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Certificate of service 
 Name of court 

High Court of Justice 
Business & Property Courts 
Property, Trusts and Probate List 
(ChD) 

Claim No. 

PT-2018-000098 

Name of Claimant 

(1) The Secretary of State for Transport 
(2) High Speed Two (HS2) Limited 

On what day did  
you serve? 

3 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 2 0 

 

  
The date of 
service is 

3 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 2 0 
Name of Defendant 

Persons Unknown & Ors 
  

 

What documents did you serve?  
Please attach copies of the documents you 
have not already filed with the court. 

Order dated 22 June 2020 and plan thereto 
 

 

On whom did you serve?  
(If appropriate include their position e.g. 
partner, director). 

D28 – Hayley Pitwell 
 

 

 
 

 

How did you serve the documents?  
(please tick the appropriate box) 

 

Give the address where service effected, include fax or DX 
number, e-mail address or other electronic identification  

[    ]  by first class post or other service which provides for  

         delivery on the next business day 
D28’s email address:  

 
 

 

[   ]  by delivering to or leaving at a permitted place 

[    ]  by personally handing it to or leaving it with  

          (.................time left, where document is other than a  
          claim form) (please specify) 
             

       
              

              

           

 

 

 

 

 

[  ]  by other means permitted by the court 
           (please specify) 

 

 
 

 

 
[    ]  By Document Exchange 
 
[    ]  by fax machine (.................time sent, where document  

         is other than a claim form) (you may want to enclose a copy  

         of the transmission sheet) 
 

[  x  ]  by other electronic means (email sent at 09:01 on 30 June 

2020 to hayleypitwell@gmail.com) 

 
Being the email address confirmed as appropriate means for 
service by D28 

 

 

 

I believe that the facts stated in this certificate are true. 
Full name SHONA RUTH JENKINS 

 
Signed 

   
Position or 
office held 

 

 

SENIOR ASSOCIATE 

Being the         [    ]  claimant’s        [  X  ]  defendant’s 
                           [    ]  solicitor’s        [    ]  litigation friend 
[    ]  usual residence 

[    ]  last known residence 

[    ]  place of business 

[    ]  principal place of business 

[    ]  last known place of business 

[    ]  last known principal place of business 

[    ]  principal office of the partnership 

[    ]  principal office of the corporation 

[    ]  principal office of the company 

[    ]  place of business of the partnership/company/ 

        corporation within the jurisdiction with a connection 

        to claim 

[  X]  other (please specify) email address confirmed as 

appropriate means for service by D18 
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 Claimants’ solicitor  (If signing on behalf of firm or 
company) 

Date    

 
 
Rules relating to the service of documents are contained in Part 6 of the Civil Procedure Rules (www.justice.gov.uk) 
and you should refer to the rules for information. 
 
Calculation of deemed day of service of a claim  
 A claim form served within the UK in accordance with Part 6 of the Civil Procedure rules is deemed to be served on 
the second business day after the claimant has completed the steps required by CPR 7.5(1). 
 
Calculation of the deemed day of service of documents other than the claim form (CPR 6.26) 
 

Method of service Deemed day of service 

First class post or other service 
which provides for delivery on the 
next business day 

The second day after it was posted, left with, delivered to or collected by 
the relevant service provider provided that day is a business day; or if not, 
the next business day after that day 

Document exchange The second day after it was left with, delivered to or collected by the 
relevant service provider provided that day is a business day; or if not, the 
next business day after that day 

Delivering the document to or 
leaving it at a permitted address 

If it is delivered to or left at the permitted address on a business day 
before 4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day 
after that day 

Fax If the transmission of the fax is completed on a business day before 
4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day after 
the day on which it was transmitted 

Other electronic method If the email or other electronic transmission is sent on a business day 
before 4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day 
after the day on which it was sent 

Personal service If the document is served personally before 4.30pm on a business day, it is 
served on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day after 
that day 

 

In this context 'business day' means any day except Saturday, Sunday or a bank holiday; (under the Banking and 

Financial Dealings Act 1971 in the part of the UK where service is to take place) includes Good Friday and Christmas 

Day. 
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Certificate of service 
 Name of court 

High Court of Justice 
Business & Property Courts 
Property, Trusts and Probate 
List (ChD) 

Claim No. 

PT-2018-000098 

Name of Claimant 

(1) The Secretary of State for Transport 
(2) High Speed Two (HS2) Limited 

On what day did  
you serve? 

3 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 2 0 

 

  
The date of service 
is 

0 2 / 0 7 / 2 0 2 0 
Name of Defendant 

PERSONS UNKNOWN & ORS 
  

 

What documents did you serve?  
Please attach copies of the documents you have 
not already filed with the court. 

Order dated 22 June 2020 and plan thereto 

 

 

On whom did you serve?  
(If appropriate include their position e.g. partner, 
director). 

D31 –  Libby Farbrother 
 

 

 

 
 

 

How did you serve the documents?  
(please tick the appropriate box) 

 

Give the address where service effected, include fax or 
DX number, e-mail address or other electronic 
identification  

[x ]  by first class post or other service which provides for  

         delivery on the next business day 
 

 
 

 

 

[    ]  by delivering to or leaving at a permitted place 

[     ]  by personally handing it to or leaving it with  

          (.................time left, where document is other than a  
          claim form) (please specify) 

 [                                                ]  

 

            
       
              

              

           

 

 

 

 

 
 

[    ]  by other means permitted by the court 
           (please specify) 

 
 

 
[    ]  By Document Exchange 
 
[    ]  by fax machine (.................time sent, where document  

         is other than a claim form) (you may want to enclose a copy  

         of the transmission sheet) 
 

[    ]  by other electronic means (.................time sent, where  
         document is other than a claim form) (please specify) 

 

 

 

I believe that the facts stated in this certificate are true. 
Full name Shona Ruth Jenkins 

 
Signed 

   
Position 
or office 
held 

 

 

Solicitor 

 Claimant's solicitor  (If signing on behalf of firm or 
company) 

Being the         [    ]  claimant’s        [√   ]  defendant’s 

 
                           [     ]  solicitor’s        [    ]  litigation friend 
 

[  x ]  usual residence 

[  ]  last known residence 

[    ]  place of business 

[    ]  principal place of business 

[    ]  last known place of business 

[    ]  last known principal place of business 

[    ]  principal office of the partnership 

[    ]  principal office of the corporation 

[    ]  principal office of the company 

[    ]  place of business of the partnership/company/ 

        corporation within the jurisdiction with a connection 

        to claim 

[ ]  other (please specify) 
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Date    

 
 
Rules relating to the service of documents are contained in Part 6 of the Civil Procedure Rules (www.justice.gov.uk) 
and you should refer to the rules for information. 
 
Calculation of deemed day of service of a claim 
 A claim form served within the UK in accordance with Part 6 of the Civil Procedure rules is deemed to be served on 
the second business day after the claimant has completed the steps required by CPR 7.5(1). 
 
Calculation of the deemed day of service of documents other than the claim form (CPR 6.26) 
 

Method of service Deemed day of service 

First class post or other service 
which provides for delivery on the 
next business day 

The second day after it was posted, left with, delivered to or collected by 
the relevant service provider provided that day is a business day; or if not, 
the next business day after that day 

Document exchange The second day after it was left with, delivered to or collected by the 
relevant service provider provided that day is a business day; or if not, the 
next business day after that day 

Delivering the document to or 
leaving it at a permitted address 

If it is delivered to or left at the permitted address on a business day 
before 4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day 
after that day 

Fax If the transmission of the fax is completed on a business day before 
4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day after 
the day on which it was transmitted 

Other electronic method If the email or other electronic transmission is sent on a business day 
before 4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day 
after the day on which it was sent 

Personal service If the document is served personally before 4.30pm on a business day, it is 
served on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day after 
that day 

 

In this context 'business day' means any day except Saturday, Sunday or a bank holiday; (under the Banking and 

Financial Dealings Act 1971 in the part of the UK where service is to take place) includes Good Friday and Christmas 

Day. 
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Certificate of service 
 Name of court 

High Court of Justice 
Business & Property Courts 
Property, Trusts and Probate List 
(ChD) 

Claim No. 

PT-2018-000098 

Name of Claimant 

(1) The Secretary of State for Transport 
(2) High Speed Two (HS2) Limited 

On what day did  
you serve? 

3 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 2 0 

 

  
The date of 
service is 

3 0 / 0 6 / 2 0 2 0 
Name of Defendant 

Persons Unknown & Ors 
  

 

What documents did you serve?  
Please attach copies of the documents you 
have not already filed with the court. 

Order dated 22 June 2020 and plan thereto 
 

 

On whom did you serve?  
(If appropriate include their position e.g. 
partner, director). 

D31 – Samantha Smithson 
 

 

 
 

 

How did you serve the documents?  
(please tick the appropriate box) 

 

Give the address where service effected, include fax or DX 
number, e-mail address or other electronic identification  

[    ]  by first class post or other service which provides for  

         delivery on the next business day 
D31’s email address: 

 

 
 

 

[   ]  by delivering to or leaving at a permitted place 

[    ]  by personally handing it to or leaving it with  

          (.................time left, where document is other than a  
          claim form) (please specify) 
             

       
              

              

           

 

 

 

 

 

[  ]  by other means permitted by the court 
           (please specify) 

 

 
 

 

 
[    ]  By Document Exchange 
 
[    ]  by fax machine (.................time sent, where document  

         is other than a claim form) (you may want to enclose a copy  

         of the transmission sheet) 
 

[  x  ]  by other electronic means (email sent at 09:01 on 30 June 

2020 to samanthasmithson@hotmail.com)  

 
Being the email address confirmed as appropriate means for 
service by D31 

 

 

 

I believe that the facts stated in this certificate are true. 
Full name SHONA RUTH JENKINS 

 
Signed 

   
Position or 
office held 

 

 

SENIOR ASSOCIATE 

Being the         [    ]  claimant’s        [  X  ]  defendant’s 
                           [    ]  solicitor’s        [    ]  litigation friend 
[    ]  usual residence 

[    ]  last known residence 

[    ]  place of business 

[    ]  principal place of business 

[    ]  last known place of business 

[    ]  last known principal place of business 

[    ]  principal office of the partnership 

[    ]  principal office of the corporation 

[    ]  principal office of the company 

[    ]  place of business of the partnership/company/ 

        corporation within the jurisdiction with a connection 

        to claim 

[  X]  other (please specify) email address confirmed as 

appropriate means for service by D31 
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 Claimants’ solicitor  (If signing on behalf of firm or 
company) 

Date    

 
 
Rules relating to the service of documents are contained in Part 6 of the Civil Procedure Rules (www.justice.gov.uk) 
and you should refer to the rules for information. 
 
Calculation of deemed day of service of a claim  
 A claim form served within the UK in accordance with Part 6 of the Civil Procedure rules is deemed to be served on 
the second business day after the claimant has completed the steps required by CPR 7.5(1). 
 
Calculation of the deemed day of service of documents other than the claim form (CPR 6.26) 
 

Method of service Deemed day of service 

First class post or other service 
which provides for delivery on the 
next business day 

The second day after it was posted, left with, delivered to or collected by 
the relevant service provider provided that day is a business day; or if not, 
the next business day after that day 

Document exchange The second day after it was left with, delivered to or collected by the 
relevant service provider provided that day is a business day; or if not, the 
next business day after that day 

Delivering the document to or 
leaving it at a permitted address 

If it is delivered to or left at the permitted address on a business day 
before 4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day 
after that day 

Fax If the transmission of the fax is completed on a business day before 
4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day after 
the day on which it was transmitted 

Other electronic method If the email or other electronic transmission is sent on a business day 
before 4.30pm, on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day 
after the day on which it was sent 

Personal service If the document is served personally before 4.30pm on a business day, it is 
served on that day; or in any other case, on the next business day after 
that day 

 

In this context 'business day' means any day except Saturday, Sunday or a bank holiday; (under the Banking and 

Financial Dealings Act 1971 in the part of the UK where service is to take place) includes Good Friday and Christmas 

Day. 
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1. Claimants 

2. Shona Ruth Jenkins 

3. Fourth 

4. SRJ3 

5. Date: 17 August 2020 

 

  1 

Claim No: PT-2018-000098 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE  

BUSINESS AND PROPERTY COURTS 

PROPERTY, TRUSTS AND PROBATE LIST (ChD) 

 

B E T W E E N: 

 

(1) THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT 

(2) HIGH SPEED TWO (HS2) LTD 

Claimants/Applicants 

 
-and- 

 
(1) PERSONS UNKNOWN ENTERING OR REMAINING WITHOUT THE CONSENT OF THE 

CLAIMANT(S) ON LAND AT HARVIL ROAD, HAREFIELD IN THE LONDON BOROUGH OF 

HILLINGDON SHOWN COLOURED GREEN, BLUE AND PINK AND EDGED IN RED ON THE 

PLANS ANNEXED TO THE RE-AMENDED CLAIM FORM 

(2) PERSONS UNKNOWN SUBSTANTIALLY INTERFERING WITH THE PASSAGE BY THE 

CLAIMANTS AND THEIR AGENTS, SERVANTS, CONTRACTORS, SUB-CONTRACTORS, 

GROUP COMPANIES, LICENSEES, INVITEES OR EMPLOYEES WITH OR WITHOUT 

VEHICLES, MATERIALS AND EQUIPMENT TO AND FROM THE LAND AT HARVIL ROAD 

SHOWN COLOURED GREEN, BLUE AND PINK AND EDGED IN RED ON THE PLANS 

ANNEXED TO THE RE-AMENDED CLAIM FORM 

(3) to (35) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS LISTED IN THE SCHEDULE TO THE ORDER OF MR 

DAVID HOLLAND QC DATED 22 JUNE 2020 

 (36) PERSONS UNKNOWN CUTTING, DAMAGING, MOVING, CLIMBING ON OR OVER, 

DIGGING BENEATH OR REMOVING ANY ITEMS AFFIXED TO ANY TEMPORARY OR 

PERMANENT FENCING OR GATES ON OR AT THE PERIMETER OF THE HARVIL ROAD 

SITE, OR DAMAGING, APPLYING ANY SUBSTANCE TO OR INTEFERING WITH ANY 

LOCK OR ANY GATE AT THE PERIMETER OF THE HARVIL ROAD SITE WITHOUT THE 

CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS 

Defendants / Respondents 

 

 

 

FOURTH WITNESS STATEMENT OF SHONA RUTH JENKINS   

 

 

I, SHONA RUTH JENKINS, of Eversheds Sutherland (International) LLP, 1 Callaghan Square, 

Cardiff, CF10 5BT, WILL SAY as follows:- 

1. I am a solicitor of the Senior Courts of England and Wales and a Senior Associate at Eversheds 

Sutherland (International) LLP with day to day conduct of this matter under the supervision of 

my partners.  I am authorised to make this Fourth Witness Statement on behalf of the Claimants 

in this claim. 
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1. Claimants 

2. Shona Ruth Jenkins 

3. Fourth 

4. SRJ3 

5. Date: 17 August 2020 

 

  2 

2. I make this statement, in support of the Claimants’ application dated 15 June 2020 (“the 

Substantive Amendment Application”) in order to update the Court on the steps taken by the 

Claimants to: 

2.1 serve the Order dated 22 June (“the Current Injunction”); and 

2.2 provide copies of the Notice of Hearing and the Claimants’ witness evidence in reply 

pursuant to paragraphs 20 and 22 of the Current Injunction. 

3. The matters I set out in this statement are within my own knowledge, unless stated otherwise, in 

which case I set out the source of my belief. There is now shown to me a paginated clip of 

documents which I exhibit hereto as SRJ3. Page numbers without qualification refer to that 

exhibit. Where I refer to “the Schedule” in this statement, that is a reference to the ‘overview’ 

schedule exhibited at pp. 1-4 of SRJ3. The contents of this statement and the Schedule are true 

to the best of my knowledge and belief.  

Overview of service pursuant to the Current Injunction 

4. The steps that the Claimants are required to take in respect of service of documents relating to 

these proceedings was streamlined on the making of the Current Injunction. Whilst the Claimants 

have sought to extensively serve all defendants including both persons unknown and the Named 

Defendants with a copy of the Current Injunction as is evidence by the detail below and the 

witness statement and certificates of service of Raymond Finch dated 3 July 2020, in respect of 

any further documents, the Claimants are required only to provide copies of those documents by 

(i) uploading links to their websites (ii) sending copies to email address which have been provided 

by any of the Named Defendants for the purposes of these proceedings or by delivering copies to 

any addresses or locations which have been provided as a place for service. 

5. As indicated above, the Schedule is a ‘snapshot’ illustrating what has taken place in respect of 

service / provision of documents since the Current Injunction was made. Where in the Schedule 

it states “N/A” next to a particular Named Defendant in any column, that means that this particular 

Named Defendant has not provided an email address to the Claimants for the purposes of these 

proceedings nor have they provided a physical address or location for service such that the 

Claimants are not required to provide copies of the further documents to them. Any such 

documents however are accessible on the websites referred to below or by contacting my firm for 

copies. 
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1. Claimants 

2. Shona Ruth Jenkins 

3. Fourth 

4. SRJ3 

5. Date: 17 August 2020 

 

  3 

Service of the Current Injunction  

Service on First, Second and Thirty-Sixth Defendants 

6. The detail of service of the June 2020 Order is set out in the witness statement of Raymond Finch 

dated 3 July 2020, together with certificates of service, all of which have been filed with the Court. 

In summary, however, on 1 July 2020 process servers instructed by my firm on behalf of the 

Claimants effected service of the following documents: 

(i) Letter from my firm dated 1 July 2020; 

(ii) sealed copy of the July 2020 Order attached to it an A3 colour copy of Plan A; and 

(iii) A3 laminated injunction warning notice 

by leaving copies in sealed transparent envelopes in conspicuous locations around the perimeter 

of the Harvil Road Site, including at and opposite the Vehicular Entrances as well as various 

encampments in the vicinity (including the ‘roadside’ protester camp at Harvil Road) so that 

persons who might be coming on to the land (or considering doing so) can access them.  

7. On the 30 June 2020, the Second Claimant updated its existing advertisement and published a 

notification of the making of the June 2020 Injunction in prominent location on the following 

website: 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/high-speed-two-limited  

8. On 6 July 2020, the existing notification on website https://hs2inhillingdon.commonplace.is/ was 

also updated to publish a notification of the making of the June 2020 Injunction and to provide a 

link to the sealed order.  

9. For completeness, I confirm that the notification on both websites also explained that further 

evidence filed by the Claimants in these proceedings would be available via those websites and 

therefore anyone who was interested in these proceedings ought to monitor the websites. It was 

explained on the websites that anyone wanting a copy of the hearing bundle should contact my 

firm by 17 August 2020 in order that arrangements for access to this could be provided when the 

hearing bundle was prepared. I confirm that, to date, three individuals (one of whom is an 

interested party and the interest of the other two is unknown) have been in contact requesting a 

copy of the bundle and arrangements are being made for them to have access to our document 

hosting platform for that purpose. 
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1. Claimants 

2. Shona Ruth Jenkins 

3. Fourth 

4. SRJ3 

5. Date: 17 August 2020 

 

  4 

Service on Third to Thirty-Fifth Defendants 

10. In respect of the Named Defendants, the ‘snapshot’ provided in the Schedule illustrates where 

service of the Current Injunction has taken place for each of the Named Defendants. 

