedule 1 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 the 
Bill. 

7 Objection is taken to the works to be undertaken vvithin the Chiltems Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty, and in particular to works 2.13 to 2.27 (listed in Schedule 1 of 
the bill) in the parishes of Little Missenden, Great Missenden, Chartridge and The Lee, and 
to the clauses of the bill which would authorise these works. 

8 Your Petitioners reside within the Chiltems Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
being the Hyde Heath Village Society, a society formed to conserve and enhance the 
community of Hyde Heath. 

9 Your Petitioners and their rights and interests are injuriously affected by the Bill, to 
which your Petitioners object for reasons amongst others, hereinafter appearing. 

Objections in General 

10 Your petitioners object on grounds HS2 Ltd presented incorrect, misleading and 
factually inaccurate evidence to MPs witii wilful disregard and specific bias to persons 
affected such as the residents of Hyde Heath. Such disregard and bias is contrary to their 
appointment and duties under the High Speed Rail (Preparation) Act 2013. HS2 Ltd have not 
adequately answered the scrutiny or adopted the recommendations of the Public Accounts 
Committee, The Treasury Select Committee, The Envkomnental Audit Committee, the 
National Audit Office, The Transport Committee and the Major Projects Committee. We ask 
that the committee call for an investigation in public if Prima Facie evidence can show these 
committees were ignored by HS2 Ltd to satisfy vested political interests. 

11 Your petitioners record HS2 connects only 13 of the 465 City Journeys consuming a 
disproportionate share of expenditure relative to the interests of the rest of the UK. Such 
Cities already have the best rail connections in the UK. Such specific bias in favour of these 
key Cities is political and is leading to disproportionate impacts on rural places such as Hyde 
Heath. We ask that any disproportionate impacts created by HS2 Ltd are compensated in fiill. 
If HS2 Ltd have not assessed a disproportionate impact which they have been made aware of, 
we ask they do so before 3''̂  reading. If HS2 Ltd has not or is unwilling to assess or mitigate 
an impact they have been made aware of, we ask Committee amend the bill to remove 
statutory protection for HS2 Ltd and allow the normal law of Tort for specific bias, 
disproportionate impact, wilful disregard and nuisance. In defining this we respectfully 
accept the principle of the bill has been established but ask that the committee confirm any 
and all impacts notified to HS2 Ltd via the submissions to the Final Environmental Statement 
should serve a purpose and form the basis of all notified impacts HS2 Ltd should reasonably 
have been expected to assess prior to second reading and therefore appropriately mitigate or 
give reason why they should not. Otherwise they are guilty of wilful disregard and overly 
relying on statutory protection to allow them to create such disproportionate impact. 



12 Your petitioners petition against the illegal destruction of the environment and ancient 
woodland in the Chiltem AONB surrounding Hyde Heath as we can see no case for any 
exceptional circumstances for this route. The National Planning Policy Framework is 
misquoted by HS2 Ltd. The statutory rules protecting the AONB is provided in Section 11A 
(2) of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 (ISIational Parks), and 
Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 (AONBs). They state that, "In 
exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an area of 
outstanding natural beauty, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving 
and enhancing the natural beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty". HS2 Ltd quote 
the National Planning Policy Framework as authority to develop stating "major developments 
should not take place in these designated areas, except in exceptional circumstances". This 
quote is incorrect as clause 116 of the NPPF is explicit that planning permission should be 
refused for major developments in these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances 
AND where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. Clause 116 sets tests 
including establishing the cost of, and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated 
area, or meeting the need for it in some other way. If the cost is not prohibitive and the 
scheme can be delivered outside the designated area then applying the legal definition of 
exceptional circumstances, permission should be refused. Your petitioners reserve the right to 
introduce legal case law that illustrates why the landscape protection statutes cannot be 
disapplied without such exceptional circumstances as to do so would be oppressive. 

13 Your petitioners identify specific grievances in our Environmental Statement response 
due to the inadequacy of the Environmental Statement where only 48% of the route was 
surveyed. Your petitioners respectfully request to be allowed to interrogate and present 
further petitions when the remaining 52% of survey work and advance works information is 
made public. 

