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(At 2.00 p.m.) 

368. THE CHAIR:  Whilst we’re settling in, there will be votes on the European Union 

(Withdrawal) Bill, which means I will have to suspend the meeting while we vote.  At 

the moment, I’m not sure how many votes there are going to be or when they are going 

to come so we may end up coming back slightly later than we first think, but I’ll try to 

let the clerk update you whilst we’re voting.   

369.  Mr Bedson, over to you.   

370. MR BEDSON:  I think – 

371. THE CHAIR:  HS2 then.  

372. MR BEDSON:  Justine wanted to make a statement, to which I will follow up. 

373. THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much.  

Statement by Ms Thornton 

374. MS THORNTON QC (DfT):  Thank you, sir, and thank you to the Committee for 

the time given to us today.  I am going to make a short statement on behalf of HS2 and 

Mr Bedson will respond.  We have sat down over lunch as requested and we’ve made 

significant progress on discussions, particularly in relation to several of the petitioners, 

one of the Mr Weavers, Mr Green and Mr Plant.  It seems to us that there are two 

options as to how the Committee might wish to proceed this afternoon.  We could either 

proceed on the basis that we need to take some matters through internal governance and 

we simply haven’t had the time to do that in the last two hours, for which I apologise on 

behalf of HS2.  But for those petitioners I have referred to, we are in a good place and 

we expect to make significant progress.  So, one option is that the Committee is not 

troubled with those petitioners this afternoon and we only report back if we hit 

significant obstacles in our internal approval process.   

375. Understandably, Mr Bedson is only agreeable to that course of action if he, on 

behalf of his clients, has the comfort of knowing he can come back if things get unstuck.  

So, that’s the first option. 

376. The second option is that we proceed with all the petitioners today as per the 
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programme, but in a condensed form to reflect where we have made progress, albeit that 

progress has to be caveated by our need to go through internal governance.  More 

broadly, we have heard what the Committee has said this morning and the concerns 

expressed.  We are reflecting on your comments this morning.  We have some ideas on 

how to address matters, but we would welcome some further time to properly reflect and 

come back to you with a considered proposal.   

377. THE CHAIR:  Mr Bedson? 

378. MR BEDSON:  I think we have made progress but the issue that we have, of 

course is that it’s a case of we’ll take it away and have a look at it again, which is what 

HS2 are saying, which is fine as long as that genuinely does happen and I’m concerned 

about the timeframe of not getting the results on some of these things.  

379. There has been some verbal assurances made and there has been a bit of progress, 

but there’s nothing so sure as putting in front of the Committee and the Committee 

saying, ‘Well, of course do that’ or not as the case may be.  So it might be sensible for 

me to just make a note, for the record, of those points that we have agreed on and where 

we think we can make progress.   

380. THE CHAIR:  That’s an option.  Let’s not go down that.   Finish your spiel.  

We’ll come back to that.   

381. MR BEDSON:  Well, that was it.  That was the point.  It might be that we go 

through the points we think we can agree, so they are on record, and then, at a later date, 

if those aren’t sorted out, then we’ll end up coming back.  But I can promise, we will do 

our level best – 

382. THE CHAIR:  So this is just for Weaver, Green and Plant?  Collier is a separate 

kettle of fish and we’re going to consider the Collier petition whatever?  Is that correct?  

Sorry, going through the list, I didn’t hear the Collier name, which was what I thought – 

383. MS THORNTON QC (DfT):  Yes, my understanding is there are points that do 

need discussion with Mr Collier, but I’m guided – 

384. THE CHAIR:  Okay.   
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385. MR WHITFIELD:   Can I just ask Mr Bedson, the first consideration was, in 

essence, protecting your clients’ petitions should stuff not happen quick enough, stuff 

not happen appropriately enough, and indeed, if, at the end of the day, once you’ve had 

an opportunity to discuss what HS2 are offering to your petitioners, it’s unacceptable to 

them.  Do you not consider that might preserve your position better in essence in that, if 

there was a need to come back, your petitions would be afresh before us on points that 

may or may not have been agreed?  We wouldn’t need to know that.  We would just 

need to give assistance on what hadn’t been agreed.  I’m just wondering, you asked 

about listing the areas that potential agreements have been reached and I just wonder 

whether or not it would be more beneficial to just preserve the petitions as a whole and 

hear them at a later date than things that may or may not –  

386. THE CHAIR:  I agree.  I’d also say that was a comment not a question, Martin. 

387. MR WHITFIELD:  Yes.  

388. THE CHAIR:  Right, what we’re going to do is, firstly, thank you very much for 

the work that you’ve done.  I appreciate the work that’s gone in over the few hours.   

