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HIGH SPEED RAIL (LONDON TO WEST MIDLANDS) BILL 

Against - On Merits - Praying to be heard 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 HS2 ACTION ALLIANCE LIMITED of Market Square. Old 
Amersham. Buckinghamshire. HP7 ODQ 

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, Mrs Secretary May, Secretary 
Vince Cable, Mr Secretary Duncan Smith, Mr Secretary Pickles, Mr Secretary Paterson, 
Mr Secretary Davey and Mr Robert Goodwill. 

3. The Bill is promoted by the Secretary of State for Transport (hereinafter called "the 
Promoter"). 

The Bill 

4. Clause 1 (Power to construct and maintain works for Phase One of High Speed 2) of 
the Bill would enable the nominated undertaker to construct and maintain the works 
specified in Schedule 1 ("the scheduled works") and deviate within the limits within the 
limits of deviation. 

5. Clause 2 (Further provision about works) of the Bill would enable the nominated 
undertaker to carry out the works in Clause 2 and Schedule 2 and Schedule 3 to the 
Bill. 

6. Clause 3 (Highways) would enable the nominated undertaker to exercise the powers in 
Schedule 4 to the Bill. 

7. Clause 4 (Power to acquire land compulsorily), Schedule 5 and Schedule 6 of the Bill 
would enable the Secretary of State to compulsorily acquire so much of the land within 
the Act limits (within the limits of deviation for the schedule works, or within the limits of 



the land to be acquired or used) as may be required for Phase One purposes and sets 
out applications of compensation provisions. 

8. Clause 5 (Acquisition of rights in land). Schedule 7 and Schedule 8 of the Bill would 
enable the Secretary of State to exercise the power under Clause 4 to create or acquire 
easements and impose restrictive covenants. Clause 5 of the Bill would also enable 
Schedule 9 that contains provisions about the application of compulsory purchase 
legislation. 

9. Clause 6 (Acquisition of part of land) of the Bill would enable the provisions of Schedule 
10 to apply instead of section 8(1) of the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965. 

10. Clause 7 (Acquisition of airspace) of the Bill would enable the Secretary of State to 
exercise the power under Clause 4 in relation to air space over the land only. Clause 7 
excludes the limitation on only selling part of a house, building, manufactory, park or 
garden belonging to a house under section 8(1) of the Compulsory Purchase Act 1965. 

11. Clause 8 (Acquisition of subsoil or under-surface) and Schedule 11 of the Bill would 
enable the Secretary of State to exercise the power under Clause 4 only in relation to 
subsoil or under surface of the land. Clause 8 excludes the limitation on only selling part 
of a park or garden belonging to a house under section 8(1) of the Compulsory 
Purchase Act 1965. 

12. Clause 9 (Highway subsoil) of the Bill would enable the nominated undertaker to enter 
upon, take and use for the purposes of the works authorised by the Act so much of the 
subsoil of any highway within the Act limits as is required for the maintenance of those 
works, without being required to acquire that subsoil or any interest in it Clause 9 of the 
Bill would also enable Schedule 12 and restrictions on powers to use subsoil and 
acquire land. 

13. Clause 10 (Termination of power to acquire land) of the Bill would enable the Secretary 
of State to make an order extending the termination date for exercising the power to 
acquire land by 5 years and would enable Schedule 13 that contains provisions about a 
right to require acquisition where an order is made. 

14. Clause 11 (Extinction of rights over land) and Schedule 14 of the Bill would enable the 
extinguishment of private rights of way, rights of common, easements, liberties, 
privileges rights, advantages, natural right to support and restrictions under contract 

15. Clause 12 (Extinction of rights of statutory undertakers) of the Bill would apply section 
271 to 273 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (extinguishment of rights of 
statutory undertakers). 

16. Clause 13 (Exclusion of new rights of way) of the Bill would exclude the acquisition of 
rights of way by prescription or user over land. 

17. Clause 14 (Temporary possession and use of land) would enable the nominated 
undertaker to exercise the powers in Schedule 15 of the Bill including specified land and 
land within the limits of deviation. 

18. Clause 15 (Use of roads) would enable the nominated undertaker to use roads situated 
on land in Schedule 8 and paragraph 2 of Schedule 11. 
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19. Clause 16 (Cranes) of the Bill would enable the nominated undertaker to use airspace 
for the oversailing of Cranes. 

20. Clause 17 (Enforcement of restrictions on land use) of the Bill would enable the 
Secretary of State to enforce the prohibition or restriction of use of land imposed by 
covenant or agreement between a person interested in the land (the promisor) and the 
Secretary of State against persons deriving title from or under the promisor. 

21. Clause 18 (Compensation for injurious affection) of the Bill would enable section 10(1) 
of the Compulsory Purchase act 1965 to have effect in relation to land injuriously 
affected by the execution of works under the Act by the nominated undertaker. 

22. Clause 19 and Schedule 16 (Deemed planning permission) of the Bill would deem 
planning permission to be granted, impose planning conditions and require the 
nominated undertaker to submit details to the planning authorities for approval. 

23. Clause 20 (Time limit on deemed planning permission) of the Bill would enable the 
Secretary of State to extend the time for beginning development beyond the 10 year 
time limit 

24. Clause 21 (Power to disapply deemed planning permission) of the Bill would enable the 
Secretary of State by order to provide that the deemed planning permission does not 
apply to development consisting of operations for the maintenance or alteration of the 
work which begins on or after a day specified in the order. 

25. Clause 22 (Parking at Birmingham interchange: limit on deemed planning permission) 
of the Bill would limit the application of the deemed planning permission in relation to 
development involving parking spaces. 

26. Clause 23 (Development Consent) of the Bill would provide that the works authorised by 
the Act do not require consent under the Planning Act 2008. 

27. Clause 24 (Listed buildings) and Schedule 17, Clause 25 (Ancient monuments) and 
Schedule 18, Clause 26 (Burial grounds) and Schedule 19, Clause 27 (Consecrated 
land). Clause 28 (Commons and open spaces). Clause 29 (Trees), Clause 30 
(Overhead lines), Clause 31 (Water) and Schedule 20, Clause 32 (Buildings) and 
Schedule 21 and 22, Clause 33 (Street works) and Schedule 23, and Clause 34 
(Lorries) and Schedule 24 of the Bill would disapply or modify statutory controls. 

28. Clause 35 (Noise) of the Bill would enable Schedule 25 and provide the nominated 
undertaker with a defence in respect of statutory nuisance. 

29. Clause 36 (Local Acts) and Schedule 26 of the Bill would disapply or modify statutory 
controls. 

30. Clause 37 (Objectives of Office of Rail Regulation) of the Bill would include in the 
section 4(1) objectives of the Railways Act 1993 the objective of facilitating the 
construction of Phase One of High Speed 2 and provides that the Office of Rail 
Regulation must consult the Secretary of State. 

31. Clause 38 (Disapplication of licensing requirement on pre-operational phase) of the Bill 
would disapply section 6(1) of the Railways Act 1993 (which prohibits any person from 
acting as the operator of a railway asses unless authorised by a licence). 



32. Clause 39 (disapplication of statutory closure provisions) of the Bill would enable the 
disapplication of statutory closure provisions for railways. 

33. Clause 40 (Other railway legislation etc.) of the Bill would enable Schedule 27 that 
contains provisions about the application of railway legislation. 

34. Clause 41 (Co-operation) of the Bill would enable the nominated undertaker to require a 
controller of an asset or facility to enter into an agreement with the nominated 
undertaker about how the matter is to be dealt with and Schedule 28 contains 
provisions about arbitration. 

35. Clause 42 (Transfer of functions relating to works) of the Bill would enable the Secretary 
of State to order that a railway operator to transfer powers or duties to the Secretary of 
State or nominated undertaker. 

36. Clause 43 (Nominated undertaker) of the Bill would enable the Secretary of State to 
appoint a nominated undertaker. 

37. Clause 44 (Transfer schemes) of the Bill and Schedule 29 would enable the Secretary 
of State to make transfer schemes for the transfer of property, rights and liabilities. 

38. Clause 45 (Extension of planning permission for statutory undertakers) of the Bill would 
enable Schedule 30 and provisions about certain works carried out by statutory 
undertakers. 

39. Clause 46 (Protective provisions) of the Bill would enable Schedule 31 that contains 
provisions protecting the interests of certain persons who may be affected by other 
provisions of the Act 

40. Clause 47 (Compulsory acquisition of land for regeneration or relocation) of the Bill 
would enable the Secretary of State to compulsorily acquire any land if the construction 
or operation of Phase Ope of HS2 gives rise to the opportunity for regeneration or 
development of the land. 

41. Clause 48 (Power to carry out reinstatement works) of the Bill would enable the 
nominated undertaker to carry out re-instatement works within the Act limits where the 
operation or use of the whole or part of an undertaking is discontinued or substantially 
impaired as a result of the exercise of any power under the Bill carryout reinstatement 
works. 

42. Clause 49 (Works in Scotland for Phase 1 purposes) of the Bill would enable the 
Scottish Ministers to make an order relating to the carrying out of works in Scotland for 
Phase One purposes. 

43. Clause 50 (Power to Apply Act to further high speed rail works) of the Bill would enable 
a Transport and Works Act order to apply any provision of the Act, with or without 
modification, to anything authorised by the order. 