14 We use the term HS2 Ltd in relation to any and all persons promoting, undertaking or 
operating the line and hold them jointly and severely liable. 

15 Your petitioners object that HS2 Ltd did not undertake proper consultation of the 
Final Environmental Statement. Parliament introduced S027a after the formal consultation of 
the Draft Environmental Statement. HS2 Ltd and ministers stated that the draft ES was 
voluntary and not legally binding. The change of standing order removed the opportunity for 
formal consultation and parties with specific objections did not (and does not) have the 
information with which to consult formally or ask questions to understand the documents. We 
ask that a sequence of formal road shows exhibiting an up to date Final ES be undertaken 
before the 3 Reading. 

16 Your petitioners believe the Hybrid Bill fails to comply with the Envuronmental 
Impact Assessment (EIA) Directive 92/2011/EU (EU Directives) as there have been 
significant material changes post consultation which will lead to cumulative impacts. Your 
petitioners ask that the Final Environmental statement is updated and formally consulted. 

17 Your petitioners ask that any errors or mistakes that created misleading statements to 
Parliament prior to the principle of the scheme being established during Second Reading 
should be gathered together and placed in a final document to go before MPs prior to 3""̂  
Reading. Such a docxmient should include any statements given in the response to the ES or 
any study work or advance work undertaken beyond the 48% used to inform the ES. 



18 Your petitioners contend the board of HS2 Ltd did not discharge their duties given to 
them under the High Speed Rail (Preparation Act) 2013. Statute requires the promoter, as a 
condition of obtaining statutory immtmity fi:om action, should cariy but the work and cohduGt 
the operation impartially with all reasonable regard and care for the interests of others. The 
promoter mtist not cause any unassessed or ignored damage greater than that suffered by 
members of the public in general or visit in anyway any evidence of specific bias when 
producing the Final Environmental Statement Documents. We ask that all statements of 
specific bias as set out in our response to the Environmental Statement are assessed and we 
receive confirmation that HS2 Ltd are content they have not behaved with any bias to Hyde 
Heath. 

19 Your petitioners state that the Government had no political manifesto promoting High 
Speed Rail via the Chiltems and indeed presented an alternative route when elected in 2010, 
The Conservative Party announced the policy at the Conservative Autumn conference in 
September 2008. Its purpose was "to encourage modal shift fi:om Air to Train and remove 
65,000 flights per year from Heathrow which meant there would be no need for a 3rd 
runway" and significant carbon savings in less flights. Ruth Kelly, then Transport Secretary 
for Labour, responded stating that the "new high-speed line was politically opportunistic, 
economically illiterate and hugely damaging to Britain's national interests". 

Your petitioners seek remedy that prior to 3"̂^ Reading, all supporting political parties must 
produce a manifesto for a General Election that clearly sets out it is their intention to bmld a 
High Speed Line through the middle of a landscape with the highest protection in the UK 
even though it. creates the maximum environmental damage in order to facilitate a 6 minute 
time saving that creates less modal shift than the scheme proposed by Teresa ViUiers as part 
of the 2010 Election Manifesto. 

20 Your petitioners obj ect that the route selected damages the greatest amount of 
environment that must be mitigated. The true cost of mitigation remains unassessed and 
therefore not included in the phase 1 budget. We ask that the trae cost of the AONB route is 
assessed once an estimate on the cost of mitigation is produced and then compared with the 
alternative route options using existing major transport corridors to confirm that the AONB 
route remains best value. 

21 Your petitioners raise the conflict inherent within the business case for HS2 such that 
the route affecting Hyde Heath has tumed out on reflection to be of inferior business case 
value. In 2010 HS2 Ltd submitted a report to Government on the demand and business case 
analysis of the proposals. The analysis concluded that the Inverse 'A' had a benefit-cost-ratio 
(BCR) of 2.3:1, compared to 1.9:1 and 1.8:1 for the Reverse 'E' and Reverse 'S' respectively. 
We now find with mitigation, extra tunnelling, higher cost and lower benefits associated witJi 
the route via Hyde Heath, that the BCR case for the phase has fallen from 2.3 to 1.4 (like for 
like without wider benefits). This would suggest that the decision to proceed with Inverse A 
was the wrong decision on value for money for taxpayers and we respectfully request thatE 
and S should be re-evaluated as a consequeiice. 



