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

HS2 Ltd / DfT comments are considered to be reasonable by
Item ‘greyed out’ authorities or if the item is no longer to be taken forward at
Planning Forum.
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4 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.

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

8 3.1.10 Environmental Management System should be elaborated on here as it isin the | The commitment on the EMS in the General Principles is considered sufficient and it
Environmental Memorandum. is not felt necessary to duplicate the more detailed requirements from the EM.

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.

Environmental Memorandum

10 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.

Authorities were not satisfied with the response from HS2 Ltd. It was
suggested by authorities that section could be amended to include context on
the other controls applicable.

11 2.11 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’.

15 4.6.2 Recognition of local distinctiveness in landscape and ecological character along The Environmental Memorandum gives commitment to managing newly created
the route is welcome and needs to apply to all elements (see contrast with para habitats for an appropriate period to ensure the objectives. The metric identifies
4.1.4 of Planning Memorandum). However where trees are lost we would the broad objective for each parcel of land within Bill limits. Where the objective is




No

Ref

Issue

HS2/DfT Response

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)

Authorities considered response to first paragraph to be reasonable.

‘good’ condition this will be the objective of the habitat creation. The details of the
monitoring and management regime to achieve this objective will be developed as
the project evolves. If it becomes clear that an objective of ‘good’ condition cannot
be achieved for any reason, then this would be taken into account in future reviews
of the no net loss calculation.

Defra agreed that the HS2 offsetting metric was consistent with the early findings
from the offsetting pilot projects. Offsetting is 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.

16

4.7.2

Where does this get determined and who decides on the appropriateness and
extent of replacement facilities? Have these been allowed for in the land-take
included in the Bill?

It will be the NU who propose the extent of mitigation. Should a local authority feel
that the NU is not providing an appropriate degree of mitigation it would take this
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.

17

4.8.1

Shouldn’t the Local Authorities have a role in whether there has been any net
loss in biodiversity?

As Natural England is the national body dealing with biodiversity it is appropriate
that it works in conjunction with HS2 on calculation of no net loss. Where any such
mitigation requires planning approval this will be obtained under Schedule 16.
Qualifying authorities will also have the controls provided by the bringing into use
approval.

18

4.10

Omissions:
o) Local lead Flood Authorities should be consulted/involved.
o  New culverts should be expressly the last resort and avoided

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]
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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

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

19

Noted that Table 5.1 is to come.

Table 5.1 to be shared with Subgroup when produced.




