Draft General Principles & Environmental Memorandum (November 2013) Planning Forum consolidated comments & HS2/DfT response — June 2015

Key

HS2 Ltd / DfT comments are considered to be reasonable by authorities or if the item is no longer to be taken forward at Planning Forum.
Item ‘greyed out’

| | General Comments




General | Recognising that not every detail can be fixed at this stage too many of the We do not consider the comment justified. The EMRs form part of an extensive set
requirements throughout all the documents (except the requirements placed on | of controls imposed on HS2 and summarised in HS2 Information Paper B1: Control
LPAs in the Planning Memorandum) are expressed in fairly meaningless terms of Environmental Impacts (see response to item 1 above).
such as “unreasonable” or “where appropriate”. These are clearly judgemental
decisions but equally clearly there is no specification of whose judgement takes




precedence or any dispute resolution mechanism. This is, in effect, a “get out of
jail free” card for the NU.

Jan 2015: Authorities were not satisfied with the response from HS2 Ltd. HS2
Ltd advised that authorities should provide specific examples if they would like
HS2 Ltd to respond on specific points of wording.

General Principles

5 1.1.1 June 2015: The first sentence should be updated to reflect subsequent APs.




3.1.10

Environmental Management System should be elaborated on here as it is in the
Environmental Memorandum.

Jan 2015: Authorities were not satisfied with the response from HS2 Ltd. They
suggested that the Environmental Management System should be in the
General Principles and referenced in the Environmental Memorandum.

The commitment on the EMS in the General Principles is considered sufficient and it
is not felt necessary to duplicate the more detailed requirements from the EM.

June 2015: Reference to relevant sections of the Environmental Memorandum and
CoCP where EMS is described are included in 3™ Draft.




| Environmental Memorandum I

11 1.3.4 Wording here is incredibly weak and ineffective compared with the “obligations” | The wording requires the NU and Forum members to take all reasonable steps to
placed on LPAs in the Planning Memorandum. implement the aims of the memorandum. This is not considered weak or
ineffective.
Jan 2015: Authorities were not satisfied with the response from HS2 Ltd. It
was suggested by authorities that section could be amended to include June 2015: Para 1.2.4 amended to highlight controls on nominated
context on the other controls applicable. undertaker — consistent with Planning Memorandum (3" Draft April 2015)
12 2.1.1 Last bullet: What exactly is this supposed to mean? It looks like a “get out of jail The final bullet is appropriate given the importance of delivering a nationally
free” card in case of any challenge from the national environmental bodies? significant project such as HS2. Also the bullet needs to be viewed in the context of

the obligations in the rest of the Environmental Memorandum, the other sections of
the EMRs and the other controls in place on the project (see response to item 1
above). When viewed in this context there is clearly not a ‘get out of jail free card’.




Recognition of local distinctiveness in landscape and ecological character along
the route is welcome and needs to apply to all elements (see contrast with para
4.1.4 of Planning Memorandum). However where trees are lost we would
normally expect replacement planting to be on a greater than 1 to 1 basis and
planted at an appropriate size rather than the smallest specimens that will take
many years to become established and have any presence. The requirement is
silent on size and numbers. It also fails to reflect the Government’s own
commitment to biodiversity offsetting (see also 4.8.2 on this point)

Jan 2015: Authorities considered response to first paragraph to be reasonable.

Defra agreed that the HS2 offsetting metric was consistent with the early findings




from the offsetting pilot projects. Offsettingis in its infancy in the UK, and given
the long-term nature of habitat creation projects, it is likely to be many years before
significant lessons can be learnt. Hence HS2 believes it is unlikely that there would
be benefit in reviewing its metric on the short timescale envisaged for the review of
the Defra metric.

The metric has not been used to determine mitigation and compensation
measures. The approach used is set out in an appendix to the Environmental
Statement (Ecological Principles of Mitigation in Volume 5 Appendix, SMR
Addendum Section 9: CT-001-000/2). There are no hard and fast ratios for habitat
creation; rather the approach relies heavily on professional judgement.

June 2015: Para 4.8 amended in 3" Draft.

18 4.6.4 June 2015: Has Green Infrastructure (Gl) Concept had been applied to the Hybrid
Bill design?

June 2015: ‘HS2’ should be changed to ‘nominated undertaker’

June 2015: Typographical mistake highlighted on the 5% line.

19 4.7.2 Where does this get determined and who decides on the appropriateness and It will be the NU who propose the extent of mitigation. Should a local authority feel
extent of replacement facilities? Have these been allowed for in the land-take that the NU is not providing an appropriate degree of mitigation it would take this
included in the Bill? up with the NU, explaining it does not feel it is meeting the requirements of the

Environmental Memorandum. The General Principles set out the binding
commitments on the NU to provide appropriate mitigation.

In some instances land has been included in limits for the purpose of such
mitigation.




22

4.8.8

June 2015: ‘HS2’ should be changed to ‘nominated undertaker’

23

4.10

Omissions:

o  Local lead Flood Authorities should be consulted/involved.

o  New culverts should be expressly the last resort and avoided

o  Local drainage systems (ditches and streams) need more exploration
o

There needs to be a commitment to the future maintenance and costs of
maintenance of SUDS facilities

Jan 2015: Authorities to consider Schedule 31 and Flood Information Paper
E4. Forthcoming HS2 meetings with Environment Agency and Local Lead
Food Authorities may also provide some clarity on issue

June 2015: Who is responsible for ongoing maintenance of SuDS
implemented under HS2?

See Part 5 of Schedule 31 to the Bill — Protective Provision on Land Drainage, flood
Defence, Water Resources and Fisheries. [EA agree that these are not omissions]

June 2015: Reference to lead local flood authorities included in 3™ Draft, para
4.10.1.




No | Ref Issue HS2/DfT Response
24 4.10.3 June 2015: Is first sentence required, given new text which follows?
25 4.11.5 June 2015: Suggested that ‘produce and’ be inserted before ‘apply’.
26 4.12.2 June 2015: Would it be appropriate to specify that excavated material may also
be used for environmental improvement projects (example: Wallasea Island in
the Thames Estuary (Crossrail))?
27 4.14.2 June 2015: Chair suggested that HS2 Ltd in the first sentence should be
removed.
28 5 Noted that Table 5.1 is to come. June 2015: Table 5.1 to be shared with Planning Forum when produced, expected
July 2015.
June 2015: The methodology to define ‘Key environmentally sensitive worksites’
should be clearly reported using a framework or matrix.
29 5.1.1 June 2015: Chair suggested that the single bullet point be incorporated into the
main text above.
30 5.1.3 June 2015: Chair highlighted that first two sentences of the paragraph require

grammatical restructure to be made into a complete sentence.