11. In summary: 

11.1 On 30 June 2020: 

(i) D3, D4 and D31 were served under cover of a letter dated 30 June 2020 sent by first 

class and recorded delivery to their usual addresses. A copy of the Current Injunction 

was also sent to D3’s solicitors and barrister (Mr Mehta) by email on 30 June 2020 

and to D4’s barrister (Mr Powlesland) on the same day.  

(ii) D18, D28 and D32 were served by sending a copy of the Current Injunction to their 

email addresses given for service in these proceedings.  

(iii) D11, D15, D16, D19 and D20 were served under cover of a letter dated 30 June 2020 

sent by first class and recorded delivery to their last known addresses. 

11.2 On 1 July 2020:  

(i) D8, D21, D22, D23, D26, D29, D35 were served with the Current Injunction with a 

covering letter addressed to each of those individuals at the locations they had 

previously given the Claimants for service as set out in the Schedule. 

(ii) D7, D9-D14, D17-D20, D24, D25, D27, D30 and D34 were served by leaving copies 

of the Current Injunction with a covering letter addressed to each of those individuals 

at the ‘roadside’ protest camp at Harvil Road. In the case of D7, D12 and D14, camps 

at Harvil Road have been given as an address for those individuals previously. 

(iii) D10, D14, D17, D25 and D27 were served by leaving copies of the Current 

Injunction with a covering letter addressed to each of those individuals at the 

Crackley Protest Camp. In the case of Ds25 and 27, this was a previous given address 

and in the case of D14, it has been previously confirmed by other occupants of the 

camp that she does reside there. 
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1. Claimants 

2. Shona Ruth Jenkins 

3. Fourth 

4. SRJ3 

5. Date: 17 August 2020 
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Claimants’ Reply Evidence  

12. On 27 July 2020, the Claimants’ filed evidence in reply pursuant to paragraph 25 of the Current 

Injunction. This included a third witness statement of Mr Perin and a third witness statement of 

Mr Jordan together with exhibits (“the Reply Evidence”).  

13. In addition and pursuant to paragraph 25 of the Current Injunction: 

13.1 On 27 July 2020 a link to the Claimants’ Reply Evidence was created on the websites 

referred to at paragraphs 7 and 8 above and those documents uploaded.  

13.2 On 27 July 2020, I sent emails to D3 (and Mr Mehta and D3’s solicitors), D4, D9, D18, 

D28 and D32 attaching a copy of the Reply Evidence. I also indicated that videos are 

referred to in the third statement of Mr Jordan (“Jordan 3”) and links had been provided to 

those videos. I made clear that if they had any difficulties in accessing the videos that they 

should let me know and I would arrange for them to have access to my firm’s document 

hosting system. At the time of drafting this statement, only D3 - Ms Green has been in 

touch to ask for access to one of the video. Access was promptly provided by a trainee 

solicitor in my firm. 

13.3 On 27 July 2020, the Reply Evidence was sent by first class and recorded delivery to the 

addresses provided by D3, D4 and D31. Again, it was explained that the exhibit to Jordan 

3 contained links to video evidence and should there be any problems in accessing those 

that they should contact my firm.   

13.4 On 28 July 2020, the Reply Evidence was hand delivered to each of each of the following 

Named Defendants: D8, D21, D22, D23, D26, D29, D35 by leaving copies at the locations 

they had given for service as set out in the Schedule, again with a covering letter explaining 

about the links to the video evidence.   

14. The Claimants filed further evidence in support of their application on 14 August 2020 being a 

fourth witness statement of Rohan Perin together with an exhibit (“Perin 4”). A copy was provided 

to the defendants as follows: 

14.1 On 14 August 2020 a link to Perin 4 was created on the websites referred to at paragraphs 

7 and 8 above and those documents uploaded.  

14.2 On 13 August 2020, emails were sent to D3 (and Mr Mehta and D3’s solicitors), D4 (and 

D4’s barrister, Mr Powlesland), D9, D18, D28 and D32 attaching a copy of Perin 4. 
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2. Shona Ruth Jenkins 
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4. SRJ3 

5. Date: 17 August 2020 
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14.3 On 14 August 2020, Perin 4 was delivered by hand to the addresses provided by D3, D4 

and D31. Perin 4 was also hand delivered to each of each of the following Named 

Defendants: D8, D21, D22, D23, D26, D29, D35 by leaving copies at the locations they 

had given for service as set out in the Schedule. 

Notice of Hearing of the Substantive Amendment Application 

15. Paragraph 22 of the Current Injunction required that: 

 

15.1 On 10 August 2020, each of the websites referred to above were further updated to provide 

a link to the Notice of Hearing and also to explain that anyone who wanted further details 

of the hearing should contact the court as indicated in the Notice. 

15.2 On 10 August 2020, I sent emails to D3 (and Mr Mehta and D3’s solicitors), D4, D9, D18, 

D28 and D32 attaching a copy of the Notice of Hearing. 

15.3 Whilst not required to do so, on 14 August 2020, a copy of the Notice of Hearing was also 

hand delivered to each of each of the following Named Defendants: D8, D21, D22, D23, 

D26, D29, D35 at the same time a copy of Perin 4 was provided as set out at paragraph 

14.3 

I believe that the facts stated in this witness statement are true. I understand that proceedings for 

contempt of court may be brought against anyone who makes, or causes to be made, a false statement 

in a document verified by a statement of truth without an honest belief in its truth. 

 

Signed:  

 

SHONA RUTH JENKINS    

Dated: 17 August 2020 
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Claim No: PT-2018-000098 
 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE BUSINESS 
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TRUSTS AND PROBATE LIST (ChD) 
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 (1) THE SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT 
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ANNEXED TO THE RE-AMENDED CLAIM FORM 

(3) to (35) THE NAMED DEFENDANTS LISTED IN THE SCHEDULE TO THE ORDER OF MR 

DAVID HOLLAND QC DATED 22 JUNE 2020 

 (36) PERSONS UNKNOWN CUTTING, DAMAGING, MOVING, CLIMBING ON OR OVER, 

DIGGING BENEATH OR REMOVING ANY ITEMS AFFIXED TO ANY TEMPORARY OR 

PERMANENT FENCING OR GATES ON OR AT THE PERIMETER OF THE HARVIL ROAD 

SITE, OR DAMAGING, APPLYING ANY SUBSTANCE TO OR INTEFERING WITH ANY 

LOCK OR ANY GATE AT THE PERIMETER OF THE HARVIL ROAD SITE WITHOUT THE 

CONSENT OF THE CLAIMANTS 

Defendants / Respondents 
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Herts and Middlesex Badger Group Statement 
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From: 
Frank Wood,  on behalf of Herts and Middlesex Badger Group,  My home address 3 Durler Gardens, Luton 
LU1 3TA.  Badger line 07860 210414, Registered Charity Number 1076878 

 
Subject: 
Effect of HS2 enabling work on badger setts in the Harvil Rd road area south of Harefield. 
 
We acknowledge that Harvil Road Wildlife Protection Camp have been in regular contact with Herts and 
Middlesex Badger Group on numerous occasions since 2017, with regard to the welfare of badgers in relation 
to HS2 enabling works around Harvil Road, Hillingdon.   We were first informed by the Badger Trust that they 
had received reports from a number of concerned locals, regarding groundwork being carried out by HS2 
contractors near to badger setts.  We raised these at a meeting with HS2 in January 2018 but the promised 
communication with them has not materialised until this month, when Badger Trust set up a meeting with 
ourselves and other badger groups along the proposed route, with the Phase 1 Head of Ecology.   This is a very 
welcome development after 3 years of trying to follow up wildlife welfare issues and we will finally hope to be 
able to address some of our concerns. 

Christine Wood, Chair of Herts and Middlesex Badger Group and other members of our badger group have 
visited the surrounding areas to this site on numerous occasions to follow up concerns, from the Wildlife 
Protection Camp and other locals. We visited the 20-hole badger sett  in woodland adjacent to Dews Lane, that 
the badger group have held on record for over 30 years.   We found signs of badger activity, numerous holes, 
bedding, hair, latrines, badger paths, evidence of foraging as well as sightings of cubs last year.   CEO Badger 
Trust has visited this site on a couple of occasions, as has DC Sarah Bailey from the Met Wildlife Crime 
Unit.  The badger activity has been affected by HS2 works but there were still active badger holes and activity 
earlier this year   There have been badger sightings and the sound of badgers fighting heard this month on 
Dews Lane.  This wood is now on enclosed by construction activity on four sides.  On our survey on Wednesday 
20th May,  we noted the wood had been enclosed by security fencing and the area inside the fencing patrolled 
24/7 with  security guards and  dogs at night   The garage backing onto the wood has been demolished using 
heavy machinery earlier May 2020 and trees cleared right up to a known active hole inside the wood which we 
could see through the fence.   We are not permitted access to check on the welfare of the badgers but they 
will have undoubtedly been disturbed by the presence of the night security guards, lighting and demolition 
activities.  This construction activity has been carried out during cub season too.   
the side of the wood is being taken out for a pylon with piling being carried out as well as the lane 
widening.   We are hoping to hear about badger mitigation from our current discussions with HS2.    A 2 hole 
outlier near to the Harvil Road railway bridge at the top of Chiltern line network railway embankment, may 
have been mown over at beginning of 2020.   Damage could be clearly seen from the railway bridge although 
now hidden under spring regrowth.   Two dead badgers were subsequently reported on Harvil Road by 
locals.    On the far side of Dell Wood, accessed from Harvil Road the field has been flattened and with close-
planted saplings in plastic tubes with a new pond which is part of newt mitigation, we have been told.   These 
saplings were not watered as this was not practical and as a result, all reports are that most have died.   We 
would be interested to know the future of this site because if properly managed, it would have a positive 
impact on the survival of the badgers.   We will be following up on these specific concerns, in our forthcoming 
confidential meetings with the HS2 team. 

Frank Wood 

30th May 2020 
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EXHIBIT 2 
 

River Chess Association concerns  

D994
D854



 

River Chess Association concerns 

https://www.facebook.com/RiverChess/?__tn__=%2Cd%2CP-R&eid=ARAZ9zAyaz09-
pf2_ErD6MdEJ82ZKp1BPphUq7ftDpRtMc06-WvL9bCEiwT7dLGYAnLoFYlxwvQ0ggjB 

The River Chess Association has serious ongoing concerns for the rivers and lakes in its catchment 
area. 

RCA have posted evidence on the River Chess Association Facebook page date 30 May 2020. This 
shows chalk turbidity in Shardeloes Lake on 30 May 2020. This is believed to be resulting from bore 
holes which have just been sunk into the chalk 50m -70m to the side of Shardeloes Lake by HS2 
contractors. RCA has real concerns that this level of pollution has resulted from relatively minor 
works when two very large tunnels are planned for beneath the area. One of the tunnels is planned 
to go beneath the top end of the lake. Also there is concern that the drilling happened in Covid 19 
lockdown, at a time when less monitoring of water quality is being carried out.  

Paul Jenkins of the Association is happy to be contacted for any further evidence of impacts on their 
water courses.  Email paul.jennings@talk21.com 

Mr Jennings was also at lengths to say the RCA are following up enquiries with the Department of 
Transport regarding Affinity Water Ltd financial indemnity against HS2. In 2016 Affinity Water Ltd 
were granted a financial contingent liability. The RCA has asked the DfT to extend the liability to 
other stakeholders who will suffer financial losses due to impacts of HS2 contractors on the chalk 
aquifers. The aquifer here is the same aquifer as under the Mid Colne Valley, namely the Mid 
Chiltern Chalk aquifer. 

Some more pictures of Shardlowes Lake on the River Misbourne yesterday, here you can see the 
polluted turbid water mingling with the clean water  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This report was commissioned by Sarah Green as evidence in the case of Regina v. 
Green, heard at Uxbridge Magistrates Court on April 1st, 2019.    

The area of interest  (present study area) is that between North Breakspear Road, 
westwards to the Grand Union Canal, all within the Colne Valley, Borough of 
Hillingdon, London. On the Ordnance Survey map 172 (Explorer Series) the area is 
that between northings 05  08 and between eastings 87  89. This area is 
illustrated in Figure 1 below. 

 

Fig. 1: Area of study, Newyears Green, Hillingdon. 

This area lies within the valley of the River Colne, a present day tributary of the River 
Thames. It is an area which has undergone a complex geological history, having in 
the past, during to the Anglian Glacial period (470,000  420,000 years ago), been 
the valley of the Proto-Thames. This was a major river which flowed from the present 
Thames valley around Marlow, north eastwards via part of the current Colne Valley, 
through the Vale of St. Albans and on into the southern North Sea via southern East 
Anglia.   

This report will first describe the geology of the underlying Chalk succession of this 
area, together with the overlying Tertiary deposits of the Lambeth and Thames 
groups and the youngest superficial river terrace deposits deposited during the 
Anglian  Devensian periods. The geological history of the area will be summarised 
in the concluding chapter of the report. 
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2. CHALK OF THE COLNE VALLEY 

The White Chalk Subgroup of southern England as used by the British Geological 
Survey (BGS) is divided into seven formations, of these only three are of 
hydrological significance in the area under study; these being the Seaford Chalk 
Formation, the Lewes Nodular Chalk Formation and the New Pit Chalk Formation. 
Each of these will be discussed in some detail as they constitute major aquifer units 
in the London region. 

The Chalk occurs within the London Basin, which is a major asymmetric synclinal 
structure formed as a result of early Alpine tectonic movements during the 
Palaeogene Period. This is illustrated in Figure 2, in which the light green coloured  

 

Fig.2: Section across the London Basin from southern Bedfordshire in the north to the North 

Downs in the south. (From: Catt, 2010).   

White Chalk Subgroup can be clearly seen dipping gradually from the Chiltern Hills 
to the north into the valley of the River Thames. It reappears on the southern margin 
of the London Basin along the line of the North Downs. 

2a. Stratigraphic Units 

Studies carried out in the London Basin indicate that the youngest chalk in the region 
is the Seaford Formation. No younger chalks (Newhaven Formation and younger 
formations) have been proven. The record of Newhaven Formation chalk in the 
Harefield area by Bailey & Wood (2010, figure 3.1.) is known to be incorrect, as 
subsequent analysis of the chalk in this area proved that it belongs to the Seaford 
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Formation. For the purposes of this report it is deemed unnecessary to examine 
formations deeper that the New Pit Chalk Formation. 
New Pit, Lewes and Seaford formations have very different lithological 
characteristics which may impact on water flow in the area, both above and below 
the surface. 

New Pit Chalk Formation 

The New Pit Chalk is described by Morigi et al -

presence of the marl seams which characterises this unit, as these argillaceous clay 
seams, frequently between 1cm and 10cm thick, are extremely widespread, being 
recognised across the whole of southern England and in a number of cases even 
across to Germany.  

Ellison (2004) describes the New Pit chalk 

 

The most complete New Pit Formation section in the Chiltern area is that exposed in 
Kensworth Quarry near Dunstable (NGR TL015197). In the original description of 
this quarry by Mortimore et al. (2001) 15 metres of New Pit Formation were 
described (Fig. 4); subsequent additional excavation by the quarry owners plus 
measurements by Bailey & Wood (2010) at Baldock have proven that double this 
amount of this formation is present along the line of the Chilterns. Ellison (2004)
indicates 42 metres of New Pit Formation in boreholes in the London Basin.  

 

In addition to the characteristic marl seams and relatively low flint content it is also 
important to recognise the distinctive fracture system frequently logged in the New 

Fig.3: New Pit Chalk 
Formation, Kensworth 
Quarry, Dunstable, 
showing conjugate 
fracture system. 

 

Photo: Haydon Bailey 
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approximately 60o (Fig. 3). These fractures are key to the permeability of the New Pit 
Chalk, as water flow at depth will be concentrated along these structural lines.  

The New Pit is a major part of the Chalk aquifer because of the concentration of 
fractures present; however below the study area it is likely to be buried 40  50 
metres below the surface and water flow will be concentrated horizontally in 
association with marl seam levels. 

 

Fig. 4: Kensworth Quarry section, Dunstable  (From Mortimore 
et al., 2001) illustrating the marl rich, flint poor, New Pit Chalk 
Formation and the overlying Lewes Nodular Chalk Formation 
with increased flint content and capped by thick indurated 
chalk beds (Chalk Rock). 
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Lewes Nodular Chalk Formation 

The Lewes Nodular Chalk has very different characteristics to those described for 
the New Pit chalk. The Lewes 

et al, 
op.cit.). The hard nodular chalks occur as a series of condensed hardgrounds, 
principally the Chalk Rock and the slightly higher Top Rock, both of which occur 
throughout the Chiltern area. These beds are extremely hard and were often used as 
quarry floors in old quarry workings regionally. The typical sequence seen 
throughout the Chiltern region, with minor variations in thickness, is that recorded at 
Kensworth Quarry and illustrated as Figure 4. The hardness of the Chalk Rock unit 
where it occurs below the floor of the Colne Valley will provide a firm substrate into 
which piles can be driven, however in this area the Chalk Rock could be as deep as 
40  50 metres below the surface. 

Ellison (op. cit.) describes the Lewes Formation as  hard, nodular, 
locally iron stained and flinty. Marl seams, up to 0.1m thick, occur throughout. 
Hardgrounds occur locally, and at least some of the thickness variation in the Lewes 
Chalk may be caused by condensed sequences or depositional breaks at these 
horizons. Layers of flints are regularly spaced throughout the succession,....... At 
some horizons these flints almost interlock  

Joints systems are not as common in the Lewes Formation as the distinctive sets 

chalk seams are interbedded with extremely soft to very soft chalks. Because of this 
variation in competency between layers the more brittle hardgrounds tend to be 

variation may well account for the lack of overt fracture systems in the Lewes 
Formation, although Mortimore et al. (1990) note widely spaced conjugate joints in 
the Lewes Formation. 

 

Seaford Chalk Formation 

The youngest chalk recognised in the core area of the London Basin is the Seaford 
Chalk Formation. This is the more typical white chalk with regular flint bands that 
most people would consider to be a  According to Morigi et 
al. (op. cit local shell rich 

This marl is another of the widespread clay seams recognised across much of 
southern England. The Seaford Formation comprises a uniform, very fine chalk with 
a relatively high microporosity, making it a major aquifer through southern England 
(Mortimore et al., 1990). 
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The uniform nature of the Seaford Formation chalk again makes it more susceptible 
to fracturing and Mortimore (2011) notes the typical 70o fracture systems in the Belle 
Tout Member of Seaford Formation; this being the oldest part of the formation and 
that present along line of the Colne Valley. 

The Seaford Formation is very rarely exposed in the region and probably the best 
examples nearest to the present study area are the chalks of Pinner Chalk Mines
(NGR TQ 115905). These mines are now closed to public access and were originally 
worked until the mid-Victorian period (Fig. 5). 

 

The chalk immediately underlying the Palaeogene unconformity at the Harefield 
Chalk Pit (Fig. 6) has been dated by Dr. Lam Gallagher (pers. comm.) as earliest 
Santonian, thereby placing it into the upper part of the Seaford Formation. 

 

Fig.5: Seaford Chalk Formation, 
Pinner Chalk mines, showing 
regular distribution of flint bands.

Photo: Ken Kirkman 

Fig.6: Unconformity surface 
between the Seaford Chalk 
Formation and the overlying 
Upnor Formation, Harefield 
Chalk Pit (NGR TQ 049898), 
showing common 
crustacean burrows 
(Glyphichnus harefieldensis) 
down into the chalk.  