44. Clause 51 (Rights of entry for further high speed rail works) of the Bill would enable an 
authorise person in connection with the Bill or proposed Bill to enter any land within 500 
metres of the route of the line for surveying the land or facilitating compliance with EU 
environmental protection legislation. 
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45. Clause 52 (Exercise of rights of entry) of the Bill would enable provisions relating to 
exercising rights of entry. 

46. Clause 53 (Application of powers to Crown land) of the Bill would enable powers 
conferred on the nominated undertaker to be exercised in relation to Crown land with 
the consent of the Crown Authority. 

47. Clause 54 (Highways for which Secretary of State is highway authority) of the Bill would 
enable powers conferred on the nominated undertaker under the Act with respect to 
works may be exercised in relation to a highway for which the Secretary of State is the 
highway authority with the Secretary of State's consent 

48. Clause 55 (Crown Estate) of the Bill would enable the disapplication section 3(1) and 2 
of the Crown Estate Act 1961 (limitations on Crown Estate Commissioners' powers of 
disposal in relation to land under their management). 

49. Clause 56 (Royal parks) of the Bill would enable the Secretary of State to grant a lease 
of royal park land or easement or other right over royal park land. 

50. Clause 57 ("Deposited plans" and "deposited sections") of the Bill would enable a copy 
of deposited plans or deposited sections, or any extract from those plans or sections, 
certified as such by the Secretary of State to be admissible in any proceedings as 
evidence of its contents. 

51. Clause 58 (Correction of deposited plans) of the Bill would enable the Secretary of State 
to apply to two justices for the correction of the plans or book of reference. 

52. Clause 59 (Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations) of the Bill would enable the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations to have effect as if the definition of "EIA 
development" in regulation 2(1) and regulation 8 is amended. 

53. Clause 60 (Arbitration) of the Bill would enable differences to be referred to and settled 
by a single arbitrator to be agree between the parties of appointed by the President of 
the Institution of Civil Engineers 

54. Clause 61 (Notices and other documents) of the Bill would enable provisions relating to 
the delivering of documents and notices. 

55. Clause 62 ("Phase One Purposes") of the Bill would enable the definition of "Phase One 
Purposes". 

56. Clause 63 (Interpretation) of the Bill would enable the definitions set out in clause 63. 

57. Clause 64 (Financial provision) of the Bill would enable the payment of expenditure 
incurred by the Secretary of State in consequence of the Act and any increase 
attributable to the Act in the sums payable out of money so provided under any other 
enactment 

58. Clause 65 (Commencement and short title) of the Bill would enable the Act to come into 
force on the day it is passed and for it to be cited as the High Speed Rail (London -
West Midlands) Act 2014. 

59. The works proposed to be authorised by the Bill are specified in Schedule 1 to the Bill 
and the scheduled works are defined in the Bill as the works specified in Schedule 1 to 



the Bill which are works authorised to be constructed by the nominated undertaker 
(defined in the Bill and hereinafter referred to as "the Nominated Undertaker"). Further 
works are also detailed in Clause 2 and Schedule 2 of the Bill. Clause 47 enables the 
compulsory acquisition of land for regeneration or relocation that extends beyond the 
works in Schedules 1, Clause 2 and Schedule 2. 

The Petitioner 

60. Your Petitioner, HS2 Action Alliance Limited (hereinafter referred to as 'your Petitioner'), 
is a non-profit organisation incorporated in 2010 whose directors serve on a voluntary 
basis without remuneration. Your Petitioner's objects, as set out in Clause 3.1.1 of its 
Article of Association, are as follows: 

"to question and evaluate the economic case and environmental impact of the 
proposals for the HS2 rail link and to communicate the facts about the HS2 rail link in 
a clear, accurate and timely manner; 

to facilitate co-ordination of community level organisations, specialist companies and 
government groups to ensure efforts are maximised without duplication and to pool 
the best resources and talent; 

to investigate and implement ways of minimising any adverse impacts the HS2 Rail 
Link may have on individuals, communities and the environment." 

61. Your Petitioner is backed by thousands of people residing across the United Kingdom 
who have signed up as registered supporters and who donate funds and provide 
practical support as well as over 100 community and action groups which have become 
affiliated to your Petitioner. A significant number of your Petitioners' registered 
supporters are persons who live in properties which will be compulsorily acquired, or if 
not being compulsorily acquired, are located within close proximity of the high speed 
railway and associated construction sites and will therefore be injuriously affected by the 
works authorised by the Bill to which your Petitioner objects for the reasons set out 
below. 

62. Since 2010 your Petitioner has worked to raise awareness of the poor business case of 
HS2, the adverse environmental impacts of HS2 and campaigned for effective 
compensation and mitigation for communities located near the proposed route. Your 
Petitioner has drafted numerous documents concerning the business and environmental 
case for HS2, including providing a detailed response to the 2011 High Speed Rail 
Consultation. Your Petitioner commenced judicial review proceedings against the 
Promoter in respect of the decision taken in January 2012 to proceed with the high 
speed railway without undertaking a Strategic Environmental Assessment and to 
proceed with a hardship based compensation scheme. 

63. Your Petitioner's case concerning the failure to undertake a Strategic Environmental 
Assessment was determined by the Supreme Court in January 2014. The matter has 
now been referred to the United Nations Aarhus Convention Compliance Committee. 
Your Petitioner's case on compensation succeeded in the High Court and the 
Government was required to reconsult on this issue. Your Petitioner has commenced 
proceedings against the Secretary of State for Transport in connection with the failure to 
undertake a Strategic Environment Assessment in connection with the Safeguarding 



Directions issued in respect of Phase 1 of HS2, which are due to be heard in the High 
Court on 10 June 2014. 

64. Representatives of your Petitioner have appeared before the House of Commons 
Transport Select Committee, the House of Commons Select Committee considering the 
Bill and the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee. Your Petitioner has' 
met with representatives of HS2 Ltd, including the former Chief Executive of HS2 Ltd 
and the current Chairman of HS2 Ltd and representatives of the Promoter, including the 
current Secretary of State for Transport on matters concerning the high speed rail 
proposals. Your Petitioner submitted a detailed response to the Phase 1 Environmental 
Statement Consultation, which included additional reports on biodiversity, carbon, visual 
impacts and waste prepared by independent specialists in these fields. 

65. Your Petitioner's submission covers a number of matters. Some of these matters were 
noted in the Phase 1 Environmental Statement as "route-wide effects", others concern 
the Promoter's overall approach and therefore, in the view of your Petitioner, apply 
route-wide. Each of these matters are complex in nature and require specialised 
expertise which, your Petitioner submits, is beyond the skills and experience of any 
single individual affected by the Bill. Your Petitioner had hoped to petition on a wider 
number of route-wide effects, given the extent of environmental impacts arising from the 
plans contained in the Bill, but your Petitioner's application for Legal Aid was rejected 
and therefore your Petitioner has been required, on cost grounds, to limit its 
submissions to only some of the matters raised by the Bill. Your Petitioner remains 
concerned that many environmental impacts will therefore not be considered by the 
Select Committee on grounds of cost. 

66. The costs of assembling this petition and related expert evidence has been met 
exclusively by donations from members of the general public. Your Petitioner submits 
that this petition is in furtherance of the interests of the large number of its registered 
supporters who are specially and directly affected by the measures proposed in the Bill. 
Furthermore, both the members of the Petitioner and three of the four directors of the 
Petitioner are themselves specially and directly affected by reason of the location of 
their homes' proximity to the proposed route and as a result of the provisions of clause 
47. Your Petitioner submits that compliance with the Public Participation requirements 
of the Aarhus Convention means the matters in this petition should be considered by 
the Select Committee of your honourable House. 

Your Petitioner's Concerns 

67. In this petition route-wide issues are raised. The resolution of these in the manner 
suggested by your Petitioner will assist in resolving individual concerns along the route. 

68. These request fall into two categories: 

68.1 matters that need addressing for the Select Committee and Parliament to have 
sufficient information to consider the Bill; and 

68.2 amendments to be made to the Bill. 

69. Your Petitioner submits that to deliver acceptable environmental outcomes: 



69.1 the Bill should be amended to ensure, in simple terms, the construction and 
operation of HS2 complies with established environmental standards which would 
apply to any other large scale construction project undertaken in the United 
Kingdom; 

69.2 the proposed maximum design speed of the route for HS2 should be reduced from 
400 km/h to 300 km/h; and 

69.3 an impartial oversight body be established pursuant to provisions in the Bill as 
detailed in Paragraphs 74 to 82 below. 

Environmental Statement 

70. Your Petitioner submits that the Environmental Statement accompanying the Bill was 
deficient, for the reasons set out in the Petitioner's Environmental Statement 
Consultation response. In particular, your Petitioner is concerned about the number of 
mistakes of fact in the Environmental Statement which, in your Petitioner's view, meant 
the Phase 1 Environmental Statement did not comply with the requirements of the 
Environmental Impact Assessment Directive. Your Petitioner is also concerned that this 
document's Non Technical Summary, which was the document reviewed by most 
consultees, was not an objective review of the impacts of the high speed railway, but 
instead a sales document designed to make the best possible case for the high speed 
railway. 

71. Your Petitioner would highlight the mistakes and omissions in the Environmental 
Statement which included fundamental points concerning environmental impacts such 
as visual amenity, waste and carbon emissions from the proposed high speed railway. 
Your Petitioner submits that it would be impossible for the Select Committee to properly 
consider the Bill until this issue has been resolved. 