AONB 

22 Your petitioners object stiongly to the illegal destraction of the environment and 
ancient woodlands in the Chiltems Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Hyde Heath Village 
Society strongly disagrees vdth the statement by HS2 Ltd that "the project Is imlikely to 
result in any significant adverse effects on the special characteristics of the Chiltems AQNB". 
If the scheme is to progress then the work camp and tunnel portal at Mantles Wood is wholly 
avoidable by a full length or partial length extension to the tunnel and there are no reasons 
why this is incapable fi-om an engineering or cost capacity as a form of mitigation. If the 
legislation protecting the AONB is o ver ruled, our hierarchy of tunnel preferences would be 
to fully support the Bucks CC/CDC "green" route as this offers least impact and safest 
engineering route, then Crag Tunnel (only provided it alleviates the destruction of Mantles 
Wood), then REPA tunnel alleviating destmction of Mantles Wood. In doing so, our main 
concem is safety and to ensure the unnecessary work camp and tunnel portal at Mantles 
Wood is removed thereby protecting the ancient wood and conserving the AONB. 

23 Your petitioners ask that HS2 Ltd comply with the Preparation Act and assess the 
economic loss on the impacts on tourism in the AONB and such impacts are factored into the 
negative effects of the business case prior to the Hybrid Bill passing into law. 

24 Your petitioners seek design input with regard to the scheme in the AONB. HS2 Ltd 
misled Parliament with inaccurate photo-montages and insufficient detail on design while 
failing to represent the impact of the overhead line equipment (OLE). We ask that in all 
design related matters of the line as regards the AOISCB, HS2 Ltd be placed under a positive 
obligation to consult with community representatives with regards to the design and that 
since the area is an AONB, HS2 Ltd are placed under a positive obligation to undertake their 
best endeavours with regards to any design within the AONB. 

25 Your petitioners introduce evidence from the adopted National Planning Policy 
Framework guidelines on sustainability. It states that decisions on development should only 
be based on sustainable development principles, ensuring an integrated approach including 
the consideration of social inclusion, recognising the needs of everyone, effective protection 
and enhancement of the environment, pmdent use of natural resource, maintaining high and 
stable levels of economic grovrth and employment. Yoiir petitioners do not believe HS2 Ltd 
comply with any of these sustainable development principles when considering the AONB 
and Hyde Heath. We seek remedy that HS2 Ltd provides financial support for communities 
affected, they recognise the Village needs and they provide a tunnel to protect the Village and 
our natural resource of the AONB. 

We ask they provide a package of support for rural businesses affected including being 
placed under a positive obligation to source materials and labour from local family run 
businesses as opposed to national organisations if the tender prices are within 10%. We ask 
that they provide permanent support for all rural businesses such as farming to ensure there is 
no specific bias in favour of encouraging employment and growth in the Cities of London, 
Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds. Any rural housing demolished should be replaced at the 
fiill cost of HS2 and made available to local people, meeting essential community needs and 
on an affordable basis. We request that HS2 be placed imder a positive obligation to ensure 
permanent support is given for any and all rural businesses with an obligation to ensure no 
net loss of employment now and forever for the duration of the operation of the line. 



26 Your petitioners wish to record that the Environmental Statement Design Aim 9 is to 
optimise the land resource but only "appropriate to development for high speed rail and its 
infrastructure". Your petitioners ask that the duty to conserve and enhance the AONB should 
ensure that its natural resources are not in any way utilised. 

27 Your petitioners record the HS2 Sustainability Policy. We note however that HS2 Ltd 
have placed a provision in the Bill such that their obligation is only to comply "provided this 
does not add unreasonable cost or delay with the construction and operation of the Proposed 
Scheme". We ask the AONB be considered separately in this regard as it is afforded statutory 
protection vdth a responsibility to conserve and enhance. That responsibility is governed by 
no test of reasonableness that limits cost and therefore there is no test that limits works in the 
AONB to "reasonable" endeavours. To ask that when referring to the AONB the endeavours 
that by statute must be adopted are "besf and not "reasonable". 