I’m not proposing to hear any evidence or indeed a summary at this stage.  I’m going to 

give you two weeks to bottom down the governance issues and if it’s not solved by then, 

you will come back.  However, I don’t really expect to see you again on these 

petitioners.  From the sounds of it, you’ve got as near as damn it an agreement on most 

of these issues.  I think HS2 can’t make an absolute commitment that you or your clients 

will want because they have governance processes to go through and some of these 

issues are very complicated.  Those can be sorted within two weeks.  So, we’re going to 

hear the Collier petition.   

389. We’re going to defer.  So, you’ve still got the right to petition in two weeks and 

you can come back, but my strong steer to you is don’t mess around with HS2.  We’ve 

instructed them to be as generous as possible.  This process should allow you to settle on 

most of the issues.  I don’t want you coming back with the 20% just because those are 

the ones you’ve not got through.  Equally, if there is something within that 20% that is 

genuinely a game changer and is the biggest issue, come back. 

390. MR BEDSON:  Okay.  



6 

 

391. THE CHAIR:  Sandy, did you have a question? 

392. MR MARTIN:  I’m sorry; I just thought I heard Mr Bedson say one of the 

Weavers.  Can you clarify that?  

393. MR BEDSON:  We’ve made some progress on both of them.  My concern is that 

the assurances will come back and they will be heavily caveated as they always are and 

it will never be as secure as the Committee saying, ‘Oh, for heaven’s sake, please just do 

this, do that’. 

394. THE CHAIR:  Well remember, as part of this process, we are less likely to wade 

in on behalf of your petitioners compared to how we’ve done in the past for those 

remaining issues.  We do want the large number of issues to be settled outside, but we 

can have another discussion within the two weeks and I’m happy to talk privately to 

HS2 and this petitioner.  

395. MR WIGGIN:  Mr Chairman, I think it’s helpful for the record that there is so 

much repeat complaint about communication with HS2 that I think this is a great 

opportunity for HS2 to put that right.  Given the very reasonable nature of most of the 

petitions that we’ve heard from you, we don’t see why they shouldn’t be able to agree.  

And I think the Chairman is right in saying, ‘If that doesn’t work, of course you can 

come back’, but at the same time once that communication has taken place, we’re 

hopeful that they will be reasonable and remember that they’re trying to put your clients 

back to the position that they would have been had this railway not gone through their 

farms.  

396. THE CHAIR:  And the reason, just for the members of the public, we’re debating 

this is the Committee in private was increasingly frustrated that there were many issues 

coming before the Committee on which HS2 could give assurances to them and we 

expected them to do so.  We’re conscious uncertainty about land and business issues is 

stressful to the individuals and we were looking for HS2 to work faster more generally 

and offer a better service to those that are affected, and this is good progress that we’re 

making.  I’m going to come to Justine Thornton and then I’m going to move on, in the 

normal way, to the Collier petition, if that’s okay.   

397. MS THORNTON QC (DfT):  Yes, sir.  Can I just put on the record that we have 
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made – Mr Martin was correct to point out, one of the Mr Weavers and Mr Plant also to 

a degree – there are still some issues outstanding so I wouldn’t want it to be thought Mr 

Collier is the only one who falls into this category.  However, in light of what’s been 

said about the need for a change of approach, it seems to me that two weeks gives us an 

opportunity to take those petitions as well and reflect on the comments of the 

Committee.  I wanted to put it on record that there may be an inevitability that we do 

have to come back, but I will do all that we can to ensure that we don’t come back, but I 

wanted to make that clear. 

398. THE CHAIR:  That’s perfectly reasonable.  Before we start the Collier petition, 

there may be a vote very early, but we’re not sure, on a different issue.  So Mr Bedson.  

399. MS THORNTON QC (DfT):  Excuse me.  I do apologise.  I’m going to step back 

for my colleague, Ms Lean, who’s presenting the petition with respect to Mr Collier.  

400. THE CHAIR:  Absolutely fine.  Thank you very much.  Mr Bedson?  I hope 

you’ve got some lunch as well.  