72. Your Petitioner therefore requests that, at an early stage, the Select Committee direct 
the Promoter to revise the Environmental Statement to correct the numerous 
deficiencies identified in the Petitioner's response in the ES consultation, that the 
amended Environmental Statement be reconsulted and that the Select Committee only 
consider specific petitions when this document has been corrected and so there is a 
sound factual basis against which petitions may be considered. 

73. Your Petitioner submits it is vital that the deficiencies in the Environmental Statement 
are remedied by the Promoter of the Bill, whether by way of an addendum to the 
Environmental Statement 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 Environmental Statement and depend upon its 
accuracy. 

Establishment of Independent Oversight Body/Ombudsman 

74. Your Petitioner submits that the current plans to construct and operate HS2, even if the 
forecasts put forward by the Promoter and HS2 Ltd turn out to be accurate, will have a 
range of highly negative environmental and community impacts over a substantial 
period and a wide geographic area. 



75. Your Petitioner notes that significant discretion is reserved under the Bill to the 
Nominated Undertaker and the Promoter on how the scheduled works will be 
constructed, including the design and construction of numerous structures such as 
viaducts, tunnels, bridges, stations and storage facilities. Your Petitioner notes that few, 
if any, plans for the design and construction of these structures will come before the 
Select Committee considering the Bill for approval and it is currently envisaged such 
matters will be addressed by the Promoter and the Nominated Undertaker. Your 
Petitioner notes that the Bill contemplates an extremely limited oversight role for local 
authorities in connection with ensuring the construction and operation of the high speed 
railway complies with existing environmental legislation. 

76. Your Petitioner notes that the statutory planning system provides that the role of 
oversight and enforcement with planning policies, environmental health matters and 
environmental protection is undertaken by bodies which are entirely separate from the 
persons responsible for seeking development consent and construction. Your Petitioner 
submits this division of responsibility is an essential element of maintaining effective 
public participation. Furthermore, your Petitioner notes that in the case of the Hybrid Bill 
the Promoter, HS2 Ltd and the Nominated Undertaker will be under substantial 
pressure to deliver the scheduled works without any further cost increases, given the 
political controversy relating to the high speed railway, with consequent implications for 
funding for environmental mitigation. 

77. Your Petitioner notes that the operation of the high speed railway will cause highly 
adverse environmental impacts from noise and light pollution in those communities 
which are on the route of Phase 1. Your Petitioner notes the precise extent of such 
impacts cannot be forecast with certainty, given the unprecedented speeds which trains 
on the high speed railway are proposed to travel at. Your Petitioner also notes the 
length of time forecast by the Promoter required to construct the high speed railway 
(over 9 years) and its consequent implications for community cohesion. 

78. Your Petitioner notes that it is common practice to establish Non-Departmental Public 
Bodies to oversee and regulate activities particular areas of public policy, particularly 
where government activities are controversial or there is substantial risk to health or the 
environment. Your Petitioner notes the existence of bodies such as the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority, the Office of Examinations and Qualification and the Office 
of Communications Regulation. 

79. Your Petitioner highlights to the Select Committee that the current Hybrid Bill 
procedures will mean that upon conclusion of Parliamentary scrutiny of the Bill, HS2 Ltd 
and the Nominate Undertaker will have no ongoing oversight of their operations as they 
start the largest construction project ever seen in the UK and operate a railway with 
highly adverse environmental impacts. 

80. Your Petitioner submits that a Non-Departmental Public Body should be established by 
the Bill with specific responsibility for: 

(a) Overseeing and approving designs for structures and buildings required to 
construct the high speed railway; 

(b) Overseeing construction practices followed by the Nominated Undertaker, 
receiving and investigating complaints from local authorities and individuals 
concerning such construction practices, with powers to require the 



Nominated Undertaker to cease or amend activities as required to comply 
with prevailing environmental requirements; 

(c) Determining an appropriate maximum speed of the trains on the high speed 
railway, with appropriate powers to set lower maximum speeds if 
environmental impacts (including noise) are worse than forecast by the 
Promoter; 

(d) Overseeing the implementation of mitigation measures detailed in the 
Environmental Statement to appropriate standards; 

(e) Managing schemes designed to compensate householders and businesses 
blighted by the high speed railway; and 

(f) Reporting to Parliament annually on the performance of the Nominated 
Undertaker and HS2 Ltd in delivering these outcomes. 

81. Your Petitioner requests that the Bill, in particular clauses 19 to 36 and schedules 16 to 
26 be amended to give this effect. 

82. Your Petitioner believes that without such a body being created, there will be little in the 
way of protection for those areas and individuals impacted by HS2 and the Select 
Committee will have little practical assurance that the scheduled works will be 
undertaken in the manner described. Your Petitioner considers that such absence 
would raise fundamental concerns under the Environmental Impact Assessment 

, Directive. 

Speed 

83. Your Petitioner is concerned that the severity of the environmental damage arising from 
the high speed railway will be needlessly increased because of the decision taken at the 
outset of the HS2 proposals (without effective public participation) that the line be 
designed to operate trains travelling not only at the highest speeds currently achievable 
(360 km/h) but to "future proof the design so that a maximum line speed of 400 km/h 
outside urban areas can be utilised when technology permits. 

84. This decision (both to operate trains up to 360 km/h and utilise as a key design 
parameter a 400 km/h maximum line speed) is not supported by the experience of other 
high speed railway systems operating elsewhere in the world and raises fundamental 
issues around resilience and maintenance. It has also, crucially, resulted in significant 
impact on the design of the high speed railway. To achieve these speeds, the curvature 
of the line of route is very limited, making it impossible to follow existing transport 
corridors (such as the M40) or avoid sensitive locations (such as the Chiiterns AONB, 
Leam Valley in Warwickshire and the Meriden Gap area of Green Belt which separates 
Birmingham from Coventry and two Sites of Special Scientific Interest). This fact was 
confirmed in the Draft Environmental Statement Volume 1 - Introduction to the Draft 
Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme Strategic and route-wide 
alternatives at Paragraph 7.4.5. 

85. Your Petitioner notes that HSl, while a high speed railway, operates at a maximum of 
300km/hr, enabling its route to extensively follow the line of route of the M2 and M20 
motorways. Your Petitioner notes that such speeds have never been identified as being 
problematic. The Draft ES assessed the additional travel time from London to 
Birmingham were speeds for Phase 1 of HS2 limited to those of HSl to be 4.5 minutes. 
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This fact was confirmed in the Draft Environmental Statement Volume 1 - Introduction 
to the Draft Environmental Statement and the Proposed Scheme Strategic and route-
wide alternatives at Paragraph 7.4.4. 

86. The Promoter's justification for the highest achievable speed is the claim that journey 
time savings are very valuable. Despite the admission that business travellers can and 
do now work productively on trains, business time savings are valued as if the time 
savings were additional productive time. Your Petitioner (in the company of many 
others) contends that the Promoter has mistaken the balance between the value of 
journey time savings and environmental damage caused by the proposed high speed 
railway. 

87. Your Petitioner notes that the Promoter and HS2 Ltd's justification for the high speed 
railway has become, over the last two years, increasingly centred on the alleged 
capacity benefits of the high speed railway rather than the benefits of faster journey 
times. Your Petitioner also notes that the Promoter in September 2013 stated that 
speed was "almost irrelevant" in assessing the case for HS2. 

88. Your Petitioner notes that should the high speed railway be redesigned to 
accommodate trains operating at a maximum speed of 300 km/h, a significant number 
of environmental benefits would occur whilst the stated benefits of the high speed 
railway, namely additional long distance rail capacity, will still be realised. Such benefits 
would include permitting the line to travel alongside existing transport corridors (eg next 
to the M40 or Ml). Even if the Select Committee considered that no significant change 
in route alignment would be possible, a reduction in the maximum speed would permit 
some of the most sensitive sites on the route (such as Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest) to be avoided, and would result in substantial reductions in carbon emissions 
and noise impacts as well as much greater protection for biodiversity. Your Petitioner 
notes that the House of Commons Environment Audit Committee has also highlighted 
the need for the effect of lower maximum speeds to be assessed and reported to the 
Select Committee. 

89. Your Petitioner therefore submits that the Select Committee should instruct the 
Promoter that the high speed line need only be designed to accommodate trains 
travelling at a maximum speed of 300 km/h, to assess alternative routes for the high 
speed railway based on these revised parameters and report the outcome of such work 
to the Select Committee. Such a course of action would enable identification of what 
beneficial changes within the broad route alignment can be given effect to by the Select 
Committee. Your Petitioner also submits that the Independent Oversight Body proposed 
at Paragraphs 74 to 82 above should be authorised to assess and determine any 
application for an increase in the speed of the high speed railway. Your Petitioner 
intends to propose amendments to the Bill to give effect to such measures in respect of 
speed. 

90. Your Petitioner notes the Instruction to the Select Committee committed to deal with the 
Bill provides that the Committee shall treat the principle of the Bill, as determined by the 
House on the Bill's Second Reading, as comprising: 

(a) the provision of a high speed railway between Euston in London and a 
junction with the West Coast Main Line at Handsacre in Staffordshire, with a 
spur from Water Orton in Warwickshire to Curzon Street in Birmingham and 
intermediate stations at Old Oak Common and Birmingham interchange, and 
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(b) in relation to the railway set out on the plans deposited in November 2013 in 
connection with the Bill in the office of the Clerk of the Parliaments and the 
Private Bill Office of the House of Commons, its broad route alignment. 