We ask that the committee accept the conclusions of the Environmental Audit Committee 
who agree with this statement. 

28 Your petitioners wish to record key features of the AONB are rustic and rural nature. 
We have few roundabouts which are an urban feature out of keeping with rural roads. We 
have feŵ  pavements and little or no street lighting. In essence the natural beauty has been 
maintained for centuries with as little manmade intrusion as possible. Our entire planning 
laws and regulations have been designed vsdth the principle of conserve and enhance this 
historic landscape. We therefore ask that HS2 Ltd be placed under a positive obligation of 
best endeavours to avoid developing urban features such as roundabouts and lighting in the 
AONB and as far as they are capable adopt the same duty to conserve and enhance. 

29 Yoiir petitioners strongly obj ect to the sustainable placement of inert surplus 
excavated material v îthin the AONB. The necessity for the sustainable placement area is a 
consequence of selecting a route furthest from the motorway network making the removal of 
excavated material so far from a major transport corridor extremely difficult, costly and 
unsafe for oilier road users. A remedy would be to link the necessity to relocate the PRoW 
(Public Right of Way) away from the route with a use of the material to bio-offset damage to 
the location. For instance, GM12/13/27 could all be cast with earthwork bund corridors 
which mitigate the noise and within the corridors there could be a sequence of sensory 
gardens developed using the material both here and all along the route where these gardens 
can act as community facilities to encourage access to the countryside and walking. Such 
gardens would require HS2 Ltd to provide the permanent upkeep and maintenance of the 
facility but would fulfil the environmental benefit that HS2 Ltd has promised to provide. 

3 0 Your petitioners asks for evidence that the HS2 scheme in Community Forum Area 9 
(henceforth known as CF A9) is "for the most part to be set within a wide valley interrapted 
by existing developnlent and, as such, is considered to have a relatively low level of 
tranquillity compared with other more secluded and less developed areas of the AONB". 

31 Your petitioners ask for evidence that areas with the highest level of tranquillity in the 
AONB are in the sotith-west, furthest from the Proposed Scheme. 



32 Your petitioners record the fact major infrastructure works means such works will be 
visible in many locations and have the potential to give rise to significant temporary effects 
which cannot be mitigated practicably. We record the statements made in the Environmental 
Audit Committee that areas with landscape protection, should be mitigated as part of a 
hierarchy and areas with the highest protection, such as ancient woodland and the AONB 
must be mitigated to a far higher level than would be "practicable". The EAC made clear that 
the word practicable was not applicable with regards to Ancient Woodland and the AONB 
and therefore should be removed from the Hybrid Bill. We respectfully request that HS2 Ltd 
be placed imder a positive obligation to use their very best endeavours to mitigate fiilly any 
visible temporary effects of constmction to conserve and enhance the Ancient Woodland and 
AONB. 

Community Impacts 

3 3 Your petitioners wish to petition against the statement of the former HS2 Chief 
Executive's assertion that "there will be no impact on Great MisSenden because it is a 
kilometre fironi the line". We ask that the study work that quantifies this statement be made 
available. Great Missenden is a significant retail centre used by persons in Hyde Heath. If this 
centre is to become materially impacted there will be a corresponding impact upon the 
residents of Hyde Heath forced to shop elsewhere with greater travel distances and multiple 
trips, particularly in the ease of parents with Children at the Missenden Schools. We seek 
remedy that should certain businesses within Great Missenden be put out of business, the 
multiple trips enduring increased time, cost and inconvenience must be assessed, quantified 
and provision made to compensate it should the ŵ orse case occur. 

34 Your petitioners note that the Non-technical summary states there will be benefits 
both "beneficial and adverse". Your petitioners seek positive implementation of this 
statement with a package of benefits to Hyde Heath as promised by the ES. 