Photo: Haydon Bailey 
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The comparative ages of the two rock units (Seaford Formation and Upnor 
Formation) above and below the unconformity surface are 85 million years and 56 
million years respectively. Therefore this burrowed surface represents a time gap of 
approximately 29 million years. During this extensive period the formation of the 
London Basin, due to the subsidence of older underlying rocks commenced. Chalks 
younger than the Seaford Formation, which are believed to have been deposited 
across southern England between 85 and 65 million years, were subsequently 
eroded away. This took place during the next eight to nine million years covering 
much of the Paleocene Epoch.        

(see below) and that the chalk below this river bed will have been broken up and 
disaggregated due to the action of water, and freeze/thaw during this period. The 
normal structural qualities and integrity of this formation may therefore have been 
damaged during this time.                                                                                                                            

 

2b. Chalk Hydrogeology 

Ellison (2004) 
has a high porosity, commonly of the order of 35 percent (Bloomfield et al., 1996), 
but the pores are extremely small and thus the hydraulic conductivity of the Chalk is 
very low, with values averaging around 10-3 m/day. The ability of the Chalk to act as 

 

In order to understand how the chalk behaves as an aquifer, it is important to 
recognise first that the chalk as a sediment is largely composed of microscopic 
fragments of microfossils or nannofossils. These plate shaped nannofossil fragments 
are frequently between 5 microns and 30 microns in size and consequently any pore 
spaces between them will be equally as small, if not consistently smaller. 

  

Fig.7: Scanning electron micrograph of 
Seaford Chalk showing nannofossil plates 
and nannoscale porosity. Note 10 micron 
scale bar along lower border.  

Photo: Rory Mortimore 
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A fluid would be held within the matrix porosity of the chalk if the rock was uniform 
throughout, however we have already noted that chalk is not a uniform sediment and 
because of this, the porosity varies and fluid flow through it will also vary. For 
considerable time the Chalk was assumed to behave similarly throughout with 
regards to fluid movement, however since the recognition of the different chalk 
formations (Mortimore, 1986) regional mapping has proven the persistent nature of 
lithological variations within the Chalk. These lithological variations are now 
recognised to be stratigraphically controlled and as such will exert controls on fluid 
flow within formational units. 

Water flow through the chalk will be concentrated at certain levels. The location of 
these levels will be controlled by two important factors: 

i) The presence of lithological barriers within the chalk, such as marl seams, 
flint bands (particularly continuous sheets flints) and hardgrounds. 

ii) The presence of fracture systems. 

In the chalk succession identified in the study area all these factors can and will 
occur, so they are considered here on a formation by formation basis. 

Seaford Formation: A uniform soft chalk lithology, but with numerous flint bands. 
The microporosity of this formation is high (c.35%) and there are numerous flint 
bands. Most of these comprise nodular flint bands allowing water flow through and 
between them, however there are well known tabular flint bands present (e.g. 

unless fracture were also present. 

It is known that the lower part of the Seaford Formation has numerous fracture 
systems and that fracture systems tend to be most obvious in the upper few tens of 
metres below the surface. However, it is also noted (Ellison, 2004) that important 
water-bearing fractures have been shown to extend to depths of the order of 50 m 
below the water table. This would also have been the case during glacial times and 
sediment field pipes have been recorded at least 55 metres below the surface at 
Kensworth Quarry in the Chilterns and there is the possibility that similar glacial karst 
generated pipes could exist in the study area too. 

The Seaford Formation is closest to the surface in the study area and it is likely to be 
highly fractured. It has also been exposed to freeze/thaw disruption during the 

which is badly broken up as a result of these natural processes.  

This formation which is up 50 metres thick in this area, is likely to be the prime water 
bearing unit within the aquifer due to the presence of common natural fractures. 
However, it has been exposed to superficial damage due to the natural processes 
described above and it should therefore be regarded as not being particularly robust, 
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it is susceptible to pollution in the study area due to the presence of manmade 
pollutants in the Newyears Green area (see below). 

Lewes Chalk Formation: The hardgrounds present in the upper part of this 
formation will show the greatest concentration of vertical fracture systems and 
porosity through these harder units will also be reduced due to cementation and 
mineralisation closing the pore spaces originally present. There are two key marl 
seams within the Lewes Formation, these being the Caburn and the Southerham 
Marls. Both marl seams show consistent thicknesses throughout the region of 0.08 
m to 0.10m and, because of these consistent thicknesses, they will act as significant 
permeability barriers, blocking vertical water movement. 

Mineralisation within the pore spaces in the Lewes Chalk is more common than that 
seen in the overlying Seaford Chalk and therefore the natural porosity will be 
reduced. This formation tends to act as a secondary aquifer in this region.   

New Pit Chalk Formation: This marl rich chalk unit is the most deeply buried 
formation being considered currently in the study area, potentially as much as 100 
metres deep. As such, it is possibly less likely to act as a major aquifer. Marl seams 
are common, including the New Pit marl seams and the Glynde marl seams. These 
will act as barriers to water flow, particularly to vertical fluid movement. Any water 
flow would be concentrated along lines of lateral movement particularly if joint 
systems which are known to occur commonly in the New Pit Formation, remain 
open. Flints are very rare within in this unit, and sheets flints will occur only 
sporadically in localised areas; as such these should not affect fluid flow. 

Fractures: As already noted above particular levels within the Chalk succession are 
more susceptible to fracturing. These tend to be those levels where the chalk 
comprises a uniform very fine matrix. Within the New Pit to Seaford formation 
succession this will tend to be within the Seaford Formation and within the New Pit 
Formation. The Seaford Formation is at or close to the surface in the study area and 
because of this any fracture systems have the potential to be open and therefore 
active as conduits for water flow.  

The complex fracture system known to exist within the New Pit Formation may 
increase transmissivity within the chalk of the study area, although the depth of burial 
of this formation may reduce fluid movement.  

Solution features: Periglacial solution features occur commonly to the north of the 
Colne Valley and there is no reason to assume that they will not occur to the east of 
the river into the Hillingdon area. Swallow holes are documented around the 
Denham area and Catt et al. (2010) illustrate a number of natural solution cavities in 
the Chalk of southwest Hertfordshire in the area around Harefield. As already noted, 
natural solution features, where they have been documented at depth, may act as 
open conduits in excess of 50 metres below the ground surface. 
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Catt et al. (op.cit.) -horizontal and 
resemble an anastomosing network of sinuous flattened tubes rather than 
continuous sheet-like cavities (Price et al., 1993), though in addition there is often a 
thin band of widened vertical fissures close to the water table. Consequently water 
flow in the Chalk occurs more readily along the tubes than in other horizontal or 
vertical directions . 

Groundwater contamination: Morigi et al. (2005) note that the presence of karst 

However, it is also worth noting here that 
Chalk is covered by Quaternary clays and 

exhibits semi-confined (or semi-unconfined) conditions, pollution vulnerability is 
  

report produced by the Borough of Hillingdon in 2011 which designated the New 
Years Green Lane Landfill Site as Contaminated Land as defined by Section 78A of 
the Environmental Protection Act 1990. In this report it clearly states that the 
presence of clays in the Reading Formation 
completely prevent the passage of contaminated liquids unto the chalk aquifer 

 As a result of contamination in the Public Water supply from leachate, 
believed by the Environment Agency to be from this landfill site, the extraction of 
water at the Ickenham pumping station was ceased in May 1997. 

Furthermore, it is understood that monitoring boreholes located south of the landfill 
site were monitored during 2004 and, at that time, were still shown to contain high 
levels of contamination. Further analyses carried out by the Environment Agency 
and reported to the Borough Council in 2008 and 2010 reconfirmed pollution 
leakages at the New Years Green Lane site. 

It has already been indicated in this report that the chalk in the subsurface below 
Newyears Green will be the Seaford Formation. The lower part of this formation is 
known to be susceptible to fracture formation and, as a consequence, groundwater 
flow through it (transmissivity) is likely to be high. It is clear that as a result of these 
subsurface conditions there is contamination of the groundwater in this immediate 
area and this is what resulted in the closure of the Ickenham pumping station. It is 
also clear that the Environment Agency regard the landfill site at New Years Green 
Lane to be the most likely source of this contamination. 

As a comparison for the potential impact of contaminated groundwater in a chalk 
substrate attention is drawn to the description of a Bromate contaminant which was 
first introduced into the River Lea system in 2001 from a location north of St. Albans, 
Hertfordshire. The subsurface plume from this contamination site extended for at 
least 20 kilometres eastwards and bromate was still being extracted in large 
quantities from the aquifer in the area in 2009 (Catt et al., 2010).  
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The chalk of the study area is extremely sensitive to any form of contamination and 
as the regional dip of the chalk succession in this area is to the south into the 
London Basin, any contamination has the potential to spread rapidly and to extend 
into other groundwater sources. 

 

3. LAMBETH & THAMES GROUP SEDIMENTS 

The basal boundary between the Lambeth Group and the underlying Seaford 
Formation chalk is illustrated in Figure 6, which clearly shows the intense burrowed 
unconformity surface, the burrows being described as being of crustacean origin 
(Glyphichnus harefieldensis).  

The Lambeth Group in the study area comprises a basal unit (0.3 m) of Upnor 
Formation (basal flint pebble conglomerate bed with glauconitic sand matrix) which is
overlain by 1.2 m of sand and clay (Bateman, 1988). This conglomeratic unit could 
be a lateral equivalent of the Hertfordshire Puddingstone. The nearest in-situ
example of this distinctive rock unit is probably that exposed in the shaft down into 
Pinner Chalk Mines.  

The overlying Reading Formation (grey and brown clays and silty sands). The total 
thickness of this formation is in the order of 10 metres. (Daley & Balson, 1999). The 
boundary between these two formations may be difficult to determine (Ellison, 2004).

The overlying Thames Group sediments comprise a section of London Clay as 
indicated on the current geological map for the area (BGS Sheet 255, 2005 
Beaconsfield) (see below - Fig. 8). The precise thickness of this unit at Newyears 
Green is not known, as the nearest exposure is that at Harefield Chalk pit where 
approximately only 4 metres of section are recorded (Daley & Balson, 1999). Morigi 
et al. (2005) indicate a maximum thickness of 48 metres of London Clay Formation 
around Northwood, just to the northeast of the study area. 

Morigi et al. (op. cit.) record that in the present study area Lambeth Group sediments 

only thin perched water tables and seepages at the interface with the underlying clay 

aquifer locally and the overlying London Clay is an impermeable aquiclude. 

Newyears Green Bourne rises on the London Clay, probably as a result of the 
impermeable nature of these sediments. It flows across the Lambeth Group south of 
Highways Farm and into the lake immediately west of Dews Farm.                                                               
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4. QUATERNARY SEDIMENTS 

There is a forty five million year time gap between the deposition of the London Clay, 
seen around Northwood and Newyears Green and the overlying Pleistocene sands 
and gravels of the Quaternary period.  

The Quaternary history of the Colne Valley is the key to the topography seen today. 
During the early part of the Pleistocene (before 0.5 million years ago) a major river, 
the Proto-Thames, flowed from around Marlow north westwards through to the Colne 
Valley around Rickmansworth and on into the Vale of St. Albans. This river 
eventually emptied into the southern North Sea through the southern part of East 
Anglia. Sediments deposited by this river still exist to the north of the study area and 
these are referred to as the Beaconsfield Gravels. 

During the Anglian Glacial period (470,000  420,000 years ago) major ice sheets 
encroached over the Chiltern Hills to the north and reached as far south as the Vale 
of St. Albans. Here the ice sheets blocked the flow of the Proto-Thames River and 
caused the formation of an ice-dammed lake which eventually flooded the Colne 
Valley. For several thousand years sediments carried by this river flowed into the 
lake and formed a delta like structure and the resulting sands are now referred to as 
the Winter Hill Gravels. These occur as thick deposits capping the hills to the west of 
the Colne Valley around Denham Green/Denham aerodrome. These sands and 

Fig.8: Surface 
geological map of the 
Newyears Green area 
taken from BGS 2005 
Beaconsfield sheet, 
showing outcrop of 
London Clay underlying 
the study area. 

(From BGS Sheet 255, 
Beaconsfield) 
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gravels are not mapped to the east of the Colne Valley, although it may be presumed 
that time equivalent lacustrine clays could have been deposited in the ice dammed 
lake. These have been seen by the author, further north, in the M25 excavations 
around the junction with the M1 motorway. 

 
Subsequent to the Anglian glacial period erosion of glacial deposits further to the 
north east resulted in the deposition of sands and gravels within the Colne Valley. 
Two phases of sand deposition are mapped by the BGS is the study area, namely 
the Taplow Gravel, which is loosely dated as Hoxnian  Ipswichian, (200,000 
150,000 years ago) and the Shepperton Gravels which were deposited as outwash 
during the last (Devensian) glacial period (12,000 years ago). It is the Shepperton 
sands and gravels which have been extensively extracted from the Colne Valley 
resulting in the formation of the lakes which currently flood the valley floor. 

 
5. GEOLOGICAL HISTORY 

As originally indicated, the area around Newyears Green Bourne has undergone a 
complex geological history. The geological succession described started within the 
Chalk succession at the base of the New Pit Formation as this is most likely to be the 
floor of the hydrologically active succession in the study area. 

This geological history is tabulated below and it is worth noting that of the 90 million 
years represented by this table we have no information for at least 75 million of those 
years during which time there has been extensive uplift and erosion of sediments 
deposited and subsequently lost. 

 

Fig.9: Ice age history of the 
Thames Valley and the Colne 
Valley show A) the route of the 
Proto-Thames from Marlow to the 
Vale of St. Albans, B) the location 
of the ice-dammed lake into the 
Colne Valley with the deltaic 
deposition of the Winter Hill 
Gravels and C) the final route of 
the modern day River Thames. 
(From BGS Sheet 255, 
Beaconsfield). 
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AGE  LITHOSTRATIGRAPHIC UNIT  LITHOLOGY   

0.01 ma Shepperton Gravels    Last glacial outwash 

0.15 ma Taplow Gravels    Inter-glacial outwash 

0.45 ma Winter Hill Gravels    Ice-dammed lake deposits 

1ma  Beaconsfield Gravels   Proto-Thames deposits 

---------------------------------  45 million year time gap   ----------------------------- 

54ma  London Clay Formation   Impermeable clays 

---------------------------------  1 million year time gap   ----------------------------- 

  Reading Formation    Clays and silty sands 

56 ma  Upnor Formation    Glauconitic sands & pebble 
        beds 

---------------------------------  29 million year time gap   ----------------------------- 

85 ma  Seaford Chalk Formation                         White chalk with flints 

  Lewes Chalk Formation   Nodular chalk 

90 ma  New Pit Chalk Formation    Marl rich chalk 
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6. CONCLUDING COMMENTS 

In this report I have attempted to summarise the geology and associated 
hydrogeology of the sedimentary succession likely to be encountered through the 
subsurface below the Newyears Green area of Hillingdon, north west London. This is 
an unusual brief and one which is well outside the normal range of geological reports 
I am called upon to write.  

I have attempted to maintain a non-technical vocabulary throughout this report, but 
this is almost impossible when dealing with geological concepts which are well 

have strayed into more technical language, if this is unclear then I am happy to 
expand my explanation in order to provide as full a description as required, in order 
to present a complete geological history and description of the area. 

It is important to recognise that the Chalk aquifer which the London Basin depends 
upon for its daily water supplies is a complex and delicately balanced system which 
is easily damaged. Over abstraction from the chalk aquifer in the London Basin 
lowered the water table during the early part of the twentieth century and it is only 
over the last thirty  forty years that careful management of water usage and 
abstraction has resulted in the water table rising again to levels seen in Victorian 
times.  

There is strong evidence in the Newyears Green area that the aquifer was damaged 
and polluted due to the presence of leachate from the adjacent landfill site. Water 
extraction from the Ickenham pumping station was stopped because of this in 1997 
and the area is still affected.  

In this area therefore there is already documented evidence of damage to the water 
abstraction system. As indicated above, the aquifer in this area is susceptible to 
damage and the utmost care should be maintained in order not to damage it further. 
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EXHIBIT 4 
 

LBH  Record of Determination that NYGB is 
contaminated land 

 
Dated 26th May 2011 
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EXHIBIT 5 
 

Schedule of Sarah Charmian Green 
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Schedule - SG response to SRJ1. 

Para No Assertion Response 
14.2 Extensive arguments against the 

scheme were again considered 
Information was given to the court for 
consideration. However Holland Order para 23. 
Not hear to give a view on the merits or 
demerits of the scheme 

14.3  Claim that Defendants should be 
removed as Not seen in vicinity of 
Harvil Road recently, and so were 
not considered to be a risk of 
unlawful conduct by them. 

This claim did not happen. My reason that I 
presented to the Hearing 16th May 2019 was 
that I had not breached the previous injunction 
and the Claimants had not presented evidence 
to the contrary. 

14.4 Judge not minded to remove names 144 Holland judgement also states (The third 
and Fourth Defendants) have not been guilty of 
any breach of the terms of this order.  

actions before the first interim injunction. 19 
Feb 2018 (which I did not breach). 
But also at the time of the Injunction hearing 
May 2019 I had a charge against me for 
Aggravated Trespass which was dismissed in 
August 2019.HS2 did not prove possession of 
the land. 

15 A third substantial hearing related to 
this site in November 2019 

This is very relevant as the Possession Order 
granted 28 Nov 2019 was enacted on 7 January 
2020. However the attached Possession Map 
was not used. Instead a much larger area of 
land was evicted in the Enforcement 
Operation. 

16 Portion of the Land subject to the 
2019 Injunction was occupied by 
protesters, who included previously 
named defendants Ms Sarah Green 

False accusation. 
The Portion of Land subject to the possession 
order that was occupied by protesters was a 
section of public footpath U34. This section 
became subject to the Injunction once public 
RoW were closed. I did not occupy that section. 
I was in occupation of the Protestor 
Encampment in the main camp field, opposite 
Gate 2 Harvil Road (camp field).  
 

17 - 19 SRJ1 17 -19 I broadly agree 
20 Defendants failed to comply with the 

Possession Order failing to vacate  
I was not on land subject to the Possession 
Order. I was on the Protester Encampment 
which was evicted on 7 January 2020, at same 
time as the Possession Oder was enacted.  

21  I broadly agree 
22 

is situated on local authority land on 
 

The camp field was occupied lawfully in 
November 2017, with knowledge of the tenant 
farmers who rented from LBH. The camp field 
remained occupied throughout 2018 and 2019. 
This was the safe sleeping place and living 
place, away from the Harvil Road. 
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The map of the original injunction 19th 
February 2018 and the Holland Order May 
2019 both show on the map the Protestor 
Encampment marked Black, opposite Gate 2 in 
purple, in the field. 
Google satellite view evidence (Ex 14) 
Photo 1.  Google May 2018 shows tent in field 
Photo 2. Google June 2019 shows more tents 
in field and some now towards the Load Test 
Pile Site which is in the adjacent field. The 
camp field has never been subject to an 
injunction application. 
 

22 cont 
peaceful and / or does not impact 
the Claimants and their contractors. 
It is also permitted by the terms of 
the 2019 Injunction, and no part of 
this application is intended to affect 
that. 