91. Your Petitioners are of the view that the "broad route alignment" 1s a sufficiently broad 
term to incorporate alternatives to the specific route proposed by the Promoter that 
provide for a high speed railway between London and the West Midlands. It follows that 
consideration of your Petitioners' submission outlined above is within the Select 
Committee's remit 

Noise 

92. Your Petitioner has concerns with regards to matters of noise and vibration caused by 
the construction and operation of the high speed railway. Your Petitioner is concerned 
that the Promoter appears to have been appraised and adopted an approach to 
mitigation that is inconsistent with the requirements of national noise policy which are 
ordinarily applied to every form of development 

93. Your Petitioner is concerned that there is no mechanism in the Bill to ensure that noise 
levels are mitigated in accordance with the national policy approach applied to every 
other form of development and on a basis that reduces impacts to a level which does 
not harm health or quality of life. 

94. Your Petitioner is concerned that the baseline levels need to appraise the significance 
of noise impacts and the correct approach to mitigation, known as the Lowest Observed 
Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) and Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level (SOAEL), 
have not been identified in the Environmental Statement on a basis that is consistent 
with the national policy approach applied to every other form of development or in some 
cases at all. 

95. Your Petitioner is concerned that many of the SOAEL levels in the Environmental 
Statement for noise limits are set at levels above those that the Wodd Health 
Organisation has identified as giving rise to significant adverse health effects and/or 
quality of life effects. 

96. Further, your Petitioner is concerned that even where such levels have been identified 
in the Environmental Statement, they have been identified at a level which is too high, 
leading to material underestimation of the significance of noise impacts likely to arise 
from the high speed railway and a failure to identify appropriate and necessary 
mitigation in respect of many receptors. 

97. Your Petitioner is concerned that the Environmental Statement has not appraised the 
significance of noise impacts upon individual residential and other receptors but has 
adopted an approach of assessment on a "community-wide" basis. Accordingly, many 
who may be affected by noise are unable to determine the level of noise that their 
property is likely to be subject to if HS2 proceeds. Your Petitioner is concerned that this 
failure to assess the likely significant effects upon individual properties gives rise to a 
breach of European law. 

98. Your Petitioner is concerned that there has been no identification of the total level of 
noise that receptors may experience from all sources within the Environmental 
Statement Nor has there been any appraisal of the total level of noise from all sources 
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that a receptor might experience against identified LOAEL and SOAEL values. Your 
Petitioner is concerned that this is contrary to the national policy approach applied to 
every other form of development 

99. Your Petitioner is concerned that the impact upon those receptors falling within the 
range between SOAEL and LOAEL has not been assessed on an individual receptors 
basis as required by national policy. Where noise impacts lie within this range national 
policy, as applied to every other form of development, requires that all reasonable steps 
be taken to mitigate and minimise adverse effects on health and quality of life. Your 
Petitioner is concerned that the Environmental Statement did not identify which 
individual receptors lie within this range or the specific mitigation measures that are 
proposed which are said to constitute all reasonable steps to mitigate and minimise the 
adverse effects arising. Your Petitioner is concerned that this is contrary to the national 
policy approach applied to every other form of development and contrary to European 
law. 

100. Your Petitioner is concerned that forecasts of npise impacts from the high speed railway 
and the proposals for management and mitigation have not been produced on a basis 
that is reliable or consistent with the national policy approach applied to every other 
form of development. In particular your Petitioner notes that the World Health 
Organisation's peak noise threshold (dbamax) is 60db outside and 45db inside and 
submits that these limits should be adopted by the Promoter. 

101. Your Petitioner is concerned that uncertainties arising in identifying the LOAEL and 
SOAEL levels, in the assessment of impact and the analysis of mitigation to minimise 
adverse impacts, have not been identified in the Environmental Statement in breach of 
European law. Your Petitioner is concerned to ensure that the extent of uncertainty in 
the noise impact assessment is clearly understood and taken into account in 
determining the impact of HS2 and any proposed mitigation. 

102. Your Petitioner is concerned that there is nothing to ensure that the scheduled works 
that come forward are in fact completed in accordance with the assumptions that lie 
behind the noise impact assessment for example noise generating properties assumed 
for the train, track and wheels. Your Petitioner is concerned that the scheduled works 
could be completed in a way which does not reflect the assumptions in the noise impact 
assessment, which would be contrary to European law. 

103. Your Petitioner is concerned that the thresholds used to assess the significance of noise 
impacts set out within the Environmental Statement are not absolute noise levels that 
are referable to absolute noise levels justified as the threshold of noise effects upon 
human beings by reference to dose response research. Your Petitioner is particularly 
concerned regarding the levels used to assess significance in relation to construction 
npise and vibration, operational noise and vibration and road traffic noise in this regard. 

104. Your Petitioner is concerned that the specific noise thresholds for construction, which 
are materially higher than the thresholds utilised for the operation of the high speed 
railway. Given the long periods during which construction is to take place on many sites 
(up to 9 years) your Petitioner believes the adoption of the thresholds used as the basis 
to assess the significance of construction noise cannot be justified on a basis that is 
consistent with the national policy approach applied to every other form of development. 
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105. Your Petitioner is concerned that the value adopted as SOAEL for construction noise at 
night is materially above a threshold which the WHO has stated will give rise to adverse 
health effects. • 

106. Your Petitioner is concerned that the specific impacts of groundborne noise have not 
been assessed by reference to LOAEL and SOAEL levels identified on a basis that is 
consistent with the national policy approach applied to every other form of development 
or with WHO dose response research. Further, approach to the mitigation of ground 
borne noise is not specified nor is it consistent with the national policy approach applied 
to every other form of development 

107. Your Petitioner is concerned that HS2 Ltd have not proposed any special measures in 
regards to areas of tranquillity as required by national policy. 

108. Your Petitioner therefore requests 

108.1 HS2 Ltd be instructed to identify LOAEL and SOAEL for noise exposure for all 
potential receptors, in rural and urban areas (and areas prized for their tranquillity), 
during the day, evening and night-time on a basis that does accord with national 
noise policy and published dose response research. 

108.2 HS2 Ltd be instructed to undertake a revised assessment of the impact of the high 
speed railway as a whole, by reference to the levels referred to in the previous 
paragraph, so as to identify every individual receptor likely to experience noise 
impacts above the LOAEL and/or SOAEL levels. 

108.3 HS2 Ltd be instructed to identify in relation to each receptor identified in the revised 
assessment as likely to experience noise above the LOAEL threshold the steps that 
will be taken to mitigate and minimise adverse effects on health and quality of life. 

108.4 HS2 Ltd be instructed to undertake public consultation in respect of the re-appraisal 
required above. 

108.5 HS2 Ltd be required to set noise limits for construction activity which correspond to 
World Health Organisation guidelines and local authorities be provided with 
enforcement powers to order the cessation of construction activities in the event 
such anticipated exposures are breached. 

108.6 HS2 Ltd be obliged to commit to designing the high speed railway to operate in such 
manner that the revised noise exposures will not breached. 

108.7 A binding requirement be included in the Bill for noise monitoring with obligations on 
HS2 Ltd to introduce additional mitigation measures, including the reduction of train 
speeds, in the event forecast noise levels are exceeded at any receptor, so as to 
ensure that forecast noise levels will be met 

108.8 HS2 Ltd be required to commit to designing underground sections of the high speed 
railway to the same threshold for ground borne noise as the Northern Line Extension 
- meaning groundborne noise levels within residential properties of no greater than 
32dB LpAsmax for urban areas. 
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108.9 HS2 Ltd be required to model groundborne. noise impacts, with a numerical model 
using finite element analysis and any predicted accuracy errors should be included 
in the model. 

108.10 HS2 Ltd be required to produce a series of amelioration of ground borne noise 
options and ensure compensation arrangements for properties impacted by 
groundborne noise are included in the Hybrid Bill 

108.11 HS2 Ltd be required to identify and implement all reasonable measures to preserve 
and protect areas of tranquillity, including those that it regards as of 'medium' 
tranquillity. 

108.12. The Independent Oversight Body referred to in Paragraphs 74 to 82 above, be 
established as part of the Bill, with its remit to include oversight of noise matters, 
including the power to restrict the speed of the high speed railway if noise thresholds 
are breached. 

Ecology 

109. Your Petitioner is greatly concerned that, based on the information provided by the 
Promoter, it seems likely that the high speed railway will have significant residual effects 
on habitats of principal importance and on a great many habitats and species which 
form part of the country's wider biodiversity. 

110. Your Petitioner is concerned that the information provided in the Environmental 
Statement did not adequately describe the extent of likely impacts on biodiversity. In 
particular: 

110.1 Your Petitioner believes key aspects of the high speed railway (specifically regarding 
design and size), which were needed to quantify ecological impacts, have not been 
presented clearly in the Environmental Statement including a failure to provide a 
route-wide assessment of the high speed railway's footprint on priority habitats. 

110.2 The Environmental Statement focused almost entirely on higher priority sites, 
habitats and species but the assessment provided was not comprehensive even for 
these categories. This document therefore provided only a partial assessment of the 
effects of constructing and operating the high speed railway would have on wildlife, 
due to an apparent failure to undertake specific surveys in scope for some national 
or European protected species. 