35 Your petitioners respectfully request that any and all work camps and areas with vent 
shafts and transformers be compelled to generate 15% of all their energy use from renewable 
sources in keeping with national guidelines on this matter. HS2 Ltd are seeking to deliver an 
exceptional scheme so your petitioners request that HS2 Ltd be placed under a positive 
obligation to flind, develop and deliver tme sustainability as a by product of the scheme. We 
ask for a simple gesture by agreeing to fund a package of solar panel roof installations On all 
Village Society roofs, including the school, village hall and any and all other buildings that 
could generate the solar for the work camps and/or the vent shafts and in doing so fiilfil their 
sustainable energy commitments, demonstrate tme sustainable credentials and provide a trae 
sustaina:ble benefit to the Village compliant with NPPF. 

36 Your petitioners note the Law Commission recommended to Parliament to overhaiil 
the laws pertaining to compensation with regards to Major Projects. To date. Parliament has 
not introduced legislation to protect those suffering from major infrastructure projects and 
their impossibly long gestation. A sitting Government has no incentive in doing so and 
therefore this failure to legislate is clearly inequitable and oppressive. We therefore ask 
committee for a vwn win scenario where committee agree to issue a property bond as set out 
by HS2AA. This does not set precedent of compulsory purchase law as it is a specific 
committee recommendation. 



If Government refuse to accept the committee's recommendafion they can challenge the 
ruling in Court, The distinction being no resident of Hyde Heath would have the financial 
resources to obtain such relief by going to court and risk costs awarded against them. 
However a positive ruling by committee means the residents are insulated as regards Costs, 
damages and legal fees without precedent being established. If it is the will of the Law Lords 
to accept such legislation, they will find in favour in court to set precedent. If it is not, they 
will find against. 

3 7 Your petitioners wish a guarantee to be issued which protects the village of Hyde 
Heath from impacts associated with the Phase 2 scheme. It is the concem of Hyde Heath that 
Phase 1 of the scheme may be built, but since the arguments for the scheme are largely based 
around issues of repairing the north/south divide, generating j obs in the north etc, it is evident 
that this should not come at a disproportionate impact on Hyde Heath. Of specific concern 
would be passing the Hybrid Bill authorising Phase 1, yet Parliament failing to pass the Bill 
authorising Phase 2. Such a situation would lead to disproportionate impact on Hyde Heath 
while failing to achieve the defining reason for building phase 1 of HS2. Therefore, imder the 
circumstances, your petitioners seek amendment to the bill such that the works to build the 
Phase 1 cannot commence until the Phase 2 Bill has passed into law. 

3 8 Your petitioners have grave concems as regards nuisance and impact that Utility 
Diversions could have on the lives of people affected by the route. The Utilities that lie 
within the verge of Hyde Heath Road are the main utilities servicing the village and will 
therefore isolate the village if cut off. We ask diversions must be consulted prior to work 
being undertaken, no services are cut off during winter months and if supplies are cut off for 
more than 1 day, provision is made by HS2 Ltd to deliver altemative supplies or face 
significant and meaningful fines to ensure compliance. 

39 Your petitioners ask that HS2 Ltd are only allowed temporary connections for 
constraction compounds to existing local utility services if capacity allows and there will be 
no temporary impact upon supply to persons currently benefiting from such supply. We ask 
that baseline surveys on electricity, gas, and water supply/pressure prior to cormection are 
undertaken with a positive obligation to ensure no shortfall in load or pressure is experienced, 

40 Your petitioners ask that HS2 Ltd undertake no works to the Hyde Heath Road that 
wUl affect its visual and rural appearance as we have asked for information in this regard and 
have received no statement or consultation that Hyde Heath Road will be altered in any way. 
The road is out with the limits of deviation. 

41 Your petitioners ask that the Independent Complaints Commissioner is independent 
and the complaints process is fully funded vdth sufficient meaningful powers and resources 
to investigate complaints and take any and all action necessary to correct any 
disproportionate impact. 

42 Your petitioners ask the Small Claims procedure is adequately specified and 
complaints are dealt with in a timely manner and decisions published. We ask that the 
"Administeator" is not appointed by the undertaker but is independent and has the power to 
decide whether a claim is warranted. The Independent Complaints Commissioner should 
have power to overrale the Administrator and to make summary enforceable awards against 
the Nominated Undertaker and its contractors including requiring the enforcement of 
contractual provisions. 