Andrew, Pauline & Mark Collier 

401. MR BEDSON:  I was fed a sandwich, thank you.  Now this is the petition on 

behalf of the Collier family, Andrew and Mark Collier are sat behind me.  They may 

wish to say a few words.  Now, I was shown a plan a few minutes ago, which is one that 

appeared on the slides and it may go some way to alleviating some of the problems that 

we had.  But if we could go, please, to 211(6).  Now, the family’s land is shown edged 

red here coming around the side of the river across Hoo Mill Lane and back up Ingestre 

Park Road.  There is an issue here with a balancing problem at the bottom that’s quite a 

land-hungry balancing pond.  The farm’s around 1,200 acres thereabouts with the main 

farmstead at Ingestre Manor.  This is where all the facilities are for the grain storage and 

grain drying etc.  So, this is the hub of the farm.   

402. Some of the issues that we had were about the use of the Great Haywood Road 

and Hoo Mill Lane here.  That largely stems from, if we can go to 211(5), please, the 

fact that this construction compound here didn’t show any connectivity from the 

compound itself to the other side of the trace going on up towards the Stafford direction.  

So, the plans that we had got showed a haul route coming down the Lichfield Road 
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through the village of Great Haywood and up and down the lanes, which was filling us 

all with dread and horror.  

403.  Now, the plan I was shown a little while ago showed that there is, in fact, going to 

be a bridge over the Macclesfield to Colwich railway line to get all the heavy plant and 

machinery over, which means, we are told, that there will be a lot less traffic on that 

road there, on Great Haywood Road and Hoo Mill Lane.  That may alleviate some of the 

problems.  Mr Collier may have one or two points he wants to say on that, but it might 

help us quite a lot.  That bridge did appear on some of the earlier plans, but it 

disappeared off these plans, which I think is where the confusion arose.  

404. MR WIGGIN:  We should get HS2 to tell us.  I thought it was there.  

405. THE CHAIR:  Bill, ask the question.  

406. MR WIGGIN:  Sorry, I was just going to ask exactly where the bridge is going to 

be because I thought it was going to be somewhere else.  

407. MS LEAN (DfT):  Perhaps we can bring up P692? 

408. MR WIGGIN:  That’s really kind, thank you. 

409. THE CHAIR:  It’s in yellow.  There we are.   

410. MS LEAN (DfT):  So, it’s the two haul roads.  I think you heard about it from Mr 

Smart when Ingestre, the Tixall Parish Council was in and also Mrs Mawbey last week.  

411. MR WIGGIN:  That’s right.  

412. MS LEAN (DfT):  So, the haul road there with the Bailey bridges over the 

watercourses to provide that haul route in.  

413. THE CHAIR:  So that’s HS2’s current proposal.  That’s happening as it stands. 

414. MS LEAN (DfT):  Yes, that’s the proposal. 

415. THE CHAIR:  And have we got updated histograms of traffic for the other side 

with that bridge in or are the figures the petitioner has got pre-bridge? 
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416. MS LEAN (DfT):  I think the bridge has always been in as part of the plans.  I 

think it’s that it didn’t appear in quite this detail.  So, I think we have seen the traffic 

plans, which are as the scheme’s proposed.  

417. THE CHAIR:  They’re the correct ones.  That’s very helpful.  Thank you very 

much.  Mr Bedson, sorry to interrupt your flow.  

418. MR BEDSON:  Not at all.  211(6), please, again.  So, back to the balancing pond 

here, very, very land-hungry is this and it leaves a difficult shaped field here.  We’re 

back to detailed design issues again, but one thing that Andrew and Mark have 

mentioned is that there’s a lot of drainage in this area, which is very sensitive.  It drains 

the Lion Lodges, the woodland locally, and there are drains that come down, 3.6, down 

3.4, down 3.5 and then going around number 8, 9.  There’s a concern that if all that body 

of water gets put into those drains as well, there might be some issue with that.  The 

alternative proposed is that the balancing pond here drains out towards the River Trent, 

and also the balancing pond is dropped down to here.  The land still flows off in that 

direction.  So, it would make a lot of sense.  Over lunch, we looked at the Environment 

Agency’s flood mapping, and even putting the balancing pond down here at 4 and 5, it’s 

still putting it outside of the flood plain area, so there shouldn’t be an issue.  The 

topography looks right.  It’s not in the flood plain, so we would think and hope that can 

be accommodated and it saves a big chunk of land.   