The actions of HS2 during 2020 have been 
intended to affect the Harvil Road Protest 
camp in the following ways; removal of 
sleeping and living areas the camp field eviction 
7th Jan 2020. The closure and blocking off of 
Dews Lane (May 2020) and U34 footpath 
diversion (August 2019) preventing access to 
canal area and Harefield Marina to empty porta 
loos. 22 May 2020 Blocking off pedestrian 
access to Dews land and blocking off water 
supply tap. 

  HS2 7 Jan Possession Land. On January 7th 2020 
a map (Ex 8) was left at the camp fire meeting 
point sometime very early in the morning. This 
map is titled HS2 7 Jan Possession Land. This 
map is a remake of the viaduct plan with the 
demarcation of land plots overlaid. There is no 
correlation between the colours and markings 
on the map and the legend. Blue line and light 
tan demarks the area of land subject 
repossession under the Holland possession 
order PT-2019-000798 of 28th November 2020. 
The large area in pale blue enclosed in red line, 
is the camp field. This is not included in either 
the injunction or possession maps.  
 

  Camp field eviction 7 Jan 2020. At some time in 
the morning a great deal of people entered the 
camp field, including High Court Enforcement 
officers, HS2 security guards, the police and 
LBH officers. Throughout the course of the day 
I remained in the camp field. I was asked to 
leave by enforcement officers whom I spoke to. 
I also spoke to the police and the Hillingdon 
Council personnel.  I pointed out that 
possession order PT-2019-000798 did not cover 
the camp field. I showed the officers a 
laminated copy of the land possession map for 
PT-2019-000798. I draw attention to the 
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injunction map and explained that we were 
recognised on the Injunction PT-2018-000098 
at our location. I drew attention to the Legal 
Warning notices attached to each tent.  

  There were several versions of the Legal 
Notices which were attached to each tent and 
structure. Some were laminated and some 
contained in plastic wallets. The notice that I 
showed the enforcement officers, Police and 
LBH officers stated this was not a residential 
building, that we occupy the property. That any 
entry or attempt to enter into these premises 
without our permission is therefore a criminal 
offence as any one of us who is in physical 
possession is opposed to such entry without 
our permission. That if you attempt to enter by 
violence or by threatening violence we will 
prosecute you. You may receive a sentence of 
up to six months imprisonment and/or a fine of 
up to £5,000. The occupiers. 

  Evict
leave voluntarily I would be forcibly removed 
and that I would not be allowed back to collect 
my belongings. I was carried from the field at 
around 3.30pm by approximately six bailiffs 
and left on the pavement of Harvil Road. 

23 Separate proceedings for contempt 
of court are being contemplated in 
respect of such breaches 

I dispute being on the Land covered by the 
2019 Injunction 

23.2 There have been an increasing 
number of incidents of trespass on 
the wider Harvil Road Site not 

Claimants do intend to seek 
injunctive relief over this Additional 
Land in due course 

People are protesting on areas of land outside 
of HS2 possession however HS2 land ownership 
is expanding and changing rapidly. There is no 
communication channels with HS2 community 
liaison. 

24 The Claimants do not wish to stifle 
anti-
assistance to try to ensure that the 
protestors do not resort to unlawful 
direct-action protest. 

This is an area with active construction sites 
but also people still live and work here. The 
public frequently use the footpaths for exercise 
and have real concerns for existing wildlife. 
Being in the vicinity and actively monitoring 
and recording events so these can be disclosed, 
is lawful direct action protest. 

24.1 Works timetables and costs Works timetables and associated costs should 
not override completeness of environmental 
assessments and compliance with 
environmental regulations. 

24.2 Acts of trespass and obstruction are 
often accompanied by incidents of 
verbal harassment and physical 

I have not been aware of any incidents of 
verbal or physical harassment of contractors. 
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intimidation of contractors including 
some violence 

24.3 Very considerable police resources 
have been required to assist with 
incidents on the Harvil Road Site, at 
considerable public expense. 

The public expense of HS2 from the public 
purse is not acceptable. This includes taking 
out expensive court proceeding like this one. 

24.4 Fencing I have not moved, damaged or tampered with 
fencing or notices. Although my personal 
information has been displayed on fencing by 
the Claimants, which I object to and believe to 
be a breach of data protection. Information 
about my business and personal life has been 
put on display. 

24.5 Covid-19 I have been socially isolating at my home 
during this period and have not been to the 
Harvil Road Site. 

25 - 26 Protest camps have been set up on 
the wider Harvil Road Site severely 
disrupting works, such that there is 
an ongoing risk of parts of the site 
which are not currently subject to 
the 2019 Injunction 

Since the Protest camp in the camp field was 
evicted without court order in January 2020 it 
is not clear where people can stay to continue 
to protest. 

27-28 Substantive application I have received a letter stating the Claimants 
intension to name me in the Substantive 
Application. I disagree with their including my 
name in these proceedings. These proceeding 
are time consuming and overburdening. I have 
not been involved in conduct which warrants 
the inclusion of my name. 

29 
weeks been preparing a large scale 
and complex operation with High 
Court Enforcement Officers to 
remove those protest camps and 

-
relief without the need to seek 
assistance of the Court. Those 
matters significantly complicated 
the ability to frame a more 
substantive injunction: 

SRJ is referring to the January 2020 evictions. 
-

repeated. Notice of Eviction using Halsbury 
Laws was the only paperwork provided to 
protestors at the Dews Lane Garage eviction 12 
and 13 May 2020. This is the same for Road 
closure Dews Lane on 22 May 2020 and 
Denham Country Park protest camp eviction 27 
May 2020. 
I have not been present at any of the above as I 
have been in family isolation at home since 23 
March 2020. 
Relevance to legal position and not being 
ready to extend injunction 

29.1 Happily, that operation took place 
successfully on the 12 and 13 May 
2020 which resulted in the Claimants 
successfully recovering the land in 
question 

This clarifies that the self-help eviction was for 
the garage. HS2 demolished the garage on 19 
May. The Garage was not on injuncted land or 
subject to court order. 

30 - 31  Broadly agreed 
32 Covid-19 working from home HS2 construction has not ceased throughout 

the pandemic. There has been greater impacts 
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on ancient woodlands (in Warwickshire) than 
at any other time of the project. It is entirely 
wrong that management and administration 
services are slowed down went works on the 
ground have speeded up. 

33-38 Persons who they name as 
defendants to these proceedings on 
the intended substantive application 
will likely wish to be heard in 
response. 

I do not want to be named on those proceeding 
and do not think naming me is warranted. 
 

39 
number of persons against whom it 
is anticipated that the substantive 

 

My response letter is exhibited by SRJ at p. 123 
I have not done anything which could be 
considered to amount to a breach of the terms 
of the respective injunction orders and I would 
like my name removed from the substantive 
application.  

41 
along Harvil Road as a result of 
protest activity, whilst not 
eradicated, is lower than before 

 

Misleading. The Harvil Road is a hospital access 
road to Harefield Hospital which is a heart 
hospital. Protest (to the best of my knowledge) 
has always avoided blocking or obstructing 
vehicles on Harvil Road. 
The opposite is true of HS2. There have been 
regular and numerous road closures, partial 
road closures, obstruction by large vehicles, 
mud on the road, vehicles parked on the 
carriageway outside site entrances for hours. 
 

42  camps have more recently 
been set up (and continue to be set 
up) on the wider Harvil Road Site 
and not the Land also suggests that 
the injunction is having an effect. 

significant risk that protesters will 
seek to re-enter the Land and seek 
to occupy it on a more permanent 
basis 
 
 

Additional protest camp do not suggest that 
the injunction is having an effect. 
 
 
Feb 2018 injunction and May 2019 injunction 
claims were sort on land which was not 
occupied by protesters. The camps were not on 
the land in the injunction. 
Since 7 January 2020 eviction it is hard to know 
where people who wish to stay, can camp. 

43 - 45 
mandated by Parliament. 

All laws are mandated by Parliament. HS2 is in 
conflict with many mandated laws. Therefore 
should now be reconsideration by Parliament 

46-47 Sean Armstrong statement I was not involved in these incidents 
48 The writ of possession made in the 

2019 Possession Proceedings was 
enforced at the same time as 
statutory warrants made in respect 
of other parcels of the land at the 

 

used to evict the Protestor Encampment at 
camp field 7 Jan 2020. Please compare the 
Possession order map (Ex 7) and the 
Enforcement Operation Map (Ex 8).  
The Claimants were aware of the Protester 
Encampment being in the field which was 
evicted on 7 January. Evidence of this is 
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contained in an email from Patricia Thompson 
HS2 Community Liaison, to the Chairs 
committee from 21 August 2019 when a similar 
Enforcement Operation was planned but not 
carried out using a similar map. Please see 
exhibit Harvil Road land take Thursday 22 
August.  

49 The occupiers of the Land (and other 
parcels of the Harvil Road Site) did 
not leave voluntarily when asked to 
do so by James Tyler-Morris (who is 

this area) 

I was occupying the camp field, not included in 
the injunction and believe that I was not 
trespassing as an in situ occupant. 
I did not leave voluntarily as I believe the 
actions being taken by HS2 that day to be in 
breach of the terms of the injunction order. 
Legal Notices were displayed Exhibit 6. 

50 The Claimants considered the land 
subject to that Enforcement 
Operation to be free of trespass on 
16 January 2020 

At the time of the eviction we were not 
trespassers on the camp field. 

51, 52 Friday 17 January Over the weekend 17-18-19 January there was 
a planned road closure of the Harvil Road for 
tree removal. This was advertised on websites 
such as the Hillingdon commonplace HS2 
website. In the event, many people turned up 
and the road closure did not happen. I 
attended the protest for part of the day. I was 
not aware of the repossession of land at the 
site until I watched this on social media. 

 
55 -56 Covid-19 I have not visited the camp during lock down 

 

57.2 8th Feb 2020 No arrests were made. 
Due to the level of interference and 
the numbers of protesters on site, 
the works were eventually stopped 
on safety grounds. 

Storm Ciara hit south east England over the 
weekend 8th 9th February. Tree clearance was 
stopped officially on the afternoon of Saturday 
8th Feb due to the imminent storm. Tree 
clearance was cancelled on Sunday 9 February 
due to storm conditions. 

57.3 8 Feb 2020 

who were identified by the security 
 

 

On 8 February I was on the Harvil Road at the 
time of the Planned HS2 Road Closure for HS2 
vegetation clearance. I did not remove fencing 
or force my way in. This is a Public Road and 
public space, by being here I did not commit an 
unlawful act. 

58.9 On 18 February 2020 Sarah Green 
and Iain Oliver were noted by the 
site security officers as being active 
at the site entrance gates (West 
Gate 3) and behaving in a disruptive 
manner during this incident, for 
example by attempting to obstruct 

False accusation. On the morning of 18 
February I was made aware via social media of 
protest taking place at Load Test Pile Drive Site 
at Harvil Road. I then went to the Harvil Road 
protest site in particular the area outside Gate 
3. I dispute behaving in a disruptive manner or 
attempting to obstruct any vehicles.  
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the police vehicles entering and 
leaving the site when the arrests of 
Mr Brown and Mr Ruggles were 
made 

Video evidence (Ex 10) of incident showing 
James Brown leaving site entrance in Police 
vehicle. We are clapping so that he can hear 
support as he is partial blind. 
 Video evidence 

59.2 20 Feb 2020. Sarah Green and Mark 
Kier were on the bell-mouth at the 
compound gates and assisted Ms 
Walker with her equipment when 
she left the site at 17:05.  

Similar to above, I was made aware via social 
media of something happening at the Load Test 
Pile Site. I went to Harvil Road and was there. I 
did not do anything unlawful. 

60 - 71 1. 24 February, 23 March, 26 
March, 1 April, 16 April, 29 
April and 29 April. 

I was socially isolating at home and therefore I 
was not present at the site during this period. 

72.2 SRJ mentions the West London 
Rangers Air Rifle Club land. 

This is Dews Dell Wood a local nature reserve 
of Borough Importance. On HS2 plans the 
majority of the wood is marked as Not To Be 
Acquired or Used. The wood is occupied by 
badger setts which have been on the records of 
Herts and Middlesex Badger Trust for 30 years. 
The Badger Trust has visited the badger setts in 
this area including HS2 land and LBH land to 
monitor and badgers. 
A letter given to me from the Herts and 
Middlesex Badger Group outlines their ongoing 
serious concerns for the badgers in Dews Dell 
Wood. 
Also in the report evidences that the sett on 
the injuncted land near to the Chiltern line 
embankment has been destroyed with no 
mitigation. Exhibit 8 HS2 Plan 

73 The Council Injunction  
74 

position  they have no desire to 
prevent and they continue to respect 

protest. 
 
The Defendants have other means of 
expression and lawful protest 

The opposite is true in practice. During the 
period of time covering this order, the main 
camp (field camp) was evicted from the 
sleeping and living area away from Harvil Road. 
Access to empty the toilet has been blocked 
along Dews Lane ad U34 footpath. Access to 
drinking water has been blocked. No one 
knows under what law Dews land has been 
closed. Monitoring wildlife and concern about 
the wellbeing of the wildlife cannot be 
conducted from elsewhere. Similarly 
observation of the Piling or other works which 
potentially affect the water supplies and 
aquifer cannot to undertaken from elsewhere.  
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EXHIBIT 6 
 

Photographic evidence clarifying the field not 
in HS2 possession 

 
11th February 2019 
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Unlawful land damage 

 

Damage to field camp field, west of Harvil Road, opposite HS2 Gate 2. 

Photographs taken on 11 February 2019 when this land was not in possession of HS2 Ltd. Land 
possession of this field was not taken by HS2 Ltd until 22 August 2019. A great deal of damage was 
done to the surface of the field from which it never truly recovered. Cinnabar moths were just one of 
the conservation species wildly observed the previous summer 2018 all over the field during May 
and June 2018. In Spring Summer 2019 there were very few, butterflies, moths or bees observed due 
to contractor action on 11 February 2019. 
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EXHIBIT 7 
 

Possession Order map dated 28th November 
2019 
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EXHIBIT 8 
 

Enforcement Operation map dated 7th January 
2020 
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EXHIBIT 9 
 

Patricia Thompson email dated 21st August 
2019 
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From: Patricia Thompson 
Sent: 21 August 2019 16:35 
To: Alison Holtorp (alison.holtorp@eastcotera.co.uk); Beryl Upton (uptontb@btinternet.com); 
Brian Adams (badams4848@hotmail.com); Brian Cable (brian_cable@btinternet.com); 
Christine Leonard (chri5y@hotmail.com); Cllr Devi; Cllr Susan O'Brien 
(so'brien@hillingdon.gov.uk); David Crane (ickcranes@btinternet.com); Doreen McIntyre 
(dmlockcott@gmail.com); Keri Brennan (keribrennan@yahoo.co.uk); Lottie Jones 
(jones.lottie@gmail.com); Mike Rees (michaelrees@btinternet.com); Niki Samuel; Phil Taylor 
(ptaylor@altroy.co.uk); Philip Corthorne (pcorthorne@hillingdon.gov.uk); wendy hobday 
(wendyhobday@wendysworld.co.uk) 
CC: Andrew Mackinnon; Grant Blowers 
Subject: Harvil Road land take - Thursday 22 August  
Attachments: Notice of load test piling works off Harvil Road FINAL v2.pdf; Notice of Public 
Right of Way U34 closure 02.08.2019 .pdf 
 
 
Dear All, 
 
I wanted to give you some advance notice of a land take HS2 is doing on Thursday 22 August off Harvil 
Road. 
  
In order to undertake archaeology surveys and load test piling for the Colne Valley Viaduct, we will be 
taking possession of the land outlined in black in the map below.  To ensure public safety during these 
works, as you know the U34 public right of way footpath will be temporarily closed from 22 August until 
spring 2020.  I have attached copies of the notifications that have been sent to residents and are 
available on the local HS2 website HS2inHillingdon.   
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We are aware that part of this land is currently occupied by members of the public. Our Land and 
Property team have been out to site to speak with them and provide information of our intention to 
take possession of the land on Thursday.  
  
Please let me know if you have any questions. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Patricia 
 
Patricia Thompson | Senior Engagement Manager Area South | HS2 Ltd             

Tel:  020 7944 8962  | Mob: 07768 474 849 

Contact our HS2 Helpdesk team all day, every day of the year by:  
Freephone 08081 434 434 | Minicom: 08081 456 472 |Email: HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk  

To keep up to date with what is happening in your local area, visit: www.HS2inyourarea.co.uk 

 
 

This email is scanned and cleared by Websense. HS2 Ltd is registered in England and Wales. 
Registration Number 06791686, Registered office High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two 
Snowhill, Snow Hill Queensway, Birmingham, B4 6GA, England. The information contained in 
this e-mail is confidential and may also be subject to legal privilege. It is intended only for the 
recipient(s) named above. If you are not named above as a recipient, you must not read, copy, 
disclose, forward or otherwise use the information contained in this email. If you have received 
this e-mail in error, please notify the sender (whose contact details are within the original email) 
immediately by reply e-mail and delete the message and any attachments without retaining any 
copies. 
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EXHIBIT 10 
 

Video evidence of James Brown leaving the 
site 
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Exhibit 10 
 

Video Evidence of James Brown leaving the site 
 
 
 
 

https://m.facebook.com/story.php?story_fbid=953666
555054708&id=100012341167944 
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EXHIBIT 11 
 

Dews Dell Wood on HS2 Map 

D1056
D916



D1057
D917



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

EXHIBIT 12 
 

Video footage of HS2 Contractors in Dews 
Dell Wood 
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Exhibit 12 
 

Video footage of HS2 contractors in Dews Dell Wood 
 
 
 

 
https://www.facebook.com/sally.brooks.568/videos/101580
96791616257/ 
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EXHIBIT 13 
 

Article from Water Briefing website: Affinity 
Water applies for water abstraction to mitigate 

potential construction impacts of HS2 
 

Dated 28th January 2020 
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https://www.waterbriefing.org/home/company-news/item/16889-affinity-water-applies-for-water-
abstraction-to-mitigate-potential-construction-impacts-of-hs2 

Link above is to Water Briefing website and carries this article about Affinity Water (28 January 
2020). 

Tuesday, 28 January 2020 07:16  

Affinity Water applies for water 
abstraction to mitigate potential 
construction impacts of HS2  

 

Affinity Water Ltd has applied to the Environment Agency to vary 
an existing abstraction licence to mitigate the potential 
construction of the HS2 railway line by High Speed Two (HS2) 
Ltd. 

The application is to vary an existing licence which authorises the abstraction of 
groundwater from sites near Batchworth, West Hyde and Blackford 

Affinity Water has applied for an extension to the period it can abstract 32,120,000 
cubic metres per year from 31 March 2020 to 31 March 2025, after which the annual 
abstraction rate will reduce to 29,200,000 cubic metres per year. The limit applies to 
the combined abstraction at the three sites listed above and six other sites which are 
not affected by the proposal. 

The water company has also applied for an increase in the peak daily abstraction 
rate at the Batchworth site from 20,457 cubic metre per day to 28,000 cubic metres 
per day and at the West Hyde site from 20,457 cubic metres per day to 22,457 cubic 
metres per day, effective for 30 months. 

The licensed annual volume of water will not increase as a result of this -the increase 
in peak daily abstraction rates will only commence in the event that the Blackford 
site, which allows abstraction at a rate of 20,000 cubic metres per day, and/or other 
sites are affected by turbidity arising from construction of HS2 and are experiencing 
full or partial outage. 

Affinity Water said the water abstracted is for the purpose of public water supply and 
the variation will contribute to maintaining resilience of supply during episodes of 
peak demand. 