43 Your petitioners ask that any regular journey undertaken by residents in CFA9 forces 
diversions that increase mileage, HS2 Ltd be placed under a positive obligation to 
compensate anyone suffering loss as a consequence of the additional journey distance, 
specifically fuel cost and extra mileage by car. Namely 40p per mile for cars and 20p per mile 
for bikes as approved by HMRC. 

44 Your petitioners request that they be granted permission to raise at committee any 
point raised by any other community affected along the route if such point is applicable to the 
residents of Hyde Heath and the remedy granted to the community is such it could alleviate 
similar impact or suffering of Hyde Heath and in doing so bring benefit and/or sustainability 
to the village as HS2 Ltd have promised. 

Construction 

45 Your petitioners introduce evidence that the route proving engineer, Arap, gave 
engineering advice to the Secretary of State and Department for Transport informing them 
the AONB route was potentially dangerous with cost risks. Hyde Heath members have 
contacted the Secretary of State, DFT and HS2 Ltd and questioned why this advice has been 
ignored. The AONB route involves shallow tunnelling in soft groxmd where ground 
conditions are completely unknown. The Public Accoimts Committee pointed this out to HS2 
Ltd, stating that the large contingency is a function of weak cost information. This weak cost 
information is a product of no intrusive soil studies to inform safety of the route and potential 
cost risk implications. 

Arups advised the AONB soil is unknown and presents risks. They described almost all the 
sfrata as suspect and used words such as "vulnerable to shrinkage and swelling", "material 
has low strength and high moisture content', "contains groundwater and will be troublesome 
for earthworks slope stability", "careful handling required", "slope instability problems". The 
Government and HS2 Ltd have wilfiilly ignored this advice. This concems your petitioners as 
our village is in close proximity to the shallow and heavily engineered tunnel portal where 
the highest incidence of collapse and/or accident is likely to occur. We are aware that other 
respected engineers have surveyed the route and reached the same conclusion. We ask for a 
positive obligation on HS2 Ltd to obtain from the main contractor and any subsidiary 
contractors and any and all persons working in a design capacity is asked to provide persons 
in Hyde Heath with a full and unqualified design and constraction warranty. 

46 Your petitioners request that HS2 Ltd explain why they have ignored evidence 
presented to them on safety issues associated with sink holes in and around the village of 
Hyde Heath. Your petitioners seek remedy that HS2 Ltd is asked to provide intrasive soil 
study that confirms the existence of sink holes in the area and to clarify how they intend to 
stabilise the surrounding soil from settlement induced by vibration and Rayleigh Wave issues 
that present significant dangers of opening up sinkholes in the villages and areas surrounding 
the line. 



47 Your petitioners note the route of HS2 was considered by Atkins in their original 
High Speed Line study in 2004. This report made clear the route should not be an intensely 
used rail line as it categorically made clear the proposal should be 2 separate lines north to 
south and should NOT be "a singular core service". In ignoring these recommendations, all 
traffic from every city north of Birmingham will filter into a singular core corridor 
intensifying the noise and impact on Hyde Heath which will increase year on year as rail 
passenger numbers increase. This impact on Hyde Heath is disproportionate vdth future 
intensification of use adding significantly enhanced social impact on the village. We ask that 
when the committee consider the impact and compensation or remedy, they recognise this 
ever increasing impact on a once tranquil location and factor this into any remedy or 
amendment to the bill. 

48 Your petitioners respectfully request that HS2 Ltd confirm the materials and type of 
track system to be used vdthin CFA9 and the area around Hyde Heath. This is an important 
point as slab vrs ballast track systems increase rate of flood water run off, involves higher 
amounts of concrete, stractural steel, piling and other such supports which all impact and 
contaminate the aquifer and at the very least increases turbidity, flood risk, noise issues 
during constraction, operation and maintenance. We ask that HS2 Ltd confirm the track 
system in CFA9 has fully informed the preparation of the Final Environmental statement and 
in doing so the full impacts of the scheme on Hyde Heath have been assessed. 