419. The other point was an access across because they’re going to have to put a 

hammerhead in.  At the moment, there’s some woodland down here.  You can’t just see 

it on this plan.  The access to the field is severed so if HS2 are putting a track in, we 

would need an access across that to get into the fields.  It’s back to access issues and 

track issues that we discussed earlier.  We don’t want to be paying for it really.  

420. MR COLLIER:  Mr Chairman, there’s an issue.  

421. THE CHAIR:  Sorry, Mr Bedson, if you want to call a witness, feel free to do so.  

422. MR BEDSON:  Does it make sense for me to finish and you come in afterwards? 

423. MR COLLIER:  Yes.  

424. MR BEDSON:  Thank you.  So, the bridge has actually largely resolved a lot of 
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those issues, subject to Mark and Andrew Collier being happy about that.  I think it may 

have ticked a lot of those boxes, so if Mr Collier wishes to say something.  Does that 

make sense?  

425. THE CHAIR:  If you want to call Mr Collier to give evidence, that’s – sorry, you 

need to sit there or not say anything.  Sorry.  

426. MR COLLIER:  I’m sorry.  

427. THE CHAIR:  This place is very odd.  All sorts of rules.  I’m trying to be friendly, 

but I’m sounding authoritarian. 

Evidence of Mr Collier 

428. MR COLLIER:  Mr Chairman and the Committee, the big point about the 

drainage is, the drainage of Hoo Mill and the balance pool, that water actually drains 

under the canal into the River Sow.  The balance pool is now in the south catchment 

next to the Trent, so if such low lying land, they put the balance pool in, they flood the 

Lion Lodge wood.  They’ll be underwater because the drains are so crucial.  It’s got to 

be handled absolutely correctly or else the whole Ingestre will be under water.  It’s 

paramount those drains are kept correct.  Within this, because of the haul route as well, I 

suggested that they came from Pasturefields, half a mile across from the A51, straight in 

to Ingestre at Hoo Mill.  It’s not a big issue.  They’re now on the west side, at 

Shirleywich of the West Coast Mainline.  They can put a track straight in to Hoo Mill.  

Wouldn’t be much more than half a mile long.  The army would do it in a day with two 

Bailey bridges.  They wouldn’t need to put a road over the West Coast Main Line 

Macclesfield spur.  They wouldn’t need to use the haul route down 51 to Weston, back 

to Stafford via the crematorium, destroying the fabric of Tixall, a village, with 1,800 

lorries a day. 

429. THE CHAIR:  Mr Bedson.  Sorry, sir.  Mr Bedson, as you’re going through this, 

can I ask you to point out on the map?  Then I will ask you, Mr Collier, to carry on.  I 

just want to make sure that the Committee knows exactly – 

430. MR COLLIER:  You understand what I’m saying?  Yes.  

431. THE CHAIR:  Yes.  No point in us looking like we’re listening and not 
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understanding.   

432. MR BEDSON:  Andrew’s suggestion was to bring an access track in from the A51 

here, the point being that there is the Macclesfield to Colwich railway line.  That is 

already being crossed because the A51 goes underneath it and it made a lot of sense to 

put a temporary access track in straight from there, down there, or for example straight 

from there, number 16, straight down to there and it was a straight line in that avoided – 

433. THE CHAIR:  Both of which would require a bridge.  I can see the logic.  We’ll 

listen to HS2.  

434. MR COLLIER:  Mr Chairman, that will save two villages, the total destruction of 

the fabric of Tixall and Ingestre villages by hauling all back to Stafford hundreds of 

lorries a day maybe, in building a viaduct that’s half a mile long virtually across the 

Trent Valley.  It ends up in a salt marsh as well where they’re putting an earth bank in 

the middle of a salt marsh, so it will sink.  So, there’s a lot of engineering to go on here 

to get it sorted out and they haven’t thought it through.  

435. THE CHAIR:  Can you show us, Mr Bedson, on the map, where these villages are 

going to be saved in this proposal? 

436. MR BEDSON:  If we go back to 211(6), please?  I think Tixall is off the plan, but 

we’ve got Great Haywood here where there will be a haul route through and there’s a 

potential haul route up through this parcel of land.  In fact, sorry, go to 211(5).  It would 

be better.  There we are.  So, there’s a potential haul route here through this property, 

which we’re petitioning on next week, which is a real no-no, and there’s one up through 

some land here.  There’s the village of Great Haywood.  Tixall is further over here, but 

it’s on the Great Haywood Road.  