The proposal is not intended to enable the water company to supply High Speed 
Two Ltd with construction water. 
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EXHIBIT 14 
 

Protestor Encampment location in field camp 
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Protestor Encampment evidence of location in field; Google satellite view  

May 2018 one tent is visible in the field near Harvil Road. June 2019 seven tents are visible. 

 

 

D1063
D923



HILLINGDON GREEN PARTY 
From Graham J. Lee,  

58 Beech Avenue 
Ruislip,  

HA4 8UQ 
Telephone 020 8868 7852 

e-mail graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk

5th June 2020 

Initial distribution: 

Patricia Thompson – HS2  Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk tel: 020 7944 8962  mobile 07768 474 849 
Zania Khan – HS2 Project Lead for these works   * 
Mark Riddington, Senior Engineer National Grid   * 
Sabina Morgan-Bates, Project Engineer National Grid   * 
Graham Lee Hillingdon Green Party  graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk 020 8868 7852 07956 261902 
Niki Samuel, Hillingdon Green Party nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk  tel:01895 821108 
Sir Mark Worthington Independent Construction Commissioner- HS2 complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk
For information only: The remaining Officers of Hillingdon Green Party. 

*   This item and enclosure to be immediately passed on to the named National Grid staff by Patricia 
Thompson as agreed at the meeting on 11th February. 

Dear Ms Thompson, 

Thank you for your emails of 6th March and 27th May following our meeting on 11th February, my letters 
of 13th and 25th February and my email of 26th May. I attach copies of the emails as pages 1-7 and the 
notes of the meeting, proposal (which I now call Option 4 for reasons given below) and my letter of 18th 
March with clarification of the option following site visit on 14th March. 

I realise that you are having to handle every aspect of HS2 in Hillingdon. It is therefore quite reasonable that 
you have got very confused with the detail of the various options. 

This confusion goes back over a year.  Following my letter to National Grid Community Relations on 26th 
March 2019 I received an undated letter from Andrew MacKinnon which contained the following 
paragraphs. 

“National Grid has identified the possibility of utilising the canal via a barge to deliver certain ground 
investigation equipment.  However as the pylons are dismantled they will be cut to sections that are too 
large and heavy to use the canal as a suitable means of transport.”  

“Pylon ZC48 you refer to is currently a design of pylon which caters for angles up to and including 30 
degrees. Due to the alignment of HS2’s viaduct there is a requirement to increase the angle of the deviation 
and re-direct the overhead line route. The replacement pylon will be a different type of pylon capable of 
supporting the new angle. The larger the deviation angle, the more significant the pylon/foundation needs to 
be.” 

This set me thinking about other alternatives. In my letter to you on 2nd May 2019 to you I included the 
following paragraph Which I am here highlighting in red. 

“Now to the details. You say that pylon ZC48 is not suitable for a deviation in excess of 30 degrees and 
that a different designed pylon will need to be built as indicated on the plan. Looking at the plan I see that 
instead of linking the new line (blue on the plan) to pylon 48 if the link was made to pylon 49 this would 
make a deviation of significantly less than 30 degrees. My measurement on the map indicates around 15
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degrees. This would not necessitate any new pylon on the west bank (towpath side) of the canal. There 
would be a longer span from pylon 49 to one on the east of the lake (which I guess would then be called 
new 48 – counting from the new 44) This increased span is shorter than the length between new 44 and 
new 45, and would need less of a deviation on that new pylon than as shown in the well-publicised plan. 
The effect of this would be that no new pylon will be needed on the west side of the canal.” 

A letter (with postmark 12th June 2019) from Mr MacKinnon included the following as the only reference 
to this proposal. 

“We have shared the points you raise with the National Grid team.  The existing pylon ZC48 cannot be 
reused to carry the new alignment. As stated previously due to the location and height of the new HS2 Colne 
Valley viaduct there is a requirement to increase the angle of the deviation and re-direct the overhead line 
route. This is why the existing pylon cannot be used.”

Clearly if he had “shared the points raised with the National Grid team” as he stated, the National Grid Team 
would have corrected this. Therefore, I can only assume he did not pass on the complete information, or that 
the team were incompetent. 

I replied to Mr MacKinnon on 24th June 2019 with a much more detailed letter following a site visit.  

I included “I note however your recent letter makes no reference to the following paragraph from my letter 
of 2nd May to Patricia Thompson….”  I repeated the paragraph in red in that letter.  I now call this Option 1. 

In the very brief reply of 5th July 2019 Mr MacKinnon  made no reference to this Option or indeed Option 2 
or Option 3.  He just put in the following stock paragraph. 
“The route has been chosen by National Grid for a number of reasons; specifically, the alignment of HS2’s 
viaduct, but also topography, span length and height. The current alignment is based on detailed surveys as 
well as ground investigation work and technical design by National Grid. It represents the best design based 
on this range of factors.” 

This indicates the paragraph in red and indeed all three alternative proposals and information were not 
passed on to a competent National Grid employee with a request to consider this matter. 

For the avoidance of doubt I set out (in order of priority) the three options contained in my letter of 24th June 
2019.

1) The proposal contained in my letter to Patricia Thompson on 2nd May 2019 that instead of constructing a 
new pylon south of no 48 on the plan there be a direct link from existing pylon 49.  Please instruct National 
Grid Staff to fully evaluate this proposal and in particular find out the exact angle of deviation that this would 
create. This proposal would prevent any new pylon being constructed or installed to the west of the Grand 
Union Canal and hence no destruction of Denham Country Park (which is NOT on the route of HS2). This 
proposal is a direct link between pylon 49 and new pylon E using the map on page 4 of the letter of 
complaint. 

2) If there is a good reason why option 1 is not going to work then fully investigate a link between pylon 50 and 
Point E on the map on page 4 of my complaint letter.  Note pylon 50 is designed to take a major deviation 
from straight line so would be able to take the change in vertical alignment to the new pylon at point E.  I do 
note that this would involve a longer crossing of the lake, however I note that this span is far less than that 
between pylon 51 and 50. It has the advantage of not having any further crossing of the Grand Union Canal.  

3) If the length of span across the lake is considered excessive then I propose that a pylon be constructed at 
point F. This would need some vegetation clearance at and around point F The span across the lake would be 
much less than the National Grid proposal from a new pylon near point 48. 

You will recall that you assured me that the National Grid staff attending the meeting on 11th February 2020 had 
been sent all correspondence. At the time I expressed doubt in view of the amount of correspondence.  I specifically 
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asked you to make sure that they all had the letter and attachments of 24th June 2019 and that I wanted this to be 
the basis of the meeting.  This you agreed to. 

Please now refer to the notes of the meeting held on 11th February 2020 issued 25th February.  

Instead of taking the suggestions in the letter of 24th June 2019 in turn Mark Riddington (MR)  - Senior Engineer 
National Grid immediately went to Option 3 which is the only option that he had looked at prior to the meeting.  This 
option was the one illustrated on the map I included as page 4 of that letter. Full details of the consideration of Mr 
Riddington  of this option 3 are included in the notes of the meeting.   

I pointed out that this Option 3 was only if National Grid were not happy with a longer span between point E and 
pylon ZC050 across the lake. (Option 2). Mr Riddington had not considered that option, however as it was a much 
longer span he had to rule it out. 

I then introduced Option 1.  I repeated that in the letter from Mr McKinnon  in April 2019 he stated “Pylon ZC48 you 
refer to is currently a design of pylon which caters for angles up to and including 30 degrees…”  For that reason, I 
raised the possibility in my letter of 2nd May 2019 suggesting that as ZC48 and ZC49 appeared to be identical pylons, 
the link was made to ZC49 which appeared to be less than 30 degrees. This was not referred to in Mr MacKinnon’s 
letter postmarked 12th June 2019, however that letter just repeated that ZC48 cannot be reused to carry the new 
alignment.    

If this 7 month delay in dealing with Option 1 had not occurred I would have expected National Grid to investigate 
the possibility of putting a new pylon like ZC050 that would take a deviation up to and including 30 degrees  near 
ZC049. This would be a much smaller pylon than the HS2 proposed new one, therefore not needing such a 
substantial foundation hence saving a lot of cost to HS2. 

From this point I am separating out the installation of the new pylons from the dismantling of the redundant ones. 

When you considered the proposal briefly set out in my letter of 13th February 2020 (two days AFTER the meeting) 
you caused further confusion by also calling this Option 3.  I am going to call it Option 4 to avoid this confusion.  

This Option 4 is drawn out in the dark red lines on the photographic map left with me at the meeting.  For avoidance 
of doubt Option 3 is the light green lines and the HS2 proposed plan is shown in lighter orange.  

Option 4 is really a variation on Option 1 with a new pylon on the East side of the Canal. 

Option 4 allows the work on the new pylons to be carried out immediately, without having to wait for the 
Environment Agency to agree to works to construct the bridge over the River Colne. This is because there is good 
vehicular access to the new pylon. The work to remove redundant pylons south of the Chiltern Line is the only work 
to be carried out to the west of the Grand Union Canal.  This means that it can wait without causing any delays to 
the construction of the railway. 

The objections you made in your email of 6th March 2020 are as a result of your confusion between option 3 (which 
was discussed at the meeting) and Option 4 which was not on the table at that time. 

Your 1st objection “Space is too limited due to the lake, watercourse, roadway and canal”.  This was one of the 
reasons given against Option 3.  This was because for Option 3 it was not thought possible to adapt ZC050 to make a 
large change in the angle of deviation, so a new pylon would have to be constructed next to ZC050. Since this would 
have to be carried out whilst the power was on it would have to be further away at a point where there was less 
width.  This does not apply with Option 4. 

The pylon suggested in Option 4 is well away from any live cables.  At this point the live cables are on the other side 
of the canal!  There is space for the new pylon in Option 4.  Please read again the full details in my letter of 18th

March 2020. At my site visit on Saturday 14th March 2020 I measured the overall size of pylon ZC050 and also ZC046 
as 14m square including the foundations. I carried out measurements at a point just south of the point I marked on 
the plan submitted with my letter of 13th February. The width of clear ground between the canal bank and the 
trackway was 17m, the trackway had a width of 3m and there was clear gap of 7.5m between the trackway and the 
lake.  I said that the pylon could be put in the 17m gap between the canal and the trackway as one suggestion. I also 
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suggested that it could be constructed across the trackway with the pylon being centred on the central line of the 
trackway.  There would be a gap of at least 4m on each side of the trackway, even if it was decided to rotate the 
pylon by 15 degrees. This trackway is not a road, but an old quarry trackway which becomes a footpath south of 
ZC050. It is only used by fishermen in vehicles no larger than a transit van.  In your email of 27th May you say that 
National Grid standards do not allow for a road to run beneath a pylon.  I will remind you this is not a road, but is an 
old quarry track.  However this trackway can be diverted to the East by whatever distance is needed to provide 
adequate clearance.  HS2 are used to diverting roads, trackways and footpaths! 

Your 2nd objection to Option 4 “The placement of the pylon here would see an increased level of vegetation 
clearance”.  This is clearly your confusion with Option 3.  You will recall that Option 3 would need some dense 
vegetation cleared around point F and as it had a long run between the track leading up along the east side of the 
lake there would be a large number of trees that would have to be cut down. The same does not apply to Option 4. 
The amount of vegetation clearance for Option 4 is a lot less than required for the HS2 design. The HS2 design not 
only has vegetation clearance under the line of the pylons both sides of the canal, but also a very large amount of 
clearance around the extremely big and bulky pylon for a deviation of around 80 degrees.  In addition a large 
number or trees and other vegetation will be removed to allow the construction of a temporary roadway for the 
transport of construction materials and a massive crane all for the new pylon that HS2 wish to install on the west of 
the Grand Union Canal.  That is far in excess of the vegetation clearance suggested in Option 4.  

Your 3rd objection to Option 4 “National Grid would still need to install trackway between the towers to 
establish safe working areas.”  I will deal with that later as it is only to do with the decommissioning and 
demolition of the redundant towers. 

Your 4th objection to Option 4 “National Grid would still need to get a tractor or winch to site to pull the 
towers over.”  Like the third objection I will deal with that later as it is only to do with the demolition of the 
redundant towers. 

Your 5th objection to Option 4 “Some parts of this proposal fall outside of the limits of the HS2 Act and the 
work has to be constructed within these limits.”  This is another case of you confusing Option 4 with Option 
3.  The additional pylon proposed in Option 3 is quite clearly outside the limits of the HS2 Act.  In your map 
“ZC49 Access” the whole area around the proposed Option 4 additional pylon is shown as hatched.  At our 
meeting on 11th February 2020 you said that this was to show the area covered by the HS2 Act and was not 
to indicate that the hole of that area was intended to be fenced off or made into temporary roadways or 
enclosures. Even if this pylon position was not within the limits of the HS2 Act I would like you to be aware 
that this particular land and all the way down the old quarry track and the land both sides is owned by 
Hillingdon Council.  Under the terms of the Deed of Agreement drafted by HS2’s solicitors and signed by 
the Leader of the Council on 17th August 2017 gives Hillingdon Council no other option but to allow this 
work to be carried out on their land. 

In your email of 27th May 2020 you state “Please be aware that the work to move the power lines needs to 
be completed well in advance of the railway construction. This is because the Colne Valley Viaduct will be 
constructed using jetties and a gantry which starts later this year and they too require clearance of the 
power line.”
If you carried out Option 4 you would be able to meet this target. If you had positively examined the 
proposals sent in on 13th February, carried out prompt site inspection you would have already have results of 
ground investigation and would have been able to start the work to construct and install the pylon. The 
reason this could already have started is because the pylon site already has good vehicular accesss and there 
are no complications of the presence of high voltage power lines,  unlike the site of your preferred much 
larger pylon near ZC048 which will need a long stretch of temporary roadway which can only be installed 
after the construction of a bridge over the River Colne. 

The matter of decommissioning and demolition of redundant pylons can wait as any delay to this will not 
have any knock on effect on any other HS2 work.  This means that there is now no need to carry out any 
work to the west of the Canal until we have a meeting about the demolition of the redundant pylons.  I 
set out in my letter of 18th March 2020 a full response to your email of 6th March including the demolition 
of redundant pylons.   
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I wish you to understand that even if you were not able to convince me that the demolition of the redundant 
pylons needed a trackway instead of using the Canal facilities, the trackway would not need to be laid out 
until only a few days before the work was due to commence. 

I repeat that this option 4 was NOT discussed at the meeting on 11th February, as it was not proposed 
until 13th February.  It should have been positively considered as a way to speed up the project. 

Please make an immediate suspension of all work in Denham Country Park (i.e. everything to the 
west of the Grand Union Canal) until we have had the meeting which you offered at the close of our 
meeting on 11th February.  I suggest that this new meeting be by Zoom or some other conference 
facility that has the benefit of using screen sharing. 

In view of your confusion between Option 3 and Option 4 I suggest you withdraw in its entirelty your email 
of 27th May 2020. 

I look forward to your confirmation of suspension of all works in Denham Country Park and the details of 
the on-line meeting. 

Yours sincerely 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party 
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Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party

From: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>
Sent: 27 May 2020 20:14
To: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's Office'; 

nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Cc: HS2Enquiries; Andrew Mackinnon
Subject: RE: URGENT - IMMEDIATE ACTION NEEDED   RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further 

proposal simplification of the work.
Attachments: RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. (4.90 MB)

Dear Mr Lee, 

Thank you for your letter dated the 18 March which was passed on to colleagues at National Grid who you 
met at the meeting on 11 February. The National Grid and HS2 technical project teams (Mark, Sabina and 
Zania) have worked together on the reply to the additional questions you have raised. Please accept our 
apologies for the delay in responding due to COVID-19. 

Firstly, on your alternative proposal, which we will refer to as “Option 3” for clarity, to locate a new pylon to 
the east of the canal near the location of ZC49 pylon. This was discussed at the meeting on 11 February, 
and we refer you to our previous response, in section headed “13 February letter – Proposed Option 3“, 
in the email dated 6 March 2020 which is attached for ease of reference. The land you are describing is not 
suitable for pylon placement nor would it be permissible under National Grid standards for a road to run 
beneath a pylon.   

The reasons pylon placement is unsuitable are as follows: 

1. The space is too limited in that location due to the lake, watercourse, towpath/roadway itself and 
canal; 

2. The placement of the pylon here would require an increased level of vegetation clearance in this 
location; 

3. National Grid would still need to install trackway between the towers to establish safe working area 
and access routes;  

4. National Grid would still need to get to site a tractor or winch to pull towers over; and 
5. Parts of your proposal fall outside of the limits of the HS2 Act, the scheme must be constructed 

within Act limits. 

On the matter of vegetation clearance, please see our answer provided in point two copied above. 
Clearance would also be required along the routes of the wires, as well as at tower locations. As such your 
proposal would see an increase in the amount of vegetation clearance undertaken. 

On your comments regarding the use of the land within the HS2 Act. The limits of the HS2 Act were set 
after the options for this scheme were considered during the Hybrid Bill process. National Grid have 
designed this scheme having considered a range of options based on technical requirements and 
ecological merit. The current design represents the best overall option and is the design being taken 
forward. It should also be noted that Dews Lane is included within the limits of deviation of the HS2 Act. 

You state that the methodology for the removal of the towers has altered since presented to the Hillingdon 
Chairs. The methodology of creating a safe space to work around the towers as they are taken down has 
remained the same throughout. What has differed is the level of detail we have provided, which is natural 
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as the project has advanced. The pylons will be dismantled into sections either standing or after being 
pulled down. The presentation covered both dismantling techniques which will be confirmed as the project 
progresses. 

The use of the heavy machinery could pose a risk of damage to the towpath and in order to provide access 
for this plant additional tree clearance would be needed along the canal towpath. It is also likely that the 
towpath would have to be closed. As discussed at our meeting on 11 February with you, neither National 
Grid nor HS2 believe that a closure of the canal towpath is in the best interest of the community. 

You also comment that National Grid are now working to different standards while working for HS2.  As 
discussed in our meeting on 11 February, National Grid want to confirm and reassure you that they will 
work to the usual standards while installing their new assets on behalf of HS2. They will also be working 
within the framework of the HS2 Act and Environmental Statements.  

In response to your comments of 26 May, “there is absolutely no hurry to do this pylon re-alignment project as 
the only reason for it is to prevent a conflict between the high voltage power cables with the traction current for the 
new railway”. Please be aware that the work to move the power lines needs to be completed well in advance 
of the railway construction. This is because the Colne Valley Viaduct will be constructed using jetties and a 
gantry which starts later this year and they too require clearance of the power line.  More information on 
the viaduct can be found here: https://hs2inhillingdon.commonplace.is/schemes/proposals/colne-valley-
viaduct/details

I am sorry that we have not been able to accept your proposals due to the reasons set out in our meeting 
with you and follow-up correspondence. If you have any further questions about this project, please let me 
know and I will pass this on to the National Grid and HS2 technical project teams. 

Kind regards 

Patricia 

Patricia Thompson | Senior Engagement Manager Area South | HS2 Ltd

Tel:  020 7944 8962  | Mob: 07768 474 849

Contact our HS2 Helpdesk team all day, every day of the year by:  
Freephone 08081 434 434 | Minicom: 08081 456 472 |Email: HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk

To keep up to date with what is happening in your local area, visit: www.HS2inyourarea.co.uk

From: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>  
Sent: 26 May 2020 15:14 
To: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's Office' 
<complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk 
Cc: HS2Enquiries <HS2Enquiries@hs2.org.uk>; Andrew Mackinnon <Andrew.Mackinnon@hs2.org.uk> 
Subject: URGENT - IMMEDIATE ACTION NEEDED RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the 
work. 
Importance: High 

Dear Ms Thompson, 

I refer to your email of 26th March below.    