49 Your petitioners ask that bridges and man made structures required in CFA9 should 
be aesthetically in keeping vdth the natural beauty, vdth a positive obligation of best 
endeavours and that no bridge should be raised in such a way that will exacerbate the 
gradients already experienced thereby making them overly dangerous and unsafe during 
inclement winter conditions. 

50 Your petitioners ask that the traction power supply system is not delivered via the 
local road network as this will result in unnecessary and unacceptable disraption. 

51 Your petitioners ask that any road access adapted to take delivery of the plant and 
equipment is returned to its rural state and vddth post constraction to allow it to remain in 
keeping with the roads within the AONB. We ask that no alternations are made to Hyde 
Heath Road as these alterations have not been consulted. 

52 Your petitioners ask that the final installation of telecommunications systems are 
commissioned vdth a positive obligation on HS2 Ltd to ensure they do not interrapt existing 
transport communication and other signal based telecommunications in the Chiltems. We 
also ask that monitoring is undertaken to ensure there are no impacts on health vdthin the 
village as a consequence of exposure to such equipment. 

53 Your petitioners ask that no temporary railheads are developed which will impact the 
Chiltem Line. 

54 Your petitioners vdsh to record that HS2 Ltd did not provide any information on 
current air quality in CFA9 or impact of soil heaps as regards dust and air quality. We ask 
that HS2 Ltd are compelled to fund a program of weekly window and car washing if the 
prevailing wind from Mantles Wood is maintained for 4 out of 7 preceding days. 



55 Your petitioners note that it has been assumed all constraction activity within the land 
required, temporarily or permanently, will result in the removal of archaeological assets. 
CFA9 Heritage section revealed heritage assets from Roman Coins to ancient monuments and 
WW2 defence platforms. We ask that an independent monitor and ombudsmen be appointed 
to oversee the Heritage Memorandum and such ombudsmen be given enhanced powers to 
stop any and aU constraction should works be found of historical significance, such decision 
being the subject of a panel of experts who are independent of HS2 Ltd or Government. We 
ask that one of the members of this panel come from the local museum in Amersham and any 
significant finds be handed to the musetim together vdtfa a bursary to display and preserve the 
items for the friture. 

56 Your petitioners ask that matters of constraction, intrusion or nuisance must be dealt 
with quickly and without any inconvenience. We ask that CFA9 has a panel of residents 
working alongside the HS2 constraction team with close liaison and involvement in decisions 
where they affect the comiiiunity. We ask community relations personnel be dedicated and 
come from the local community to ensure local employment and local knowledge. We ask for 
a commimity helpline to be set up to handle enquiries from the public and this helpline is run 
24/7 and not for short periods as issues arising can occur at any time of day or mght. We ask 
that penalties are put in place i f matters are not addressed vdthin an agreed time period. 

57 Your petitioners ask that HS2 Ltd are placed imder a positive obligation to use their 
best endeavours to use internal haul routes for constraction vehicles vdthin the constraetion 
sites to reduce the need to use public roads. 

58 Your petitioners ask that no permanent living accommodation for workers staying 
overnight vdthin any camp is allowed in CFA9. 

59 Your petitioners ask that the CFA9 framework fravel plan is subject to consultation 
arid approval by community representatives and HS2 Ltd be placed under a best endeavours 
obligation to ensure they achieve excellence in the framework. 

60 Your petitioners request information and consultation from HS2 Ltd on The Little 
Missenden Vent Shaft as regards expected soimd and noise issues associated vdth the shaft, 

61 Your petitioners ask that the Vent Shaft head house building, which will be 
approximately 41m by 27m and approximately 4m high, is not generic but rather bespoke to 
the location in keeping vdth it residing in the AONB and therefore ask that HS2 Ltd is placed 
under a positive obligation to produce the best endeavour in design that is possible to 
minimise the impact, 

62 Your petitioners note there will be "an auto-ttansformer station which vdll be 
approximately 45m by 25m and approximately 5m high". Again we ask the design is not 
generic but rather bespoke to the location in keeping vdth it residing in the AONB and 
therefore ask that HS2 Ltd is placed under a positive obligation to produce the best endeavour 
in design that is possible to minimise the impact. 