437. MR COLLIER:  Yes, to the south and west, really.   

438. THE CHAIR:  Does this proposed road go through land other than your own land 

or is it all your land? 

439. MR COLLIER:  Basically, the haul route as stated goes down the A51, hits the 

A518 junction at Weston, it takes the 518 to Stafford, then it takes a road from the first 

island at Stafford, it goes via the crematorium, hits the Tixall Road, which is a C road.  
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It’s more like a cart track already.  

440. THE CHAIR:  Sorry, I was asking about the proposed road, not the HS2 road, the 

road that you’re proposing that cuts through – 

441. MR COLLIER:  These are the highways, right?  So, at the moment, they are going 

to use the highways to haul between eight and 10 miles from the main build site at 

Haywood – 

442. THE CHAIR:  Sorry, can I stop you?  Mr Bedson, can you go back to the map 

with those two routes? 

443. MR WHITFIELD:  Also, if we look at pieces P695(12), it gives an overview of 

the villages and the roads, which may help explain this because I’m lost.  It’s not 

brilliant, but I presume it’s all there.  

444. MR COLLIER:  So, Great Haywood’s here, Ingestre’s up here, Tixall’s further 

down.  

445. THE CHAIR:  Do you mind if we go back to the map with the two proposed roads 

that were in red and white going up?  They looked like two straws.  

446. MR BEDSON:  Alright, 211(7).   

447. THE CHAIR:  So, not that.  Let’s pause until we get there.  So those two roads, 

they go beyond your land, don’t they? 

448. MR COLLIER:  Some of it, yes.  From the west side belongs to the Colliers.  

You’ve got two proposed haul routes there, where the two Bailey bridges would cross 

the canal and the Trent River.  Both of them avoid the Shirleywich salt marsh, which 

seems to be something in EU law that’s got to be protected, but when they protect one 

salt marsh, they’re going through another one, which is hydraulically linked.  So, you’ve 

got two.  The one at Tixall is a link to the Shirleywich and they’re going through that 

one, but it’s something to do with the bog orchid, I think.  Basically, if you put those 

haul routes in, you’ll save Ingestre and Tixall because they can go straight into their 

satellite building site on Hoo Mill crossroads corner, which is marked in orange.  So you 

don’t even need to put a bridge in at Haywood.  You can go to those points.  In fact, my 
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view is your build sites could be between the river and the canal because it’s above the 

flood plain.  You could actually put it in from Pasturefields there.  You’ve got a perfect 

build site.  You’re off the main road.  You’ve got your haul routes in and you’ve saved 

Tixall and Ingestre.  

449. THE CHAIR:  Mr Bedson.  

450. MR COLLIER:  Did that make sense? 

451. THE CHAIR:  Yes.  We know what you want; we know the background.  Mr 

Bedson.  

452. MR BEDSON:  They are the points.  I think we’ve covered the drainage issues 

and we’ve covered the potential haul route issues, which we think has merit.   

453. THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much.  Very succinct.  Any questions before we 

come to HS2?  Jacqueline. 

Response by Ms Lean 

454. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you, sir.  As regards the latter point, the Committee 

heard from the Parish Council of Ingestre with Tixall earlier in its proceedings raising 

concerns about the impact on construction traffic through the sort of roads that this 

petitioner is concerned about on the communities this petitioner has raised to you today, 

with an explanation of what we’re proposing there in terms of the haul route – they’ve 

been pointed out on the earlier plans – and what the construction traffic movements are 

likely to be, and I believe you were told on that occasion that an assurance had been 

given to the parish council about maintaining access to Ingestre for residents during that 

time.  I know you’ve heard both from Mr Smart and Mr Miller on that occasion, so I 

wasn’t proposing to go back over those matters other than to say that these issues 

regarding construction traffic and how what we were proposing would fit in with that, I 

know has been dealt with in some detail.  

455. THE CHAIR:  We dealt with in some detail the construction traffic.  I wouldn’t 

encourage you to go through that, but the specific proposals of these two routes might 

be helpful.   I think, when we considered it last time, I can’t remember these being 

possible solutions.  They may very well be technically flawed and you may want to call 
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witness to explain why they can’t happen and there may be a very good reason, but I 

think it would be useful for the Committee to have a little bit more information on that.  