I have not received any response at all.  I assume therefore that the desktop survey did not uncover any 
unresolvable problems with my further refinement and clarification of my earlier proposal and that you were 
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waiting for the time when surveyors could do a full site evaluation and bore hole for ground investigation at the 
suggested place. 

As I have repeatedly said there is absolutely no hurry to do this pylon re-alignment project as the only reason for it is 
to prevent a conflict between the high voltage power cables with the traction current for the new railway.  Clearly 
this work is not needed before actual railway track is being laid out.  By your own timeline this is going to take 
several years to happen. 

I have heard that workers have today been in Denham Country Park carrying out ground clearance works and also 
some fencing.  To give you the benefit of doub,t I suggest that someone forgot to put a suspension on that 
construction order. 

Will you please get an immediate suspension of that construction order.  If you are not in a position to give this 
immediate suspension order whilst the matters contained in my extensive response of 18th March 2020 are fully 
evaluated will you please make sure that whoever is in that position does make sure that this work has an 
immediate stop put on it. 

Please confirm this to me by email within the next 24 hours. 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party 

From: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>  
Sent: 26 March 2020 14:07 
To: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's 
Office' <complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Cc: HS2Enquiries <HS2Enquiries@hs2.org.uk>; Andrew Mackinnon <Andrew.Mackinnon@hs2.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. 

Dear Mr Lee, 

Thank you for your email.  I hope you are well in these extraordinary  times. 

I hope you received my out of office message at the time of sending your email, unfortunately Andrew was also off 
sick with the virus.   

I am now back at work and have sent your email onto colleagues at National Grid who will review the points you 
have raised. 

We are operating with fewer staff at the moment across both organisations and we will come back to you with a 
reply as soon as we are able to do so. 

Kind regards 

Patricia 

Patricia Thompson | Senior Engagement Manager Area South | HS2 Ltd

Tel:  020 7944 8962  | Mob: 07768 474 849 

Contact our HS2 Helpdesk team all day, every day of the year by: 
Freephone 08081 434 434 | Minicom: 08081 456 472 |Email: HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk

To keep up to date with what is happening in your local area, visit: www.HS2inyourarea.co.uk
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From: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>  
Sent: 18 March 2020 22:43 
To: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's Office' 
<complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Cc: HS2Enquiries <HS2Enquiries@hs2.org.uk>; Andrew Mackinnon <Andrew.Mackinnon@hs2.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. 
Importance: High 

Dear Ms Thompson, 

Thank you for your email of 6th March. 

Please find attached our considered response following a site visit last Saturday. 

Will you please immediately forward this email and the attached file to Zania Khan, Mark Riddington, Sabina 
Morgan-Bates and any other person who you feel appropriate as agreed at the meeting on 11th February. 

Please acknowledge response and confirm you have sent this on in its entirety. 

Please note the request for a meeting to resolve these matters. 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party. 

From: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>  
Sent: 06 March 2020 17:14 
To: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's 
Office' <complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Cc: HS2Enquiries <HS2Enquiries@hs2.org.uk>; Andrew Mackinnon <Andrew.Mackinnon@hs2.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. 

Dear Mr Lee,

Thank you for your letters dated the 13 February and your email on 25 February. These followed our 
meeting with you and National Grid on Tuesday 11 February regarding the upcoming pylon diversion 
works in the Colne Valley. 

Your emails and letters were passed on to Mark and Sabina at National Grid and they have worked with 
Zania to produce this reply. 

13 February letter – Proposed Option 3
Firstly, on your alternative proposal, which we will refer to as “Option 3” for clarity, to locate a new pylon to 
the east of the canal near the location of ZC49 pylon. Having reviewed this proposal, National Grid have 
concluded that it is not viable. The reasons are broadly similar to those given for why National Grid could 
not accept your proposal regarding ZC50 which were discussed in detail at our meeting. 

The reasons are:
1. Space is too limited due to the lake, watercourse, roadway and canal. 
2. The placement of the pylon here would see an increased level of vegetation clearance.
3. National Grid would still need to install trackway between the towers to establish safe working areas 

and access routes. 
4. National Grid would still need to get a tractor or winch to site to pull the towers over.
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5. Some parts of this proposal fall outside of the limits of the HS2 Act and the work has to be 
constructed within these limits.

In your letter, you suggest that the removal of pylons ZC47, ZC48, ZC49 can be undertaken via the canal 
and towpath with minimum trackway particularly if your proposal Option 3 was used.  As National Grid 
have set out above, option 3 is not a viable alternative.

National Grid would also like to make you aware that even if Option 3 was viable, they would still need to 
install trackway between the towers to establish safe working areas and access routes. Both a tractor or 
winch would need to access the site, to pull the towers over as well as equipment for breaking them up. 
The use of the heavy machinery could pose a risk of damage to the towpath and in order to provide access 
for this plant additional tree clearance would be needed along the canal towpath. It is also likely that the 
towpath would have to be closed. As discussed at our meeting with you, neither National Grid or HS2 
believe that a closure of the canal towpath is in the best interest of the community.

You also mention that the methodology discussed at the meeting on 11 February with you was different 
from that shown to the Hillingdon Chairs. In particular, that the works shown to the Chairs was presented 
without the need for large cranes. The National Grid presentations to Chairs meetings have always included 
the need for cranes for pylon construction. A picture of a crane undertaking pylon construction was 
included in both briefings given to the chairs by National Grid. These Chairs meetings occurred on 27 
August 2019 and 27 January 2020 and I attach the presentations for your reference.  

25 February letter
Moving on to the issues you raised in your follow up email on the 25 February and the attachment. 

All of your letters were passed on to National Grid, who considered them and provided a response which 
sent from HS2. All technical responses came from the appropriate team at National Grid.  JPB who work on 
behalf of National Grid ensures the responses are correct and appropriate, as well as correctly logging 
them. 

You asked for copies of email correspondence between HS2 and National Grid from May and June 2019. As 
we have stated above all of your letters were passed on to National Grid to consider and provide responses 
to your points and proposals. I believe you have already contacted HS2’s Freedom of Information Team 
regarding this information which is the correct route for this request.

You asked for clarity on two points regarding the route of the temporary roadway. The trackway will not 
enter the driving range as it is outside of the limits of the HS2 Act. Would you be able to clarify this point 
further, as we are not sure that we fully understand the references that you have used regarding points 9 
and 11 and what you believe to be a tree on the map? 

While working in Denham Country Park, you ask if both the trackway could only be laid down when 
vehicles were using it, and if the fencing could be removed. National Grid have said that it would be 
ecologically damaging to repeatedly lay and remove the trackway on a regular basis. The fencing is 
required for the safety and security of the site. Erecting and removing it on a regular basis would also be 
more ecologically damaging than leaving it in situ. 

You asked if our works will interfere with Water Voles. As we discussed at the meeting with you, ecology 
surveys are ongoing. Our ecologists will then advise on the appropriate response and where necessary 
mitigation as set out in UK legislation, the HS2 Act and policies. Where appropriate licences not already 
held by HS2 will be sought from the relevant authority. 
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You also mentioned that “In view of the fact that I have provided a practical alternative that will prevent any 
wildlife disturbance in Denham Country Park, these Wildlife licences are not valid.”  Your proposal have 
been fully reviewed by National Grid and they do not feel that it offers an alternative as set out both at the 
meeting with you in February and for the reasons given above. 

If you have any further detailed proposals, National Grid can have a further meeting with you. However, we 
hope that the above points have helped to further clarify the detailed reasoning and responses provided at 
our meeting in February. 

Kind regards

Patricia

Patricia Thompson | Senior Engagement Manager Area South | HS2 Ltd

Tel:  020 7944 8962  | Mob: 07768 474 849 

Contact our HS2 Helpdesk team all day, every day of the year by: 
Freephone 08081 434 434 | Minicom: 08081 456 472 |Email: HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk

To keep up to date with what is happening in your local area, visit: www.HS2inyourarea.co.uk

From: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>  
Sent: 25 February 2020 14:07 
To: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's Office' 
<complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Cc: HS2Enquiries <HS2Enquiries@hs2.org.uk>; Andrew Mackinnon <Andrew.Mackinnon@hs2.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. 
Importance: High 

Dear Ms Thompson, 

Thank you for your below email.   

As promised when I sent the considered alternative proposals I attach the notes of the meeting on 11th February 
which also include post meeting notes following discussion at the rapidly convened meeting of Hillingdon Green 
Party Officers.  I also include the Option 1 map and details given out at our meeting and the full details of the 
proposal on 13th February.   

As agreed at our meeting will you please forward on this email and the enclosure to Zania Khan, Mark ~Riddington 
and Sabina Morgan-Bates.  Will you please confirm by email today that this has been done.  

It is now over 10 days since I sent out the proposal that “ticks all the boxes” and will prevent any need for damage to 
Denham Country Park.  I am convinced that if Mark Riddington  will look at this in a positive way he will see that this 
is not only a feasible option, but that it will be a much better solution and will save a lot of money for HS2.  If he 
wishes to relocate the suggested pylon on the east side of the canal that is a sensible refinement.  Clearly if it is 
moved further north, the angle of deviation will increase and the length to my point E will reduce.  If it is moved 
further south, the angle of deviation will reduce, but the length to my point E will increase.  You have not confirmed 
that no further work is going to take place in Denham Country Park whilst this evaluation is taking place. If you are 
not able to do this yourself will you tell me who I contact to get this confirmation.  I am particularly keen to make 
sure that no trees are taken down in Denham Country Park, and no further vegetation clearance takes place.  I 
realise that there is a hold on the bridge over the River Colne imposed by the Environment Agency, but it would be a 
total waste of tax payers’ money to build the bridge when it is clear that there is an alternative. 
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Will you please give me an update on the progress of the evaluation?  I would assume that by now you should be 
able to report that an initial desk evaluation has been carried out and that a site visit has been planned to check on 
the exact position of the proposed pylon.  

I am copying this email and enclosure to Sir Mark Worthington, (Independent Construction Commissioner) as he 
requested this meeting.  I trust that he will be willing to ask for a complete suspension of the work on the Golf 
Course and Denham Country Park for at least the duration of this investigation. 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party. 

From: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>  
Sent: 13 February 2020 12:46 
To: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>; 'HS2 Construction Commissioner's 
Office' <complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Cc: HS2Enquiries <HS2Enquiries@hs2.org.uk>; Andrew Mackinnon <Andrew.Mackinnon@hs2.org.uk> 
Subject: RE: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. 

Dear Mr Lee, 

Thank you for your email and for your time on Monday. I hope you found the meeting helpful. 

I wanted to let you know that my colleagues are going to look at the new proposals you have sent to me and we will 
get back to you with a response as soon as we can.  Just to also let you know that it will take some time to fully look 
at and consider your proposal so you may not hear back from us immediately.  

In the meantime do get in touch if I can be of further assistance. 

Kind regards 

Patricia 

Patricia Thompson | Senior Engagement Manager Area South | HS2 Ltd

Tel:  020 7944 8962  | Mob: 07768 474 849 

Contact our HS2 Helpdesk team all day, every day of the year by: 
Freephone 08081 434 434 | Minicom: 08081 456 472 |Email: HS2enquiries@hs2.org.uk

To keep up to date with what is happening in your local area, visit: www.HS2inyourarea.co.uk

From: Graham @ Hillingdon Green Party <graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk>  
Sent: 13 February 2020 11:53 
To: Patricia Thompson <Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk>; zania.khan@hs2.org.uk; 'HS2 Construction 
Commissioner's Office' <complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk>; nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk
Subject: Powerline Diversion ; Further proposal simplification of the work. 
Importance: High 

Dear all, 

Firstly as I was not given email for Mark Riddington and Sabina Morgan-Bates will Patricia Thompson please 
immediately forward this email with both attachments as agreed at the meeting on 11th February. 

I attach a two page item giving feedback from a “brainstorming session” last evening where our Officers came up 
with a variation involving a new pylon with a significantly lower deviation which will clearly mean a simpler pylon. 
Full details are contained in the two page report and the map attached. 
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Will all recipients please confirm receipt of this email (Patricia Thompson also confirming that she has forwarded it).

As I say on the second page I am quite happy to have another meeting within the next 7 days if you feel this is 
necessary, however I would hope that this can all be done first on desktop and then further site visit within the next 
24 hours. 

(I will circulate the notes of the meeting within the next few days, however the matters in the attached papers is 
more urgent). 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party. 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

This email is scanned and cleared by Websense. HS2 Ltd is registered in England and Wales. Registration Number 
06791686, Registered office High Speed Two (HS2) Limited, Two Snowhill, Snow Hill Queensway, Birmingham, B4 
6GA, England. The information contained in this e-mail is confidential and may also be subject to legal privilege. It is 
intended only for the recipient(s) named above. If you are not named above as a recipient, you must not read, copy, 
disclose, forward or otherwise use the information contained in this email. If you have received this e-mail in error, 
please notify the sender (whose contact details are within the original email) immediately by reply e-mail and delete 
the message and any attachments without retaining any copies. 
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HILLINGDON GREEN PARTY 
From Graham J. Lee,  

58 Beech Avenue 
Ruislip,  

HA4 8UQ 
Telephone 020 8868 7852 

e-mail graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk
Issued 25th February 2020 

Notes of meeting held at the request of Sir Mark Worthington,  
Independent Construction Commissioner - HS2 
On 11th February 2020 in the Meeting Room, Ickenham Library. 

PRESENT 

Patricia Thompson (PT) Senior Engagement Manager Area South, HS2 Ltd 
Zania Khan (ZK) – HS2 Project Lead for these works 

Mark Riddington, (MR) Senior Engineer National Grid    
Sabina Morgan-Bates, (SMB) Project Engineer National Grid 

Graham Lee (GL) Hillingdon Green Party 
Niki Samuel (NS) Hillingdon Green Party 

(Post meeting notes on the implication of items are included in italics and are indented for clarity.) 

PT introduced all those present. 
GL Confirmed that he only wanted the meeting to consider the pylon realignment project south of the 
Chiltern Line and that his main concern was for the protection of Denham Country Park which is between 
one mile and two and a half miles from the route of HS2.There had been protracted discussions and 
correspondence going back for well over a year. He stated that in the majority of cases the HS2 response did 
not fully answer points in the letter and always took only a day or two less than four weeks to be sent. This 
he contested was an institutional fobbing off. 

PT confirmed that all HS2 and National Grid representatives have been acquainted with all correspondence 
between GL and HS2. In particular the letter with attached plan and photographs dated 24th June 2019 had 
been issued just a short period prior to this meeting.  GL circulated printed copies of a bundle of 
correspondence with the front being letter to the Commissioner dated 6th February 2020 as he would refer to 
items in it later. (This is the same bundle that was sent to PT at the same time as to the Commissioner). 

MR and SMB gave background explanation of the need to keep at least one side of the pylon cables live at 
all time during the realignment process.  They explained that this was how the periodic maintenance of the 
pylons is carried out, i.e. isolating the supply to one side, connecting safety earthing to the earth wire and 
each of the three conductors then carrying out maintenance on that side of the pylon.  It was noted that this 
maintenance work was carried out without any roadway and without having to fence round the pylons. 

MR explained with the use of three maps and a diagram showing the orientation of pylon ZC050 why 
Option 3 contained in the letter of 24th June 2019 was not practical. Whilst the length between points E and 
F was longer than their ideal at 489m he “could live with it”, however pylon Z050 would probably have to 
be rebuilt which with the constraint of not being able to shut down the complete pylon run would necessitate 
a new pylon. There not being sufficient space between the canal and the lake. In addition point F was a site 
found to contain the foundations of an old pylon. This would have to be removed prior to installation of a 
new pylon. MR said that more trees would have to be cut down as being underneath the route between 
points E and F than under their plan in Denham Country Park. Also they would have to stop fishing under 
most of that pylon line for safety reasons. Option 2 (a run between point E and pylon ZC050) was ruled out 
as it was far too long 
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GL introduced Option 1, In his letter of 26th March 2019 to National Grid Community Relations he said “I 
am questioning the need to put in a new pylon just to the south of pylon 48 instead of adapting the existing 
pylon 48 to allow for the change of direction across the canal and lake as shown in blue on the map.” In the 
response letter from Andrew MacKinnon of HS2 in April 2019 he stated. “Pylon ZC48 you refer to is 
currently a design of pylon which caters for angles up to and including 30 degrees….”  For that reason GL 
raised the possibility in his letter of 2nd May 2019 suggesting that as ZC48 and ZC49 appeared to be 
identical pylons the link was made to ZC49 which appeared to be less than 30 degrees. This was not referred 
to in the letter postmarked 12th June 2019, however that letter just repeated that ZC48 cannot be reused to 
carry the new alignment. 

GL then handed out a sheet marked OPTION 1 (attached to this report).A 30 degree deviation line being 
shown from pylon ZC49. ZK said that pylon ZC49 could only take a deviation of 10 degrees and that was 
only in the opposite direction due to its actual positioning.  PT insisted that Andrew MacKinnon was correct 
when he said “Pylon ZC48 will cater for angles up to and including 30 degrees”, however this was not 
accepted  by others present. She was unwilling to accept that perhaps he was confused with another pylon 
design that would accept up to 30 degrees.  However everyone seemed to agree that neither Pylon ZC48 nor 
Pylon ZC49 could accept any angle of deviation more than about 10 degrees. 

Post meeting consideration of the above 2 paragraphs by GL, NS and other Hillingdon Green Party 
Officers came to the conclusion  that the complete letter dated 2nd May 2019 was never passed on to 
National Grid Staff. This letter had a paragraph explaining that if the link was made to pylon ZC49 
this would only be a deviation of just under 30 degrees.  Had it have been passed to MR or another 
engineer at National Grid they would have immediately corrected Andrew MacKinnon’s statement. 
However they should then have investigated the possibility of constructing a pylon which is of the 
design allowing deviation of up to and including 30 degrees adjacent to ZC49 Clearly one of those 
pylons would be smaller and require less foundation construction than one for a deviation of nearly 
90 degrees. 

GL repeated this proposal in the letter of 24th June.  This was the letter and enclosures GL asked PT 
to circulate to all those attending the meeting.  Whilst MR had carefully considered the Option 3 of 
this letter he had clearly not taken any account of this option or even option 2 in advance of the 
meeting. 

If  PT (or AMcK) did pass these letters and enclosures on to named National Grid Staff in May and 
June 2019 and National Grid are responsible for this 7 month delay in proper consideration of the 
alternatives then they should provide copies of the emails to and from National Grid on this matter.  

GL stated that he had previously said that even if there was no other realistic option than building the new 
pylon ZC048R then by use of the facilities offered by Canal and River Trust of barges complete with cranes 
and full welfare facility barges there was no need to build any roadway through Denham Country Park apart 
from short stretches of trackwork between the pylons and the towpath as illustrated under point 8 of the 
leaflet dated October 2019. MR explained that the foundations for this special pylon for a deviation of about 
80 degrees would require many lorry loads of materials and that because of the nearness to the live existing 
pylon run it would have to have at least the top half of the pylon lifted on by a massive crane which could 
not possibly travel by barge on the canal. He showed details of one such crane with an overall length on the 
road of 15.81 m, width of over 3m and height (lowered) of about 4m.  This crane appears to have a turning 
circle of radius of up to 13.32 m on the road!  