110.3 Your Petitioner is concerned that no detailed explanation of mitigation to ensure 
landscape connectivity for animal populations was provided in the Environmental 
Statement. It is routine good practice for large, linear infrastructure projects to 
incorporate wildlife crossings but this issue has not been considered in the 
Environmental Statement and no plans provided by HS2 Ltd on this topic. 

110.4 Your Petitioner is concerned because the scoping surveys in the Environmental 
Survey identified some hedgerows which may be 'important under the Hedgerow 
Regulations but not all of these were surveyed in detail. It is therefore assumed that 
there could be more hedgerows which are likely to qualify as 'Important under the 
Hedgerow Regulations 1997 but for which no specific mitigation has been 
developed. The overall loss of hedgerow is considerable and is likely to result in a 
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significant landscape and ecological impact, with potentially long delays before any 
new hedgerows reach equivalent value. 

110.5 Your Petitioner is concerned because the high-speed railway crosses designated 
sites which are of national importance (eg Sites of Special Scientific Interest) without 
explaining clearly why they could not be avoided, notably Mid Colne Valley SSSl and 
Helmdon Disused Railway SSSl. No detail has been provided about efforts to avoid 
sites, with it simply being stated that such sites have been avoided "to the extent 
possible". 

111. Your Petitioner is concerned that there is only an aspiration to comply with the key 
principle of "No Net Loss of Biodiversity" (NNL) by the Promoter and HS2 Ltd i.e. 
ensuring those impacts that remain after the Promoter has rigorously followed the 
mitigation hierarchy (i.e. to avoid, minimise, restore impacts) so as to limit the residual 
impacts on biodiversity to those that can actually be offset This commitment is not even 
in the Bill. Indeed there is no mention of biodiversity in the Bill at all. Your Petitioner 
submits this approach is not consistent with the European Union's 2020 Biodiversity 
Strategy that is designed to halt biodiversity loss across the EU by 2020. Your 
Petitioner will be seeking amendments to the Bill to remedy this defect 

112. Your Petitioner submits that it is not clear how even the limited stated aspiration 
articulated by HS2 Ltd will be achieved from an ecological or biodiversity perspective 
because: 

112.1 There are gaps in the baseline in the Environmental Statement due to surveys 
having been carried out at unsuitable times pf year or due to failure to arrange 
access for field workers. 

112.2 Residual losses are not quantified or described in sufficient detail to provide a basis 
for reviewing the adequacy of mitigation plans. 

112.3 Mitigation measures are not adequately described. 

112.4 There is no attempt to achieve NNL for biodiversity in its entirety, the focus in the 
Environmental Statement being on designated or protected sites and some species. 
The basis for selecting ecological components for which a NNL outcome will be 
aimed for is unclear. 

112.5 The metrics proposed for determining ecological equivalence or NNL are not 
explained. 

113. Your Petitioner is concerned that insufficient account has been taken of law and good 
practice which dictates that "associated" projects should be assessed together and 
therefore a cumulative impact assessment which considers "reasonably foreseeable" 
future projects together with current proposed projects. Phase 2 of HS2 is "reasonably 
foreseeable" and should be assessed alongside Phase 1. Your Petitioner intends to 
introduce amendments to the Bill to remedy this defect 

114. Your Petitioner is concerned that where proposed mitigation measures are proposed 
they have been described in general terms, making it impossible to assess their likely 
effectiveness. This means that the impacts of HS2 in its entirety are difficult to 
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understand and that the adequacy of proposed mitigation and compensation cannot be 
ascertained. 

115. Your Petitioner requests that to enable the Select Committee to determine the issues 
before it should be provided with adequate information. This objective should be 
accomplished by 

115.1 a revised assessment of the impact of the high speed railway being undertaken 
using best practice standards of Ecological impact Assessment as detailed by the 
institute of Ecology and Environmental Management to determine whether or not a 
No Net Loss of biodiversity has been achieved on the basis of the plans detailed in 
the Environmental Statement. 

115.2 carrying out surveys to fully identify and assess the main effects on wildlife including 
^ specific surveys for national and European protected species. Such assessment 

should include a determination of the high speed railway's footprint on priority 
habitats and quantifying the impact on habitat fragmentation or barriers to 
movements of animals and comprehensive baseline surveys. 

115.3 completing an assessment of the impact of Phase 2 of HS2 on wildlife. 

115.4 Listing habitats of principal importance within the high speed railway's footprint 
(including the 56 habitats that form priorities for conservation in the UK as identified 
in Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006) 
and providing a plan to confirm how there will be No Net Loss of Biodiversity at a 
project or route wide scale prior to the commencement of construction; and 

115.5 a full assessment made of the alternative route alignments to eliminate adverse 
environmental impacts on SSSls. 

116. Your Petitioner therefore humbly requests that the recommendations in the House of 
Commons Environmental Audit Committee Report dated 2 April 2014 should be 
followed in respect of biodiversity and that a detailed mitigation strategy designed to 
ensure landscape connectivity for animal populations should be provided by the 
Promoter with details of appropriate design standards and implementation processes. 
Your Petitioner submits that these activities should be subject to oversight and 
monitoring by the Independent Oversight Body proposed at Paragraphs 74 to 82. 

117. Your Petitioner requests that the following amendments be made to the Bill: 

117.1 the Bill oblige the Secretary of State and the Nominated Undertaker to carry out the 
construction and operation of the high speed railway with No Net Loss of 
Biodiversity. 

117.2 the Bill oblige the Secretary of State and the Nominated Undertaker to meet the 
standards embodied in the EU 2020 Biodiversity Strategy. 

117.3 in accordance with the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee Report 
dated 2 April 2014, a process should be established to monitor all aspects of 
environmental protection needed for 60 years following the start of construction and 
operation of the railway, including biodiversity mitigations, compensation off-set 
Such activities to be undertaken by the Independent Oversight Body referenced at 
Paragraphs 74 to 82. 
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117.4 a full assessment of impacts on hedgerows be completed before the 
commencement of construction work and details of such assessment used to 
formulate a plan to minimise damage to this unique natural asset 

Carbon 

118. Your Petitioner is concerned about the impact of the proposed high speed railway on 
the UK's carbon emissions. Your Petitioner submits that the current plans for a high 
speed railway are inconsistent both with the UK's carbon reduction targets set out in the 
Climate Change Act 2008 (which require an 80% reduction in greenhouse gas levels by 
2050) and the efforts by the Promoter to reduce carbon emissions in the UK's transport 
sector. Your Petitioner notes that an independent expert report it commissioned . 
estimates carbon emissions from HS2 will be 2.5 times the figure stated by the 
Promoter an amount equivalent to emissions from 5% of households in the UK. 

119. Your Petitioner notes that in July 2007 Booz Allen provided a report to the Promoter, 
titled 'Estimated Carbon impact of a New North — South Line' which found that 
embedded CO2 production would be greater than the entire motive carbon savings from 
a new Birmingham —Manchester high speed railway. Your Petitioner also notes that 
Paragraph 6.14 of the 2005 White Paper published by the Promoter titled Delivering A 
Sustainable Railway which stated that "hiigher speed is not the only or best way of 
cutting journey times. Nor is it without cost Increasing the maximum speed of a train 
from 200 km/h to 350 km/h means a 90 per cent increase in energy consumption. In 
exchange, it cuts station-to-station journey time by less than 25 per cent and door^o-
door journey-time by even less". 

120. Your Petitioner submits that as currently constituted, the plans for the construction and 
operation of the high-speed railway will lead to significant carbon emissions, particularly 
during periods of peak demand, and the proposals for mitigation of such emissions are 
flawed and, as currently constituted, unlikely to result in the mitigation claimed. 

121. Your Petitioner is concerned that the forecasts undertaken of carbon emissions for the 
high speed railway provide an overly optimistic view of potential carbon savings from 
passenger mode'shift, freight mode shift and tree planting balancing the carbon 
emissions arising from construction and operation. Your Petitioner notes that the 
revised boundary approach adopted in the recent carbon footprint assessment excludes 
any potential increase in long haul air travel from UK airports as a result of using slots 
made available by mode shift from short-haul air to high speed rail. 

122. Your Petitioner is concerned that much of the underlying information concerning the 
forecasts for carbon emissions arising from the high speed railway in the Environmental 
Statement has not been made public, including the report by Trapeze Group referenced 
in the October 2013 Business Case which details estimates for the amount of energy 
consumed by HS2 trains on the captive network. Your Petitioner considers the failure to 
publish this information makes it virtually impossible for an independent assessment of 
the carbon implications of the high speed railway to take place. Your Petitioner therefore 
requests that the Select Committee considering the Bill require HS2 Ltd to publish this 
underlying information and be subjected to independent peer review. 

123. Your Petitioner is concerned that many of the activities required to construct the high 
speed railway which will emit significant amounts of carbon have been excluded: from 
estimates on the high speed railway's carbon emissions. Such omissions include items 
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such as temporary haul roads, pilling crane platforms, temporary roads/road 
widenings/roundabouts, temporary compounds, drainage materials, precast concrete 
units/beams, steel bridge girders/beams, auto-transformer substation bases and access 
roads, railway material laydown areas, footpath/farm track diversions, road construction 
- hammer heads/turning circles, utility diversions, drainage ponds and access roads. 
Tunnel Boring Machine related labour data including commuting, tunnel fan 
manufacture, maintenance and transport, and rail track construction ground stability 
improvement works. Your Petitioner submits these elements be included in a revised 
calculation, included in a revised Environmental Statement and reconsulted upon. 