456. MS LEAN (DfT):  Indeed, sir.  I’m certainly happy to call Mr Miller, if that’s 

helpful, but I wonder if I could ask to be brought up in the first instance some of the 

slides that we’ve put in evidence, starting at P695(18).  Again, I think these slides have 

been taken from exhibits or very largely reflect exhibits of work prepared for when the 

parish council appeared because they were also seeking a haul road in from the north 

rather than – maybe not realising the haul road that we were proposing towards the 

south.  If I could ask to go over to 19, this is a slide which sets out some of the 

constraints that are associated with seeking to bring in a different route down from that 

northern area.  Although both of the routes the petitioner is proposing, as I understand it, 

they wouldn’t run through the Pasturefields Salt Marsh SAC and SSSI; they are in 

proximity to it and obviously hydrology around there is relatively sensitive.   

457. You’ve also got to deal with the Trent and Mersey Canal Conversation Area, and 

there’s a number of water courses that would need to be crossed in order to bring a route 

down in this location.  If I could ask to turn then to P695(21)?  Again, I think this is 

dealing specifically with the alternative route that was put forward by the parish council, 

which I think is one of the routes that is being advanced by this petitioner although the 

considerations are broadly the same.  It doesn’t remove the need to use Tixall Road for 

construction traffic.  It requires additional land outside of current Bill limits and I think 

I’m right in saying both of the options put forward by this petitioner would involve land 

outside of his landholding.  It could require up to four temporary bridges to cross the 

various water bodies that you need to get across to get down from that northerly point.  

There are the potential adverse effects on some of the environmental receptors, 

including Pasturefields and the Trent and Mersey Canal, and obviously it’s been alluded 

to, as this petitioner has made clear, there are obviously concerns about the sensitive 

drainage arrangements in this area in any case.  Again, that would be another 

consideration in terms of bringing through those routes, through this area.  If you’d like 

more detail, I’m happy to ask Mr Miller to assist on any points, but that is the overview 

of the concerns and the constraints that would be involved in these proposals.  

458. THE CHAIR:  Thank you.  Looking around, I think the Committee are very happy 

with your explanation and don’t require Mr Miller.  Sorry to disappoint Mr Miller.  
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Sorry, back in your court.   

459. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you.  So, that was that route, if I may.  In terms of the 

balancing pond, perhaps if we can bring up P693.  Part of our red line boundary, I think, 

disappears under the name Ingestre Park Road, but it’s the balancing pond just to the 

north of Ingestre Park Road.  The location of that pond has been considered very 

carefully, looking at where is the best position for water to be able to discharge into the 

pond, under the force of gravity and then to be able to outflow in the best possible 

location.  Obviously, we can try to reduce the footprint of that during detailed design, 

but I’m happy to call Mr Miller to explain briefly why it’s considered that’s the best 

location so we might be looking at reducing – 

460. THE CHAIR:  When Mr Miller comes to give evidence.  Meanwhile, Sandy, have 

you got a question? 

461. MR MARTIN:  Yes, and this is probably a Mr Miller shaped question as well, 

which is about the drainage from the pond, which is an issue raised by the petitioner, but 

it does seem to me – and I’m looking at 694 because it’s much bigger scale than 693 – it 

seems to me that given there are substantial drainage ditches already, stretching from 

just south-east of the petitioners’, in fact due south of the petitioners’ land, going 

straight into the Trent, that would probably be the route that you would be seeking 

drainage from the pond, in which case, wouldn’t it be possible to move the pond 

southwards? 

462. MS LEAN (DfT):  I think Mr Miller is better placed to answer that question.  

463. THE CHAIR:  It’s a question for Mr Miller.  I’m sorry, Mr Miller.  I know you 

just sat down.   

Evidence of Mr Miller 

464. MR MILLER:  Yes, I’ll just give some context about the balancing pond.  We’re 

creating a very large structure as you know through here, so this is the viaduct coming 

across.  That’s a concrete structure and, when it takes water when it’s raining, you have 

to put a drainage outfall onto the viaduct structure itself.  It comes down to a point 

where it meets the embankment here.  You can just about see that on the plan, and 
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we’ve got to get a drain off of the embankment for that water to come across and it’s got 

to go somewhere.  Similarly, we’ve got the embankment here.  This will increase the 

surface water runoff and it’s right, the petitioner and the landowner here are quite right, 

there are lots of things going on by way of drainage in the area, which flow in this 

direction down to the Trent and the canal.   