This was the first indication of the size and construction method of the pylon. This is not in accordance with 
the details given in “National Grid pylon diversion scheme update to Hillingdon Chairs Community meeting 
27 January 2020”. 

It was accepted that if there is no alternative to such a massive crane then some other access to the proposed 
pylon would have to be provided other than the canal. 
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This information means Hillingdon Green Party will have to make extra efforts to find an alternative 
route which will avoid any pylon with a deviation in excess of 30 degrees.  (This has subsequently 
been done and submitted on 13th February 2020 – Copy attached as final appendix to this note). 

The meeting then turned to the Temporary Road. 

GL drew attention to the photograph taken on 5th February of wide trackwork laid out on the western 
approach to the “Temporary Bridge over River Colne” This was on page 2 of the bundle he handed out at 
the start of the meeting. He accepted this was a metal constructed roadway, but it was definitely not in the 
spirit or description of the point 8 of the leaflet dated October 2020. He also referred to document “ZC 49 
Access” in the Chairs Community meeting presentation, reprinted in the document bundle immediately after 
the letter dated 1st February. He asked why the area of enclosure around ZC49 was so large and in particular 
why it spanned across the canal which clearly would close the canal for use for several months.  SMB stated 
that this map was not intended to show areas fenced in, but was to show the arears under the potential 
control of HS2 under the HS2 Act. GL asked about the area around ZC050 and the apparent trackway from 
the East side of the Canal.  He pointed out that as National Grid had ruled out both his options 2 and 3 then 
ZC050 would be left totally undisturbed.  SMB explained that this was the pylon where the safety earthing 
connections would be made.  No trackway would be needed. She thought they might want to put a 
temporary fencing up in case the engineer dropped something from the top of the pylon and it hit someone 
on the ground.  GL pointed out that this is in a disserted area with very limited access and that visual 
observation by the engineer prior to climbing up the pylon would confirm that there was nobody else 
around. No such fencing is apparently used for outages for pylon routine maintenance work.  GL suggested 
that the engineer may wish to use a small rowing boat to cross the canal. 

GL questioned the fact that in excess of 100 trees had apparently been marked for destruction in Denham 
Country Park.  SMB replied that they marked the trees at the time of surveys, but that “a lot less than that 
number” will be cut down. GL suggested that a different coloured marking be applied to those that are due 
to be taken down. This would go a long way to reassuring others.  SMB declined that suggestion saying that 
it would be open to errors by the contractors who may well end up taking many more trees down than was 
necessary. SMB said that National Grid have made repeated wildlife and other surveys with the view to fully 
understand the nature and to keep the damage to the minimum.  She said that they will never supply details 
of these surveys. 

GL asked for timescale for laying of the temporary trackway.  SMB explained that the Environment Agency 
has delayed the installation of the bridge over the River Colne. There is no timescale given by the 
Environment Agency for them to consider what appears to be the changes in the river bank due to the 
proposed bridge supports.  Until this bridge is installed, they can’t bring any vehicle into that area of 
Denham Country Park to lay out the trackwork in the park.  

Looking at the maps (particularly the one showing aerial images dated 09:58:04 07/02/2022) and 
ZC 49 Access it seems clear that the route of this temporary roadway runs along the eastern side of 
the driving range and that the shape on the ZC49 access map by points 9 and 11 is in fact the large  
tree clearly visible on the aerial photograph plan. The width of the trackwork will greatly reduce 
before it goes into the driving range which appears to be between points 19 and 20.  PLEASE 
CONFIRM BOTH THESE POINTS. 

GL requested that the trackway through the Denham Country Park be only left down for as short a period of 
time as possible. If down for only say three weeks much of the plant-life will recover over time, however if 
it is left down for nine months this will lead to total irreparable damage.  In addition this trackwork should 
not extend beyond the new pylon until time comes for removal of pylon ZC048 and ZC047, which on 
HS2/National Grid own estimate can’t be before October 2020. The latter was agreed, however further 
thought would have to be given about the trackway as far as the proposed new pylon.  

GL made a further suggestion. He asked if consideration had been given to running a spur off of the 
proposed realigned pylon run to  a further pylon run across Harvil Road adjacent to the HS2 route towards 
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West Ruislip Station to provide the power for the tunnel boring equipment instead of digging up all the 
streets from Harrow to West Ruislip to lay the underground power.  PT said this was a very good suggestion 
which they had looked at along with every other potential solution to that problem.  It would need a large 
substation constructed which could not be done in the timescale required.  GL did point out that HS2 had 
plans for a substation for the eventual supply of traction current just off Harvil Road. 

GL said that if this meeting should have been held last June. This would have saved a lot of work by 
everyone around the table plus Sir Mark Worthington, (Independent Construction Commissioner HS2).   

(It would also have given more time for consideration of alternative options including the one 
submitted as in Appendix 2. That would potentially have saved HS2 and hence the UK Taxpayer a lot 
of money, with the work already undertaken in the Golf Course and Denham Country Park). 

PT agreed that in hindsight she should have offered such a meeting once she had the telephone call from GL 
on 2nd May with the follow up letter of the same date. 

GL did say that National Grid has a very good record of public engagement with all projects other than HS2. 
They are happy to amend plans to mitigate their effects on nature reserves and other sensitive areas after 
discussion with others.  This was confirmed by the Account Executive of jbp35 (the PR company engaged 
by National Grid) when he first agreed to put GL in contact with the National Grid engineering team 
responsible for this work. This was overruled by his boss who told him he had to just refer everything to the 
HS2 Public Engagement Team. 

PT again stated that HS2 had not issued instructions to National Grid preventing GL and other interested 
people from being able to speak directly with the engineering team at National Grid. However she refused to 
give me the emails, telephone numbers or postal addresses of MR or SMB, but did agree to immediately 
send on complete unadulterated emails. 

In conclusion GLstated “I have repeatedly said that if you keped the fenced off area in Denham Country 
Park to a very small area around the pylons and made full use of the facilities offered by Canal and River 
Trust so that no temporary or permanent roadway is constructed in Denham Co0untry Park I would use my 
best endeavours to make sure that you are left to get on with the job without let or hindrance. However as it 
is your intention to carry out a destructive temporary trackwork for several months I would find this 
difficult.  I will have to share this information with many others.  For this reason can I take away all the 
maps and plans that have been prepared for my Option 3?” MK passed these to GL.  

PT offered to have a further meeting with these people.  After a brief consultation (GL & NS) it was 
considered that it would be best for HS2/National Grid if this was left with GL & NS. 

PT closed the meeting with the offer of further meeting on this or any other HS2 work in the area. She said 
she was always pleased to get the individual contractors involved. 

Update since meeting.  
From Graham J. Lee. For Hillingdon Green Party. 

Whilst a proposal has been made which will avoid any roadway in Denham Country Park I feel it is 
necessary to make the following observations and statements in case you decide to proceed with the bridge 
construction and any roadway if and as soon as you get any approval from the Environment Agency for the 
bridge structure. 

I note that the major temporary metal roadway already constructed to the west of the proposed Temporary 
Bridge over the River Colne has now been fenced in and that this fencing even crosses the pathway at the 
top of the river bank.  I note paragraph 8 of the leaflet dated October 2019  states “Temporary working 
areas will be created to facilitate a safe environment for operatives and suitable platforms for plant. These 
will be kept as small as is reasonably practicable given the work required.”  Nowhere in this leaflet is there 
any indication that you intended to run fencing along this roadway.  I accept that it would be desirable to set 
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up a small fenced in area around the proposed bridge whilst this bridge support blocks are being 
constructed and installed and whilst the bridge is actually installed.  This should be removed once the 
bridge is constructed. All this fencing should be removed no later than the completion of this bridge. 

Will you please confirm that you will not be putting a similar barrier along any metal roadway in Denham 
Country Park? 

A fence barrier over any line across a Nature Reserve is a barrier for wildlife. I note a large amount of 
animal wildlife. I have also seen photographic evidence of water voles in this area. It should be noted that 
HS2 has no licence for disturbing water voles. 

The proposed roadway is not a building site needing fencing. In the UK we do not put fencing down the curb 
line of a road to protect pedestrians from motor vehicles!  It is not required in the Denham Country Park.  
Yes the vehicles should use their hazard lights whilst travelling along the temporary roadway and the driver 
should always look out for pedestrians and other vehicles as they hopefully do on any public highway with 
or without a footway. 

The proposal dated 13th February 2020 
At a specially called Hillingdon Green Party Officers Meeting on 12th February I presented a verbal report 
of the meeting on 11th Feb making use of the maps and drawings.  We looked at my option 1 which clearly 
was never submitted to National Grid for evaluation.  With the understanding that Andrew MacKinnon was 
confused when he gave an incorrect and misleading reason why ZC049 was not able to be used for a link to 
my point E, we did what should have been done by National Grid last June and that is look at the possibility 
of putting a new pylon near ZC049 of a design that does in fact allow a deviation of up to and including 30 
degrees.  There did not seem to be room between ZC049 and the canal towpath, but there appeared to be 
space on the other side of the Canal.  As set out in my letter of 13th February with the attached map this also 
ticks every single box. This location even has good road access.   

As stated earlier this proposal will quite clearly save any need for any roadway or bridge over the River 
Colne.  I requested that you call an immediate suspension of work on the Golf Course and Denham Country 
Park whilst you fully evaluate and if necessary, refine this suggestion.  In the email response from Patricia 
Thompson she said this will take a little while for evaluation. She did not specify a time period and did not 
comment on the request for suspension of work in Denham Country Park. This suspension is not just to 
protect Denham Country Park, but also to help HS2 to cut its costs and hence save waste of tax payers’ 
money. 

Warning 
I note that existing Wildlife Licences issued to HS2 have a condition that there is no practical way of 
lessening or preventing the disturbance which would otherwise be a crime. They also state that the penalty 
for carrying out work without a licence or not complying with the conditions of a licence is an unlimited fine 
and a three month prison sentence. In view of the fact that I have provided a practical alternative that will 
prevent any wildlife disturbance in Denham Country, these Wildlife Licences are not valid. In the event of 
any further disturbance of wildlife since 13th February 2020,  I would like to know who would be in court 
facing a potential prison sentence.  Is it the site manager, Patricia Thompson, the Chairman of HS2, the 
Secretary of State for Transport or someone else? 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party
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HILLINGDON GREEN PARTY 
From Graham J. Lee,  

58 Beech Avenue 
Ruislip,  

HA4 8UQ 
Telephone 020 8868 7852 

e-mail graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk

13th February 2020 

Initial distribution: 

Patricia Thompson – HS2  Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk tel: 020 7944 8962  mobile 07768 474 849 
Zania Khan – HS2 Project Lead for these works   Zania.Khan@hs2.org.uk
Mark Riddington, Senior Engineer National Grid   * 
Sabina Morgan-Bates, Project Engineer National Grid   * 
Graham Lee Hillingdon Green Party  graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk 020 8868 7852 07956 261902 
Niki Samuel, Hillingdon Green Party nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk  tel:01895 821108 
Sir Mark Worthington Independent Construction Commissioner- HS2 complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk
For information only: The remaining Officers of Hillingdon Green Party. 

*   This item and enclosure to be immediately passed on to the named National Grid staff by Patricia 
Thompson as agreed at the meeting on 11th February. 

At the meeting on 11th February the case was made by National Grid staff that each of the three alternatives 
which I suggested last June were not possible and that you were having to proceed with a new pylon with a 
deviation of approximately 80 degrees which would mean a very large structure with massive foundations 
which would have to be installed by massive crane because it was located just by the existing  live pylon 
run. This made it impossible to make use of the canal for all access. 

Last evening our Officers had a “brainstorming session”, to come up with a variation involving a new pylon 
with a significantly lower deviation which will clearly mean a simpler pylon as it would not have such a 
force to overcome.   I have drawn this out on a copy of your Aerial photograph plan which I attach. 

This pylon to be on the East Side of the Canal approximately opposite ZC049. This has a deviation of 
approximately 25 degrees.  A span width to your new pylon at (my) point E of approximately 380m and a 
span length of about 340m to existing pylon ZC050.  This proposed new pylon is located on the opposite 
side of the canal from ZC049 and the live power line, so there is no electrical safety reason why it can’t be 
constructed in the manner explained in the National Grid pylon diversion scheme update presented to the 
Hillingdon Chairs Community meeting on 27th January 2020, i.e. not needing a large expensive crane. This 
will involve a 7 degree reduction in the deviation at pylon ZC050. As this is a small reduction in the 
deviation at this pylon, I do not see this as a problem with that type of pylon. I note from “ZC 49 Access” 
map that my proposed pylon is within the hatched area included in the HS2 Act. 

This proposed new pylon is between the Canal and an existing “paved roadway” This roadway runs 
alongside the canal under the Chiltern Line viaduct past pylon ZC046 to the Harefield Marina with good 
road access to Moorhall Road ,Harefield. This roadway would be suitable for lorries, readymixed concrete 
and other vehicles with turning space approximately 160 m south. Most importantly it will not need any 
“temporary or permanent trackway” in the Denham Country Park.  When it comes to decommissioning and 
removal of pylons ZC049, ZC048 and ZC047 this can be accomplished as explained earlier by use of the 
Canal and the facilities available from Canal and River Trust with the short length of trackway as repeatedly 
illustrated between the relevant pylon and the towpath. 

I am aware that this may well involve some trees being cut down under the actual route of the new cable, 
however this will clearly be less than the number needed to be felled to carry out the work with the larger 
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pylon which you propose, let alone the number needed to be felled for the construction of your “temporary 
trackwork” in Denham Country Park. 

I have shown this proposed new pylon at a particular point based on local knowledge and the information 
shown on the paperwork left with me at our meeting.  Quite clearly a site survey may well come up with a 
minor problem at that exact point.  In this case it may well be better to move it to the other side of the 
“paved roadway” or even bridge it over the roadway leaving enough space to drive a transit van underneath.  
This roadway is currently only used by the fishermen. 

It will be clearly noted that this suggestion of mine will avoid the need for any tracked roadway or bridges in 
Denham Country Park.  I will repeat what I stated at our meeting. 

“I have repeatedly said that if you keep the fenced off area in Denham Country Park to a very small area 
around the pylons and made full use of the facilities offered by Canal and River Trust so that no temporary 
or permanent roadway is constructed in Denham Country Park I will use my best endeavours to make sure 
that you are left to get on with the job without let or hindrance”. At the meeting I said that as at that time you 
were still intending to carry out a destructive temporary trackwork for several months I would find this 
difficult. 

This proposal from last evening’s meeting will quite clearly save any need for this roadway or bridge. 
Will you call an immediate suspension of work on the Golf Course and Denham Country Park TODAY 
whilst you fully evaluate and if necessary, refine this suggestion. 

I am quite happy to have another meeting within the next 7 days if you feel this is necessary, however I 
would hope that this can all be done first on desktop and then further site visit within the next 24 hours. 
Clearly this would be followed by a ground investigation for this proposed pylon location. 

As I said the meeting should have been held last June so that everything could be sorted out then. It would 
have saved a lot of work for all six of us at the meeting, also Sir Mark Worthington. In addition, Chris 
Packham in organising and the over 1,300 people who came to the demonstration in Denham Country Park 
in December. 

I look forward to hearing from you within the next few days. 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party. 
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HILLINGDON GREEN PARTY 
From Graham J. Lee,  

58 Beech Avenue 
Ruislip,  

HA4 8UQ 
Telephone 020 8868 7852 

e-mail graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk

18th March 2020 

Initial distribution: 

Patricia Thompson – HS2  Patricia.Thompson@hs2.org.uk tel: 020 7944 8962  mobile 07768 474 849 
Zania Khan – HS2 Project Lead for these works   * 
Mark Riddington, Senior Engineer National Grid   * 
Sabina Morgan-Bates, Project Engineer National Grid   * 
Graham Lee Hillingdon Green Party  graham@hillingdongreenparty.org.uk 020 8868 7852 07956 261902 
Niki Samuel, Hillingdon Green Party nikisamuel@tiscali.co.uk  tel:01895 821108 
Sir Mark Worthington Independent Construction Commissioner- HS2 complaints@hs2-cc.org.uk
For information only: The remaining Officers of Hillingdon Green Party. 

*   This item and enclosure to be immediately passed on to the named National Grid staff by Patricia 
Thompson as agreed at the meeting on 11th February. 

Dear Ms Thompson, 

Thank you for your email of 6th March following my letter of 13th February and the notes of the meeting 
with annotated additions issued on 25th February. 

For the purpose of this letter I am separating out the installation of the new pylons from the dismantling of 
the redundant ones which by your own admission would not be able to be commenced until at least 
November 2020. 

Since our meeting on 11th February I have done some research on different types of pylons in use.  I note 
that those with a completely straight route have insulators hanging vertically from the three horizontal items 
which I will call “arms”.  For small deviations pairs of insulators are connected which are nearly horizontal 
and they are connected by a separate hanging cable.  An example of such a pylon is ZC049.  For deviations 
“up to and including 30 degrees” a slightly bulkier pylon is built with more substantial arms. Examples of 
these pylons on the current route are ZC050 and ZC046.  Despite extensive search on Ordnance Survey 
Digital Mapping I have been unable to find an example of a pylon with a deviation of around 80 degrees 
which is your proposed one in Denham Country Park. 

I made a site visit on Saturday 14th March walking the route along the old quarry track from Dellside Road 
at its junction with Moorhall Road past ZC046 all the way to ZC050.  Photographs are attached as 
annotated. 
The overall size of pylon ZC050 and also ZC046 were measured as 14m square including the foundations. 

On my site visit I carried out measurements at a point just south of the point I marked on the plan submitted. 
The width of clear ground between the canal bank and the trackway was 17m, the trackway had a width of 
3m and there was clear gap of 7.5 m between the trackway and the lake.  

In my letter of 13th February I stated.  

“I have shown this proposed new pylon at a particular point based on local knowledge and the information 
shown on the paperwork left with me at our meeting.  Quite clearly a site survey may well come up with a 
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minor problem at that exact point.  In this case it may well be better to move it to the other side of the 
“paved roadway” or even bridge it over the roadway leaving enough space to drive a transit van underneath.  
This roadway is currently only used by the fishermen.” 

The pylon could be put up in the 17m gap between the canal and the trackway as one option.  Alternatively, 
it could be constructed across the trackway with the pylon being centred on the central line of the trackway.  
There would be a gap of at least 4m on each side of the trackway even if it was decided to rotate the pylon 
by 15 degrees (half of the largest possible deviation of the pylon).  The roadway is not a public road, but an 
old quarry trackway which becomes a footpath south of ZC050. It is only used by fishermen in vehicles no 
larger than a transit van. 

The first of your reasons for rejection of this proposal “Space is too limited due to the lake, watercourse, 
roadway and canal” is clearly an invalid objection. 

The second reason for your rejection of this proposal “The placement of the pylon here would see an 
increased level of vegetation clearance.” Is again invalid as the alternative of a very large pylon in Denham 
Country Park would involve a lot more vegetation clearance due to the size of the area needed quite apart 
from the amount of clearance needed to get a very heavy crane onto the site. 

The third and forth reason in your rejection has to do with removal of the redundant pylons which I will deal 
with later in this letter. 