124. Your Petitioner is concerned that there has been insufficient assessment of how the 
scheduled works' parameters could be varied to improve carbon outcomes. Your 
Petitioner is concerned that the carbon implications of alternative route design, 
operating specifications and service frequency have not been sufficiently assessed 
given that reducing the speed from 360 km/h to 300 km/h, would reduce the high speed 
railway's carbon emissions by 23% and make the London-Birmingham journey time just 
4.5 minutes longer. Your Petitioner therefore submits that the speed of the high speed 
railway be reduced to 300 km/h. 

125. Your Petitioner is concerned that the forecasts for carbon emissions for the high speed 
railway assume aggressive decarbonisation of the national grid. Although 
decarbonisation of the grid will occur as a result of Government Energy policy and 
market interventions, the speed and scale of the decarbonisation is uncertain. 
Decarbonisation of the national grid is outside the control of HS2. 

126. Your Petitioner is concerned that in developing its case for carbon emissions HS2 Ltd 
makes unrealistic assumptions about the development of travel technologies in the 
future. The current opportunity to use time productively on trains but not driving cars 
may prove short-lived. Motor vehicles enjoy far higher rates of technical innovation and 
market adoption than railways, with the result that future relative benefits of rail are 
questionable. 

127. Your Petitioner is concerned that the Nominated Undertaker relies extensively on 
planting 2,000,000 trees to achieve 500,000 tonne sequestration for carbon. Your 
Petitioner is concerned such targets are unlikely to be achievable given the tree planting 
schedule required, the voluntary nature of this commitment and the absence of any 
enforcement mechanism to ensure such trees are planted. Your Petitioner is concerned 
that there is no commitment to comply with the Woodland Carbon Code, the voluntary 
standard for woodland creation projects in the UK operated by the Forestry 
Commission. Your Petitioner is concerned that in any event the objective of offsetting 
500,000 tonnes of carbon from tree planting will not be met by planting 650 Hectares of 
trees. 

128. Your Petitioner is concerned that the commitment to offset carbon emissions does not 
make any reference to complying with the common definition for offsetting and 
verification detailed in Publicly Available Specification 2060. 

129. Your Petitioner is concerned that no information has been provided in relation to who 
has responsibility for planting, replacement and maintenance of the trees earmarked for 
offset purposes. 
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130. Your Petitioner is concerned that the power required to operate HS2 is at a level that 
will have a significant impact on the UK's energy supply infrastructure, and that the 
impact of such power use has not been properly assessed. Phase 1 peak load is 
estimated to be 350MWe making the annual energy requirements equivalent to the 
energy requirements of a city the size of Birmingham. Your Petitioner is concerned that 
the arrangements for supply of electricity to the high speed route, which will be supplied 
at four strategic points along the route, have not been thought through properly. Given 
the level of power requirement it is inevitable that grid reinforcement (including 
additional pylons, uprating existing pylons, new or upgraded substations) will be 
required presenting additional disruption and environmental impact to communities 
along the route. However little information has been provided on such changes or the 
impact on the National Grid. 

131. Your Petitioner is concerned that HS2 would add to peak rather than general electricity 
demand, and so would add disproportionately to carbon emissions in advance of the 
complete decarbonisation of the UK's electricity generation capability. 

132. Your Petitioner requests that for the Select Committee's work: 

132.1 a revised forecast of carbon emissions be undertaken, calculated in line with 
accepted international standards with appropriate reference to implications on 
emissions frpm aircraft and all supporting documentation for such forecast should be 
made public and consulted upon. 

132.2 an account be given on the impacts on the UK electricity supply of the high speed 
railway by a body independent of HS2 Ltd prior to any decision being made on the 
proposed speed of the high speed train and detailed plans provided illustrating how 
the high speed railway will connect to the National Grid and what works will be 
required to achieve this goal. 

133. Your Petitioner requests that the Bill be amended: 

(a) to require that the high speed railway should operate at a lower speed of 
300km/h which would significantly reduce carbon emissions from the line; 

(b) to include an agreed timetable between the Nominated Undertaker and each 
relevant local authority for planting of trees and arrangements for 
maintenance including but not limited to watering, drainage, weeding, 
disease management and replacements over a 60 year period. 

(c) the Nominated Undertaker be obliged to comply with the provisions of 
Woodland Carbon Code and Publicly Available Specification 2060 in 
undertaking carbon offsetting activities. 

(d) the independent body referenced at Paragraphs 74 to 82 be provided with 
powers to oversee and enforce mitigation measures detailed in the 
Environmental Statement 

Waste 

134. Your Petitioner is concerned that the impact on local communities of the amount of 
waste to be excavated and removed frpm the construction of the high speed railway has 
been underestimated and the environmental impacts of removal and disposal of such 
waste has been needlessly worsened because of a failure to comply with the provisions 
of the Waste Framework Directive, in particular, your Petitioner notes this Directive 
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requires the principles of the waste hierarchy to be complied with to ensure the amount 
of waste generated is minimised. However the plans set out in the Environmental 
Statement indicate that the requirements of the waste hierarchy have been overridden 
by the "proximity principle". 

135. Your Petitioner is concerned that important information concerning the current baseline 
and proposed approach to waste was omitted from the Environmental Statement 
making it impossible to fully assess the waste implications for the scheduled works. 
Your Petitioner is concerned that the plans for "sustainable placement areas" (i.e. the 
development of new project related landfills) for surplus materials which could not be 
used in the scheduled works would cause needless environmental damage and 
represent an unacceptable deviation from the waste hierarchy. Your Petitioner is 
concerned that the potential for surplus excavated fill to be used for beneficial purposes 
rather than landfilled do not appear to have been properly explored, an issue of 
particular importance given the current high levels of demand for inert waste for landfill 
restoration schemes across the UK. 

136. Your Petitioner is concerned that significant discrepancies were detailed in the 
Environmental Statement in connection with the amount of waste to be excavated in 
each Community Forum Area and the scheduled works would appear to generate a 
substantial surplus of excavated material for which no proposals for handling and 
disposal have been provided. Your Petitioner is concerned that proposals for 
movements of large quantities of excavated material within and between CPAs are 
either absent or so vague as to be meaningless. 

137. Your Petitioner is concerned that HS2 Ltd have not even complied with their own policy 
on waste disposal, as illustrated by their proposal to create a new land fill site in the 
Chilterns AONB despite their policy not to use land in areas of sensitive landscape. 

138. Your Petitioner is concerned that the forecasts provided for each Community Forum 
Area for amounts of waste to be excavated and removed from that area appear to be 
contradictory and take insufficient account of local authority planning policies. 

139. Your Petitioner requests that 

139.1 the entire materials balance and movement from the high speed railway be re
presented in a consistent and more readily accessible form. 

139.2 plans for Sustainable Placement Areas be eliminated on the grounds they are not 
needed should HS2 Ltd have followed the requirements of the Waste Framework 
Directive and present a significant threat to the environment 

139.3 for each Community Forum Area where a surplus of fill has been identified 
consideration be given first to reducing waste, its re-use, recycling and then recovery 
before the impacts of disposal are considered in line with the requirements set out in 
the Waste Framework Directive. A range of disposal options should be considered 
to determine what is the closest appropriate installation at which the waste should be 
deposited. 

140. Your Petitioner requests that the Bill be amended as follows: 
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140.1 so that the Secretary of State and the Nominated Undertaker be required to comply 
with the requirements of the Waste Framework Directive and review their decisions 
on treatment of waste in respect of the scheduled works to ensure compliance with 
the waste hierarchy as detailed in that Directive. Such review should include' 
publishing details of the "integrated design approach" to waste management and 
making such decisions subject to consultation to enable effective public participation 
on this issue; 

140.2 the Secretary of State, the Nominated Undertaker and the relevant local authority be 
required to agree arrangements for monitoring and enforcement of mitigation 
measures designed to safeguard local communities near the construction sites for 
the high speed railway and associated development from adverse effects created by 
waste; and 

140.3 such plans to be overseen by the independent body referenced at Paragraphs 74 to 
82 above. 

Air Quality 

141. Your Petitioner is concerned about dust and dirt produced during construction and 
operation of the high speed railway and associated development. Your Petitioner is 
concerned that although the Environmental Statement acknowledges that there would 
be dust generating activities arising from construction, no specific threshold or limit of 
emissions is identified or detailed mitigation plans provided. 

142. Your Petitioner is concerned that there are no binding mitigation measures in relation to 
emissions, especially in light of the proposed siting of the sustainable placement areas 
for spoil, prevailing wind direction and the amount of earth to be moved in areas close to 
significant centres of population. . 

143. Your Petitioner requests that the Nominated Undertaker provides forecasts showing the 
quantity and type of emissions that the construction will create based on the Guidance 
on the planning for mineral extraction in plan making and the application process issued 
6 March 2014. 

144. Your Petitioner requests the Bill be amended so that: 

144.1 before construction commences in any Community Forum Area an air quality 
baseline monitoring study benchmarked against the Air Quality Standards 
Regulations 2010 should be completed and a copy of this report should be provided 
to the relevant local authority. 

144.2 in relation to air quality including dust there should be a' precise, comprehensive and 
binding management plan for each Community Forum Area which shall include 
thresholds for air quality that reflect relevant national and European standards. 