465. Our balancing pond is in there to regulate that flow, which is coming off the new 

infrastructure.  It’s sized in that way to take into account those peak flows that come off 

the structure and it’s located here so that it finds its way onto a drainage outfall in this 

direction here and it will ultimately find its way down to the river here.  So, Ms Lean 

explained that we might be able to make some adjustments here, but it’s not the case 

that we can avoid a balancing pond in this location.  I suspect part of the drainage 

consideration here is that we’re in quite low-lying land, and if you look at the contours 

on this map, and possibly the previous zoomed out map, you will see that we’re at the 

75-metre contour here.  That features all the way through here and that is essentially 

making up the flood plain.  So, this is like a dip in the ground here to take up that water.   

466. Then the balancing pond is regulating flow, so it’s not a case of just letting it wash 

across the land, which it would do otherwise.  It’s got to be regulated through the 

regime.  It may well be that we get to pipes or drainage ditches in the detailed design.  

We’ve shown one way of doing it, but there may be other ways of doing that to get it 

down to the river.  So, it’s in a place where we expect it to take up most of the outfall.  

467. MS LEAN (DfT):  A concern was raised by the petitioners that having a balancing 

pond here could perhaps cause problems for the drainage, or perhaps overwhelm the 

existing drainage arrangements.  Are you able to provide any comfort on that issue?   

468. MR MILLER:  It’s precisely the reason we put in a balancing pond, to make sure 

that we regulate the water in these environments because we essentially put in a barrier 

whenever we put in an embankment and, whenever we put in a structure, we create new 

channels of flow.  All of that needs to be taken into account with the existing surface 

water regime, groundwater regimes, which we spoke about yesterday, and that all has to 

work.  We can’t add in something which is then ultimately going to cause an additional 

nuisance elsewhere on other people’s land.  So, it’s in there to regulate the flow for 

everyone in this area.  
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469. MS LEAN (DfT):  And, finally, the suggestion that perhaps the balancing pond 

could drain from the northerly point of the balancing point in an easterly direction 

towards the canal, whether there’s any constraints or factors that would need to be 

looked at if that were to be taken forward.   

470. MR MILLER:  Well I think, when our drainage engineers look at this, they try and 

find the closest and lowest point for the drainage flows that they’re having to encounter 

or counter, I should say, so that’s the location it’s in there.  As I say, I think we can only 

play tunes on the location in this instance.  Otherwise, if you left it, it would just flow 

across the fields and I would have no idea what the effect of that would be.  

471. Sorry, there is a green line in there.  I think there is a utility in there.  I think it’s a 

major gas main through here, I’d perhaps also highlight, making sure you’re getting the 

regulation of the flow around those sorts of things.  Again, the sort of point I made 

earlier today, you can only see a certain amount on the two-dimensional plan.  What’s in 

the ground is another kettle of fish and there is a major gas utility through there, which 

we wouldn’t want to interrupt in any way.  

472. MS LEAN (DfT):  Sir, that was all I had in respect of the balancing pond and 

that’s all I was planning to call Mr Miller on.  

473. THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much.  Any questions from the Committee?  No 

questions.  Mr Bedson? 

474. MR BEDSON:  Mr Collier would like to make a comment on that, if possible, 

please.  

475. THE CHAIR:  That’s not normal in that he’s been called as a witness before, but 

seeing as we’re making good progress, let’s be abnormal.  

476. MR BEDSON:  Thank you.  

477. MR COLLIER:  Mr Chairman, Committee, what I do feel is HS2 don’t fully 

understand what I’ve said.  Basically, he’s expecting water to run uphill.  It doesn’t run 

uphill.  It runs downhill, alright?  So, unless they’re going to put pumps in to pump it to 

the trench, it won’t work.  You’ve got the River Trent, then you’ve got the River Sow as 

a tributary to the Trent, right?  This land, although it’s next to the Trent, it drains into 
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the Sow, so it goes under Hoo Mill Lane, Mill Lane, crosses the corner, back under the 

canal and into the River Sow.  So, if he wants to get it into the Trent, he’s probably 

going to end up pumping it.  This is my point.  They put a system together without 

surveying it.  Unless they come and survey it, they won’t get it right, so we’ll all be 

unhappy when they make a mess.  

478. THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much.  Glad I gave you the opportunity and I’m 

sure HS2 will have the wisdom to listen to the people that know the land the best and 

it’s in their interest as well to come to a decent solution.  I don’t know much about 

water, but I do know it doesn’t go uphill.  I’m getting to learn more about it as time goes 

on.  Thank you very much.  Thank you for your work in between the sessions.  That’s 

much appreciated.   I don’t think – are you trying to catch my eye? 

479. MS LEAN (DfT):  No, I just have two very final quick points, if I may, on 

assurances.  

480. THE CHAIR:  Absolutely.  

481. MS LEAN (DfT):  Obviously drainage is a very sensitive issue in this location.  I 

think, in fact, the letter should be ready to give Mr Bedson.  We can give the usual NFU 

drainage assurance that I know you’ve seen before, to accommodate the concerns there.  

And on the use of the access provided for the balancing pond, I just wanted to say that 

obviously we’ve taken away what was said this morning about trying to find a form of 

words or general approach to where access is to be provided.  We are looking at that and 

I hope to be able to report something back to you shortly in terms of an approach to 

where we’re looking at providing access over HS2 access tracks taking on board the 

concerns we’ve heard.  

482. THE CHAIR:  That’s extremely helpful and we would encourage you to come 

back before we hear a petitioner on that issue, if that’s within the timing.  Thank you 

very much again.  Meeting closed.  Order, order.  Sorry, you had the floor; you pulled 

away; we moved on.  

483. MR BEDSON:  There were some summary points this morning I said I’d make at 

the end. 
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484. THE CHAIR:  Go on, then.  Order, order.  Mr Bedson. 

Statement by Mr Bedson 

485. MR BEDSON:  Mr Chairman, thank you indeed.  At the back of my petitions is a 

note about the NFU assurances that were given.  A couple of things have emerged on 

this over the last few days. HS2 are trying to say, ‘Well, we’ll give you some of them.  

You have to apply for the others.’  This isn’t the NFU’s understanding of it, so I believe, 

having spoken to the staples of the NFU.  We were told that they would all appear in the 

register of undertakings and assurances and they would apply where relevant.  So, 

clearly, an undertaking and assurance about the borrow pit won’t apply to somebody 

who doesn’t have a borrow pit on them?  But we’ve since submissions had a letter from 

HS2 saying, ‘Well, we’ll give you these.  You’ve then got to tell us which others apply 

to which other of your clients.’  That is not what we thought the situation was.  The 

situation was that they all go in there and they apply where relevant.   

486. THE CHAIR:  Okay, we’ll come to HS2 in a second to respond, or they’ll respond 

subsequently, if the response isn’t easily found straightaway.   

487. MR BEDSON:  Thank you.  I believe there’s a conference call later this week 

about the matter with the NFU.  

488. THE CHAIR:  Right, well, we’ll give them permission to come back on Monday, 

if that makes more sense.  Other points?  

489. MR BEDSON:  The other points relate to an ombudsman.  We saw Mr Loescher 

prepare and present his hearing the other day.  I take my hat off to him for the work he’s 

done.  He’s not alone in the way that he’s been treated in this process.  I can promise 

you that.  We echo, as do a lot of other people, the need for an ombudsman with teeth 

where things aren’t working out.  So, that’s a general point that we would like to make.  

And also, again, dare I ask, the costs of appearing today?   

490. THE CHAIR:  No, next point.  No, we’ve done this many times before.  Next 

point.  

491. MR BEDSON:  That was it, Mr Chairman.  
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492. THE CHAIR:  Thank you very much.  HS2? 

493. MS LEAN (DfT):  So, in respect of the assurances, could I ask to come back on 

that, not least because I’m not familiar with the letter that’s being referred to?  On the 

ombudsman, I’m conscious that Mr Mould said we’d provide a response to your 

Committee in writing on that following Mr Loescher’s appearance and that is in hand, 

so again, if I can park any response on that point.  

494. THE CHAIR:  I think, just to give you a steer, the Committee very much 

recognise the problem but don’t necessarily agree with the solution, so different things 

to address the problem without deploying that additional layer of bureaucracy.  An 

ombudsman might be helpful.  

495. MS LEAN (DfT):  Thank you.  

496. THE CHAIR:  I’ll have another go.  Order, order. 