144.3 local authorities should be provided with funding to undertake responsibility for the 
for the monitoring of air quality in accordance with such binding mitigation plans and 
that the results of monitoring are made publicly available. 

144.4 in the event of breach of agreed air quality thresholds, the Nominated Undertaker 
shall be require to cease construction until such point as these thresholds are met. In 
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the event of persistent breach the body referenced at Paragraph 73 should be 
empowered to enforce compliance with such standards. 

144.5 use of newer less polluting construction equipment should be made mandatory in the 
Code of Construction Practice, with appropriate oversight from the local authority. 

144.6 research is undertaken to quantify atmospheric emissions from when trains on the 
high-speed railway are operational against international benchmarks for the area. 
Following agreement of relevant standards in this area, the body referenced at 
Paragraphs 74 to 82 above should be empowered to monitor air quality against such 
benchmarks and requires changes to the operation of the high speed railway in the 
event such benchmarks are breached. 

Compensation 

145. Your Petitioner notes that the construction period required to build the high speed 
railway, a period of up to nine years, is a lengthy period of time. Your Petitioner notes 
with concern that notwithstanding this period, the Promoter has classified all impacts 
arising from construction as temporary. Your Petitioner submits that the loss of amenity 
and negative environmental and social impacts arising from the scheduled works and 
the operation of the high speed railway is exceptional, particularly given it brings no 
compensatory local benefits. On this basis a different approach to compensation is 
merited. 

146. Your Petitioner submits that the proposed compensation arrangements for compulsory 
or temporary acquisition and other matters is not sufficient to compensate persons 
injuriously affected adequately for the loss and damage they may incur as a result of 
compulsory acquisition. Furthermore, if the compulsory acquisition powers are not 
exercised following the enactment of the Bill, such persons would suffer significant 
blight. Your Petitioner considers that within the Bill provision should be made to cover all 
loss and damage arising from the construction and operation of the high speed railway 
and the associated development 

147. Your Petitioner requests that the provisions of the Bill be amended so that the HS2 
schemes announced on 9 April 2014 to assist those who wished to move in the period 
before or during the construction of HS2 be amended as follows: 

(a) the Voluntary Purchase Scheme should be extended to ali properties that 
are affected outside of the Safeguarded Area and should not be limited to 
rural areas; or 

(b) the "Need to Sell" scheme (previously known as the Hardship Scheme) 
should remove any requirement to demonstrate financial hardship to qualify; 
or 

(c) a Property Bond should be introduced for those near to the line where there 
is doubt of a sale except at a material discount for years; or 

(d) a further scheme should be introduced to compensate those suffering from 
generalised property blight as a result of HS2 who wish to move home, 
before HS2 is operational. 
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148. Your Petitioner requests that a scheme be introduced to ensure tenants in social 
housing impacted by the high speed railway receive compensation covering their 
moving costs and are provided with accommodation of a similar or better standard. 

149. Your Petitioner also requests that the Bill make provision to supplement the Land 
Compensation Act 1973 (Part 1) so that compensation is paid for the full loss in market 
value, or by some other means so that no individual suffers a loss in property value by 
reason of the scheduled works and are not fully compensated. 

150. Your Petitioner requests that responsibility for administering such compensation 
schemes be transferred from HS2 Ltd to the body referenced at Paragraphs 74 to 82 
above and the process of assessment for claims for compensation incorporate an 
appeals process which shall be determined by persons independent of the Promoter, 
HS2 Ltd or the Nominated Undertaker. 

Code of Construction Practice 

151. Your Petitioner is concerned that the Nominated Undertaker's ongoing accountability to 
is unspecified under the Code of Construction Practice. The proposed Code of 
Construction Practice has no statutory basis - it is not in the Bill. Assessment in the 
Environmental Statement is made on the assumption that the Code of Construction 
Practice and the strategies will be fully effective, however the Code of Construction 
Practice has no legal status. The Code of Construction Practice does not identify how 
any lead contractors will be made to comply and the redress and appropriate action that 
might be taken in the event that contractors do not comply with the Code of 
Construction Practice. 

152. Your Petitioner submits that the Code of Construction Practice should be incorporated 
into the Bill. Any monitoring required under the Code of Construction Practice should 
involve the relevant local authority as well as the body referenced at Paragraph 74 with 
effective oversight and redress arrangements in the event of non-compliance with the 
Code of Construction Practice. 

153. The standards set out in the environmental statement and the Code of Construction 
Practice is of "reasonableness" and "reasonable endeavours". Your Petitioner submits 
that this should be replaced by a higher standard, i.e. "best practical means" which 
should be on the face of the Bill. The measures should be agreed with the relevant 
local authority, subject to a right of appeal to the Secretary of State. Measures should 
be subject to independent assessment, verifiable and challengeable. This applies to 
noise as well as other effects that are to be addressed in the Code of Construction 
Practice. 

154. Your Petitioner requests that the Bill be amended as follows: 

154.1 clear and easy to follow enforcement mechanisms for local communities and local 
authorities should be included in the Bill which will provide a commitment to rectify or 
compensate for environmental impacts. 

154.2 County and District Councils should be provided with a formal role in relation to 
exercising their statutory duties and obligations during construction. 
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154.3 Funding should be made available through the Hybrid BIN for District Councils to 
appoint Environmental Health Officers (EHOs) tasked with ensuring that the 
contractor complies with the COOP and enforcing sanctions in cases of non-̂  
compliance. Such EHOs should have sufficient powers to force contractors tp 
comply with the COCP and should have powers to stop operations by a contractor 
where there is non-compliance. 

154.4 There should be a clear schedule of penalties for contractors for non-compliance 
with the COCP. 

154.5 The body referenced at Paragraphs 74 to 82 above should be empowered by the Bill 
to assess and rule on cases where communities or local authorities and the 
Nominated Undertaker are in dispute. 

154.6 Acceptable noise levels should be confirmed in a Section 61 agreement between 
HS2 Ltd and each local authority. Such agreements should be enforced by EHOs 
monitoring and ensuring compliance with agreed levels as required. They should be 
legally enforceable with strict penalties for breach. 

154.7 Independent monitoring of working hours should be included in the COCP - as 
currently drafted there is no provision for any independent monitoring and as a result 
appears that communities will be vulnerable to works being carried out 24-7 over 
prolonged periods. 

154.8 The COCP should provide that construction activities to be carried out outside core 
hours (other than tunnelling works) should be agreed with the Local Authority in 
advance of the works - applications should be made 14 days in advance and the 
work specified in detalL Bank Holiday hours should be the same as Saturdays. 

154.9 The COCP should contain a much clearer obligation on contractors to remove spoil 
heaps and construction compounds etc from public view by locating well away from 
residential areas and in places where they can be screened by natural topography 

154.10 Appropriate assessment and funding should be provided for communities which are 
significantly impacted by HS2 construction to ensure access to key public services 
can be maintained. 

154.11 The COCP should include precise targets for dust and air pollution with legally 
enforceable sanctions up to and including the right to halt construction progress until 
the situation is rectified. 

154.12 Mediation mechanisms should be made available to the Nominated Undertaker, 
local authorites, local communities, landowners, occupiers, residents and 
businesses to assist in agreeing how works can be carried out in an efficient manner 
which minimizes harm. 

Limits of Deviation 

155. Your Petitioner is concerned that paragraph 1(2) of Schedule 1 of the Bill provides that 
in constructing or maintaining any of the scheduled works the undertaker can deviate 
vertically upwards not exceeding three metres, vertically downwards to any extent and 
laterally to any extent within the limits of deviation shown on the deposited plans. 
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156. Your Petitioner is concerned that these deviations could potentially make significant 
differences to the impacts of the construction and operation of the high speed railway 
and associated development for example by raising the track height to the detriment of 
the amenity of the landscape and worse noise impacts. These potential environmental 
impacts are not adequately addressed in the Environmental Statement, which provides 
that the undertaker only has to use reasonable endeavours to adopt measures to 
reduce adverse environmental effects provided it does not add unreasonable cost or 
delay to the construction and operation. 

157. Your Petitioner requests that the provisions to allow deviation should be deleted, or as a 
more limited protection, the ability to deviate upwards be eliminated. In the event such 
discretion is retained, your Petitioner requests that Schedule 1 be amended to ensure 
that any deviations are not undertaken without a full Environmental Statement being 
completed and consulted on in respect of such proposed changes. 

Water Quality 

158. Your Petitioner is concerned by the impacts of Clause 31 and schedule 20 of the Bill, 
which override key and long established legal safeguards that protect public water 
supplies. 

159. Your Petitioner submits these protections have been removed because the 
Environmental Statement stated that there is a high risk that the so-called "mid-Chilterns 
chalk" drinking water table will suffer deterioration in its "chemical status" as a result of 
"sub-water table activities" — mostly tunnelling and bridge piling — planned during the 
scheduled works. 

160. Your Petitioner believes there can be no justification for the relaxation of drinking water 
standards given the obvious impact on public health and requests that Clause 31 and 
schedule 20 of the Bill be deleted. 

Railways Act 

161. Your Petitioner is concerned that Clause 39 of the Bill scraps the established legal 
procedure for closing existing railway lines or stations and states that if ministers deem 
closure of a line or station "necessary or expedient" for HS2. Under the Railways Act 
2005, any proposed closure of a passenger line or station must go through an 
established process, involving notice periods, transport assessments and consideration 
of hardship. The new summary procedure means that lines could be closed on an 
arbitrary basis. 

162. Your Petitioner therefore submits that Clause 39 should be deleted from the Bill. 

Nominated undertaker 

163. Your Petitioner has concerns in relation to the appointment of a Nominated undertaker 
and the associated risk of them failing to fulfil their obligations failing, and the fettering of 
the Secretary of State's discretion by agreement with the Nominated Undertaker. 

164. Your Petitioner requests that there should be a provision inserted into Clause 43 
enabling enforcement against the Secretary of State in the event of the Nominated 
Undertaker failing to fulfil their obligations. 
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165. The Bill should also be amended so that undertakings given by the Secretary of State 
during the passage of the Bill are enforceable by the beneficiaries of the undertaking in 
the courts against the Secretary of State or the Nominated Undertaker. 

Power to acquire land, rights in land, airspace and subsoil 

166. Your Petitioner is concerned that the powers sought in the Bill go beyond the scale of 
powers of what is reasonably required to achieve the construction and operation of the 
high speed railway and its associated development particularly in relation to the 
acquisition of land and rights in land, air space and subsoil. 

167. Your Petitioner is concerned by Clause 47 of the Bill (compulsory acquisition of land for 
regeneration and relocation) which is too broad in scope and not limited by time or 
distance. Adequate powers for compulsory acquisition to promote regeneration are 
available in legislation and clause 47(1) should be deleted. 

168. Your Petitioners believe it is unnecessary and inequitable to seek to acquire permanent 
rights in relation to land where limited and temporary rights are sufficient for 
construction of the works. Your Petitioner believes that this power should be removed. 

169. Your Petitioner requests that protection should be given to owners and occupiers of 
land affected by the construction and operation of the high speed railway and its 
associated development through the regulation of the renewal of compulsory acquisition 
powers and planning permission. In the event that the time limits for the compulsory 
powers or the planning permission are extended, your Petitioner requests a consultation 
provision to be included and the opportunity to make representations. 

170. Your Petitioner submits that the Bill fails to provide provisions to regulate the 
circumstances for renewal of compulsory acquisition powers. Circumstances can 
change during the time limits for compulsory acquisition and implementation of the 
planning permission. 

Works in Scotland 

171. Your Petitioner is concerned that the provision enabling the Scottish Ministers to make 
an order relating to the carrying out of works in Scotland for Phase 1 purposes could 
result in development that is not subject to proper consultation and scrutiny. 

172. Your Petitioner therefore requests that Clause 49 be deleted. 

Power to apply the Act 

173. Your Petitioner is concerned that enabling a Transport and Work Order to apply any 
provision of the Act to anything authorised by the Order goes beyond the rights that are 
reasonably necessary to construct and operate the high speed railway and associated 
development Your Petitioner submits the existing provisions of the Transport and 
Works Act 1992 are adequate. 

174. Your Petitioner submits that Clause 50 should be deleted. 

Access to land for surveying 

175. Your Petitioner is concerned that rights of entry and authorisations to enter land for 
surveying purposes goes beyond the rights that are reasonably necessary. This 
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permits entry to any land anywhere in Great Britain for the purpose, of any high speeds 
railway which Ministers might wish to propose ih the future. It is outside the long title 
and scope of the Bill, not being a purpose connected with HS2. 

176. Your Petitioner requests that Clauses 51 and 52 should be amended so that land can 
only be accessed with the landowner's and occupier's consent 

177. Your Petitioner notes that compensation under Clause 52(5) of the Bill is limited to 
damage to land or other property and does not include any other losses, such as the 
owner or occupier being deprived of the use of the land or incurring extra costs to 
manage the entry onto their land. The compensation provision is narrower than in other 
legislation (for example, section 292 of the Highways Act 1980) and if a right of entry is 
retained then it should be amended. 

Alternatives 

178. Your Petitioner is concerned that alternative routes for a high speed railway between 
London and the West Midlands have not been fully considered or assessed from a cost, 
benefit or environmental perspective. Your Petitioner is concerned that the route is 
governed by certain key elements set by the previous Government which were 
determined without public participation. These key elements include a design speed of 
400 km/h, a link to Heathrow and a link to HSl. Two of these elements have now been 
dropped from the scheme in the Bill: the Heathrow link and the HSl link. The maximum 
line speed remains at 400km/hr despite, the first generation of rolling stock having a 
planned maximum speed of 360km/hr. 

179. Your Petitioner submits that alternative routes have never been properly assessed from 
an environmental perspective or subject to effective public participation. Your Petitioner 
notes that the Appraisals of Sustainability for the Ml and M40/Chiltern main line corridor 
routes, which sought to summarise the environmental impacts of HS2, were not 
published until January 2012 - so they were not available for public consultation. 
Likewise the actual routes of these alignments were only outlined in two paragraphs in 
the materials published as part of the 2011 consultation on high speed rail and details of 
the routes were not published until January 2012. 

180. Your Petitioner submits that the Select Committee request the Promoter provide a 
comparison of the environmental impacts of the different route alignments which have 
been identified at an early stage in proceedings and such information be used to inform 
the Select Committee on what route alignment would have the least environmental 
impacts. 

Health Impact Assessment 

181. Your Petitioner is concerned by the decision not to include the Health Impact 
Assessment in the documents which were consulted on as part of the Phase 1 
Environmental Consultation. Your Petitioner considers that the Health impact 
Assessment did not give a sufficiently accurate or comprehensive assessment of the 
impacts on human health arising from the construction and operation of the high speed 
railway. Your Petitioner would draw the Select Committee's attention to the weight of 
research on the adverse health impacts which would arise from the operation and 
construction of the high speed railway. 
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182. Your Petitioner submits that the Select Committee should: 

182.1 Require the Promoter to undertake a properly independent study of the likely 
impacts on health arising from the construction and operation of the high speed 
railway. 

182.2 Receive reports on the impact on human health of non-compliance with noise 
thresholds put forward by the World Health Organisation and utilise such information 
In determining what levels of noise mitigation would be appropriate. 

182.3 Require the independent body specified at Paragraphs 74 to 82 to monitor the 
impacts on human health arising from the construction and operation of the high 
speed railway and provide an annual report to Parliament on this issue. 

182.4 Provide the independent body specified at Paragraphs 74 to 82 with powers to 
reduce the speed of the high speed railway, require additional mitigation measures 
be installed, in the event the high speed railway, when operating, has a 
demonstrably negative impact on human health. 

Organisation of Select Committee 

183. Your Petitioner is also concerned that the Select Committee may rely upon technical 
advice from the Promoter in reaching decisions about points made by petitioners. Given 
the political controversy around the costs of this high speed railway, the Promoter will 
not be able to provide adequate technical advice on mitigation measures proposed by 
petitioners. Your Petitioner notes that such an approach would not be permitted in any 
application for development consent made under the statutory planning regime, where a 
Planning Inspector would have recourse to independent technical advice. 

Compliance with the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive & Aarhus Convention 

184. Your Petitioner has a wide range of concerns that the process for obtaining 
development consent under the Bill does not, as currently constituted, comply with the 
requirements of the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive or the Aarhus 
Convention. Your Petitioner has written to the Parliamentary authorities detailing these 
concerns on 4 April 2014 and the attention of the Select Committee is drawn to the 
points made In this letter. 

185. Your Petitioner is particularly concerned by the absence of any specific provision to 
compel the Nominated Undertaker to implement mitigation measures identified in the 
Environmental Statement accompanying the Bill. Failure to include such provision 
would, your Petitioner submits, be contrary to the purposes of the EIA Directive and so 
the terms of the exemption of legislative measures from the Directive. It is futile to carry 
out an EIA and propose mitigation measures if the scheduled works does not have to be 
carried out as assessed and in accordance with those measures. 

186. Your Petitioner requests that the Select Committee review the points made in the letter 
of April 4 2014 and determine what changes to Parliamentary Standing Orders be 
implemented to ensure the process complies with the EIA Directive and the Aarhus 
Convention. 

187. In light of the above, the Petitioner reserves the right to raise the above matters and any 
further matters of concern relating to the substance of the Bill and this Petition that may 

29 



arise from continuing discussions, the preparation and publication of reports, any 
possible revisions that may be made to current work site proposals or any other matters 
relevant to our expressed concerns that may occur in due course and prior to our 
representation before the Select Committee. 

188. For the foregoing and connected reasons your Petitioner respectfully submits that, 
unless the relevant clauses, which relate to the aforementioned points, of the Bill are 
removed or amended, then the Bill should not be allowed to pass into law. 

189. There are other clauses and provisions in the Bill which, if passed into law as they now 
stand will prejudicially affect your Petitioner and their rights, interests and property and 
for which no adequate provision is made to protect your Petitioner and other clauses 
and provisions necessary for their protection and benefit are omitted therefrom. 

YOUR PETITIONER THEREFORE HUMBLY PRAY your Honourable House that the Bill may 
not be allowed to pass into law as it now stands and that they may be heard by their Counsel, 
Agents and witnesses in support of the allegations of this Petition against such of the clauses 
and provisions of the Bill as affect the property, rights and interests of your Petitioner and in 
support of such other clauses and provisions as may be necessary or expedient for their 
protection, or that such other relief may be given to your Petitioner in the premises as your 
Honourable House shall deem meet 

AND your Petitioners will ever pray, &c 

Christopher Stanweil 
Partner 
on behalf of 
NABARRO LLP 
Acting as Agent for the Petitioner 
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