Your final rejection reason “Some parts of this proposal fall outside of the limits of the HS2 Act and the 
work has to be constructed within these limits.” Is interesting in itself. We have heard from several people 
working for National Grid (who did not wish their names to be disclosed) that National Grid would be happy 
to do a simpler job than what HS2 have requested, however HS2 are insistent that they continue along with 
the original plan because it is all within the HS2 act boundaries despite the fact that the HS2 plan would 
cause much more destruction of a nature reserve that is not even on the route of HS2.  Your statement in this 
email is the first written confirmation of this. 

I will now expand on some of the reasons why HS2 must immediately withdraw this condition. 
When National Grid wish to put up a line of pylons nothing to do with HS2 they do it by negotiation or other 
legal options with the landowners where they intend to put up pylons. If HS2 want to do work in an area not 
covered by the HS2 Act they use other methods, preferably negotiation with the landowner, but more often 
under compulsory purchase legislation.  I will give one very relevant example of the negotiation route. In the 
response to Nick Hurd MP of February 2019 the words used were “Through our negotiations with the 
Buckinghamshire Golf Course we have significantly reduced the requirement for land occupation within the 
Country Park. The installation of the access road is mainly within the Golf Course, thereby protecting much 
of the current amenity of the park. We will be building bridges over water courses/tributaries to maintain 
water paths in the park.  In our discussion with NGET (and their contractor, Babcock) they have also 
considerably reduced the land-occupation required compared to what was originally considered (atHS2 Act 
stage) by careful design. We do still have to access through the Country Park at a number of locations, but 
the disturbance will be considerably reduced. All work is designed to minimise our impact, provide a safe 
working environment and ensure there is no disruption to NGET customers……” For an example of the 
compulsory purchase route, HS2 decided that they wanted to build another roadway parallel with Dews 
Lane, Harefield which would involve taking land and buildings that were not included in the HS2 act. This 
included the workshop of Ron Ryall.  This was taken from him in December 2019 and he was put out of 
business.  It is noted that he has still not received any compensation for this loss of his livelihood and that to 
this date the roadway has not been started. 

The matter of a proposed solution not being completely within the HS2 Act was not mentioned at the 
meeting on 11th February when Mark Riddington had examined in detail the proposal shown in green on the 
plan. This had a pylon clearly outside the HS2 Act.   
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If half as much time and effort was put into working out how our proposal could be made to work as has 
been put into seeking excuses why HS2 won’t accept it, then I feel sure Mr Riddington would have come up 
with the solution that I suggested in my letter of bridging over the trackway with the pylon.   

There is a particular benefit to HS2 and National Grid of going ahead with our proposal instead of the very 
special pylon inside the Denham Country Park.  This is the fact that work could start immediately without 
waiting for the Environment Agency to consider the change to the banks of the River Colne needed before 
they will allow any bridge supports to be inserted prior to the installation of the bridge.  Access will only be 
needed on the West bank of the Canal from October 2020 at the very earliest.  Clearly Environment Agency 
staff who are in a position to review your proposals are heavily engaged in the aftermath of the recent 
floods. 

You end your email of 6th March with the offer of a further meeting to discuss these further detailed 
proposals.  I realise that you may well not wish to have face to face meetings at present due to COVID-19 
restrictions.  I request we have a Skype Conference Call or similar remote meeting.   

I will now go on to the demolition of redundant pylons. 

At all times at meetings and in correspondence with Andrew MacKinnon I have been told that the redundant 
pylons will be dismantled in parts and lowered to the ground and taken away.   

In my letter to you of 2nd May 2019 following your telephone call to me that day, I stated the following 
“With the convenor of Hillingdon Green Party, I have discussed the use of the canal in connection with this project with 
the Chairman of Canal and River Trust (richard.parry@canalrivertrust.org.uk). He told us that he wants National Grid 
to use the Canal and River Boats for this project. He has plenty of large barges, many complete with cranes.  He 
confirmed that anything that could go by road vehicle (without oversize escort) could travel by barge. He would also be 
happy to provide welfare facility barges which they use when refurbishing canal locks for the safe storage of materials as 
well as full site office, welfare and toilet facilities.  

If you need a “cherry picker” to assist in connection with raising or lowering insulators or connecting or lowering 
power cables this could travel slowly from the nearest level road connection along the tow-path to the actual pylons in 
question. 

You say that “National Grid would not be able to maintain disused pylons that are not part of the network due to security 
and safety reasons.” Please expand on this considering the location of pylons 47 and 48. They are no more insecure than 
for example pylon 49. It would be much safer to maintain by periodic repainting a pylon without any high voltage cables 
attached.  Having said that I did include the following in my letter of 26th March “If you really feel it is necessary to 
dismantle the pylons they could be cut up on site and each section lowered down and transported to a canal barge to be 
taken away.”   Mr Parry (Canal and River Trust) has confirmed that these sections could quite easily be taken away by 
one of his barges, even easier if you use one of the barges with a crane.  I then said “The concrete foundations can stay 
where they are to avoid disturbance of the ground and the need for heavy vehicles.”  

.
In the reply letter from Andrew MacKinnon postmark 12th June 2019 he stated 

 “The pylons will be dismantled in sections. We are evaluating the different transport options for 
access and egress, including the canal. The removal of the redundant pylons from the environment 
will enhance the overall amenity of the park.”  

In my letter to Andrew MacKinnon of 24th June 2019 I included the following  
You say in your recent letter “This includes the laying of some trackway/stone to bring equipment to 
the locations in question which will be removed at the end” With the acceptance that there will be no 
need to construct ZC48R clearly you will only need to lay out for a small number of days a 
temporary metal trackway to protect the ground from being churned up by the cherry picker going 
from the towpath/barge to and from the very small temporary working areas around old pylons 47, 
48 and 49. I see no need for any stone to be used. I have suggested in my previous letter that a 
“cherry picker” could be brought from the nearest road along to towpath if it is not brought to site 
on a barge with crane. With use of the welfare facilities barge and barge(s) with crane there should 
be no need for any other plant and equipment.” 
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In the extremely brief email dated 5th July 2019 Andrew MacKinnon made no reference to any of the 
proposals or the above paragraphs. He did say however “While there will always be some disturbance when 
we undertake large scale works, we will aim keep this to a minimum in line with the public standards HS2 
and National Grid work to.”   As you are aware my view is that the public standards HS2 work to are totally 
inadequate.  If they would work to the standards that National Grid do on other projects in nature reserves 
other than HS2 projects I would be less concerned. 

I refer you again to the leaflet dated October 2019.  This time section 7. Will you use the canal for any 
activities to lessen environmental impact? 

We’ve already identified the possibility of utilising the canal via a barge for certain activities. We 
delivered ground investigation equipment by canal barge to one location. This facilitated the 
completion of the borehole with minimal environmental impact.” 

The old pylons will be dismantled in sections. We’re evaluating the different transport options for 
access and egress, including the canal. This approach is done on a case by case basis. All transport 
options are evaluated in line with safe systems of work and alongside carbon footprint weight of 
equipment, storage and handling, access and egress calculations.” 

The decision that you have now apparently taken to dismantle the redundant pylons by pulling them over is 
the most destructive method possible.  This is perhaps the reason why you have earmarked such a large 
compound around each of the potential redundant pylons.  This decision must be reversed. 

In your response email of 6th March 2020, you state 
“National Grid would also like to make you aware that even if Option 3 was viable, they would still need to 
install trackway between the towers to establish safe working area and access routes. Both a tractor or winch 
would need to access the site, to pull the towers over as well as equipment for breaking them up. The use of 
the heavy machinery could pose a risk of damage to the towpath and in order to provide access for this plant 
additional tree clearance would be needed along the canal towpath and in order to provide access for this 
plant additional tree clearance would be needed along the towpath. It is also likely that the towpath would 
have to be closed…”   

Provided the demolition of the towers was carried out strictly in accordance with the letters from Andrew 
MacKinnon, with a small fenced off compound round each pylon and a single metal trackway as illustrated 
on the leaflet of October 2019 to the canal with one or more barges complete with crane to take away the 
insulators and pieces of metalwork then there will be no need to close the towpath, and no need to build any 
temporary trackway between the towers. 

The matter of the route of any temporary trackwork through Denham Country Park and the Driving Range, 
also any fencing is best left for the meeting.  Obviously if you eventually agree to my two proposals which 
will mean no new pylon being constructed to the west of the Canal and demolition of the redundant pylons 
in pieces being taken away by canal barge then there will be no need for any temporary (or permanent) 
trackway in the Denham Country Park and therefore no need to have a meeting about the route and any 
fencing of this route. 

Unless you are able to take both parts of this letter on board will you please make immediate arrangements 
for a meeting either face to face or by Skype or other Conference call facility. 

Yours sincerely 

Graham J. Lee 
For Hillingdon Green Party. 
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Exhibit 16 SG Photographs of HS2 site compound Denham Country Park 10 June 2020  

1. Destruction of priority habitat  wet woodland 

 

2. Removal of potential bat roosts. 
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3. Evidence of ancient tree felling  

 
4. Evidence of tree felling in riparian zone on River Colne bank outside HS2 site compound. 
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Exhibit 17 HS2 contractor work - tree climbers cutting off branches and chunks of trunk 
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Exhibit 18 Chipping machines. 

Branches, trunk and pieces of felled tree put through chipping machines. Witnessed 10 June 2020 
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Exhibit 19 Removal of evidence  tree and habitat chippings being removed in large green sacks. 
10 June 2020 
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WML-CL40 HS2 Bats in tree roosts Sept 2019 (V4.0) Page 1 of 18 

BAT MITIGATION CLASS LICENCE WML-CL40
 
HS2 Phase 1 (London to West Midlands)  Bats in 
tree roosts 
 

 

OVERVIEW 

This licence applies in a certain, limited, range of circumstances where works necessary for 
management or development will impact on trees that are used by bats for roosting. It permits the 
disturbance and capture of bats and/or damage/destruction of listed roost types affecting no more 
than eight listed species of bats, which are present in small numbers in the affected roosts. The 
cumulative impacts of the proposed works must not exceed a threshold which would be seen by 
other professional ecologists as being low or low-moderate.  

Due to the nature of bat species using tree roosts, the number of roosts is not defined, nor limited. 
However the overall cumulative impact of the works must not exceed the low to moderate 
threshold. Normally this will be expected to be small numbers of the roost types listed and for 
small numbers of bats occupying those roosts. 

The range of circumstances that this licence is intended to cover typically includes individual trees, 
trees in small groups or low density (e.g. roadside trees or parkland), orchards, and small amounts 
of woodland.   

Where the overall impact of the works is in line with those covered by this licence, the extent of the 
site registration may cover the extent of contiguous or functionally linked woodland or trees that 
are subject to the same works. A site registered under this licence will comprise of a 
geographically distinct or defined area that includes single, small numbers or small groups of tree. 

Where works are to be undertaken in a small woodland block (<5Ha), the area impacted will not 
normally exceed (2Ha). Where works are undertaken in medium/large blocks of woodland it is 
expected that the area impacted will not normally exceed 0.5Ha.  

This licence excludes the removal of large blocks or large areas of woodland or tree cover as this 
would remove significant amounts of an important resource for bats and likely result in a 
significant impact on the local bat population. Such circumstances and others not covered by this 
licence should continue to be covered by applications for individual licences. 

This licence may only be used by ecologists who satisfy the criteria for registration and are 
working for a contractor undertaking works directly related to HS2 Phase 1. It is expected that for 
each registration the works contractor will be the Licensee. 
Only persons previously registered to do so may use this licence and in order to register a site under 
this licence the following must apply: 

 That the site has been subject to a suitable level of survey effort (see Conditions 14 to 17 
of this licence) to enable an accurate assessment of the level of impacts caused by the 
proposed activities; 

 That impacts arising from the works cannot be avoided; and,  

 That the overall, cumulative effect of the proposed works can be accurately determined, to 
both ensure that the impacts fit the criteria for using this licence and that suitable mitigation 
and if necessary, compensation are provided(see Annex A and B of this licence). 

Users of this licence will employ suitable mitigation and/or compensation for impacts on bat roosts, 
and as a minimum replace any roosts lost with roosts of ecological equivalence. Users must also 
follow the relevant sections of the HS2 Ecology Technical Standard when designing and 
implementing works affecting bats. 

In determining suitable mitigation, users must consider the level of impact in comparison to the 
overall woodland resource available within the core sustenance zone1 for the species involved. The 
favourable conservation status of bats within the area covered by the licence must remain favourable 
post works and the mitigation and compensation measures must ensure that the habitat retains, or 
improves, its ecological functionality.  
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Wherever possible, mature or veteran trees should be retained (and roosts within such trees are 
likely to be higher conservation status and therefore unlikely to fall within scope of this licence) along 
with buffer trees.

Where it is considered that there is sufficient alternative roosting potential in the remaining or 
adjacent woodland, normally 7 to 10 roosting trees per hectare (and this adjacent resource is not 
known to have recently been, or likely to be, subject to impacts in the foreseeable future) then 
mitigation may not be required and other measures to improve overall habitat for bats 
(commuting/foraging routes) in the area should be implemented 

Other impacts arising from the works, such as fragmentation and loss of connectivity must also be 
mitigated or compensated. 

 
 1 - Collins, J. (ed)(2016). Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edn). The Bat Conservation 
Trust, London. 

Registration  Any person using this licence must fulfil the criteria and conditions to 
become a Registered Consultant and to have confirmed registration with 
Natural England before undertaking any work under this licence.  

The Primary Registered Consultant for this licence must apply to register 
individual sites with Natural England prior to each use of this licence 

Recording & reporting There is a data recording and annual reporting requirement. 

Reference WML-CL40 

 

LICENCE TERMS AND CONDITIONS 
 
Legislation  Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017  

 
The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended  
 

Relevant section(s) Natural England hereby authorises under Regulation 55(2) (e) of the 2017 
Regulations and section 16(3)(f) of the 1981 Act, being satisfied that as 
regards the purpose set out below that there is no satisfactory alternative and 
that the action authorised will not be detrimental to the maintenance of the 
populations of the species concerned at a favourable conservation status in 
their natural range. 
 

Valid for the period 
 

1 March 2019 to 31 December 2019 (inclusive) 

Purpose(s) for which 
this licence is issued  

a) Imperative reasons of overriding public interest, or 
 

b) Preserving public health and public safety 
 

What this licence 
permits 

Subject to all the terms and conditions of this licence, solely for the 
purpose(s) stated above, and for works directly related to or necessary for 
the construction of HS2 Phase 1, this licence permits Registered Ecological 
Consultants, and their Assistants to: 

(i) Deliberately disturb; 

(ii) Deliberately capture/take (ie handle); 

(iii) Transport;  

Bat species and roost types specified in Annex A of this licence, and to: 

(iv) Damage or destroy resting or breeding places of the species and 
roost types specified in Annex A, using only the methods listed below. 
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By means of  By hand; 

Artificial light (e.g. torches);

 Endoscopes; 

 Hand-held static nets;  

 Exclusion; 

 Temporary or permanent exclusion by techniques specified in the Bat 
; 

 Disturbance by illumination and / or noise;  

 Temporary obstruction of roost access;  

 Destructive search prior to felling; 

 Destruction by soft (section) felling; and, 

 Destruction by felling (low potential trees only) 

 

On land Within the consolidated construction boundary of the proposed rail route and 
land upon which the Licensee has the permission of the owner to operate, 
within the counties and unitary authorities of: Greater London, Hertfordshire, 
Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire, Northamptonshire, Warwickshire, 
Staffordshire, Solihull and Birmingham.  
 
It may also be used on land in the aforementioned counties and unitary 
authorities where a third party or contractor of a third party owns or has 
permission to operate, to undertake works which are directly related to the 
construction of the rail route, and the Registered Consultant has registered 
the site with Natural England. 
  

Who can use this 
licence  
(see Definitions)  

This licence may only be relied upon by Registered Consultants, and their 
Assistants (see Definitions), except those with a recent conviction (see 
Information and Advice, notes f  and q ). 
 

DEFINITIONS USED IN THIS LICENCE 

Licensee The Licensee will be a contractor of HS2 Ltd, or a company which is required 
to undertake works to facilitate the construction of HS2 Phase 1, who has 
instructed the Primary Registered Consultant to carry out the licensed 
activities. Both parties must apply to register sites with Natural England.  

 
 Registered Consultant Is a professional ecological consultant who has been successfully registered 

with Natural England to use this licence in accordance with standards set by 
Natural England. 

Primary Registered 
Consultant 

Is the Registered Consultant who has successfully registered a site or sites 
where the licence may be used. There can only be one Primary Registered 
Consultant per registered site  

Secondary registered 
consultant 

Is a Registered Consultant who is registered to use WML-CL40 and who the 
Primary Registered Consultant has authorised, by name in writing, to 
undertake licensed activities specifically associated with WML-CL40 under a 
registered site. There can only be one Secondary Registered Consultant per 
registered site and they may only be appointed at Registered Sites where the 
Primary Registered Consultant is registered to use WML-CL40. The 
Secondary Registered Consultant shall carry a copy of the authorisation letter 
while on the registered site and shall produce it to any police or Natural 
England officer on request.  

Assistant Is a person assisting a Registered Consultant. There are two levels of 
Assistants covered under this licence. Their details must be listed in the site 
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registration form (WML-CL40-SiteReg): 

Level 1 Assistant Is an ecological consultant, who is skilled and experienced in bat mitigation 
work. A Level 1 Assistant is able to undertake licensed activities, appropriate 
to their level of experience (as determined by the Registered Consultant) on 
a registered site whilst the Consultant is not present, and they do not have to 
be under their direct supervision. Level 1 Assistants may directly supervise 

authorised in writing by the Primary Registered Consultant to undertake 
licensed activities on a site registered under this licence.  

Level 2 Assistant 
 
 
 
 
 

Is a person authorised to act under this licence whilst they are under the 
direct supervision of a Registered Consultant or a Level 1 Assistant. A 
maximum of six Level 2 Assistants can be authorised in writing by the 
Primary Registered Consultant to licensed activities on a site registered 
under this licence. 

Registered Site Is a site that has been registered with Natural England for the purposes of 
this licence. 

Small numbers 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Low to low-moderate 
impacts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Destructive search by 
soft demolition 
 
 
 
 
 
Mechanical demolition 

For the purposes of this licence, small numbers of bats  is not 
defined. Registered consultants are expected to use their experience and 
professional judgement in deciding what reasonably can be considered to be 
small numbers of the species of bat involved. These judgements are 
expected to be in line with established best practice and likely to be 
determined in the same way by other professional consultants who are 
experienced in bat ecology and mitigation. 

 

For the purposes of this licence, the terms low and low-moderate impact is 
that which the unmitigated impact of the proposed actions would likely be 
judged, by other professional ecologists, to not be likely to cause harm that 
could be considered to be moderate-high or high. This decision will take into 
account the numbers of roosts, roost types and numbers of bats involved. 
Generally these are impacts which can be easily mitigated or compensated 
by applying standard measures. 

 

Is the taking apart of a bat structure in a controlled and careful manner by 
hand, or in some instances with the assistance of hand-held tools and 
machinery, under direct ecological supervision. Only the Registered 
Consultant or Level 1 Assistant may take any bats found. Under this licence 
only the Registered Consultant or a Level 1 Assistant must undertake or 
directly supervise any destructive searching.  
 
Is the destruction of a structure that previously supported a bat roost using 
mechanical means after the structure, or relevant part of the structure, has 
been declared free of bats by the Registered Consultant. Mechanical 
demolition usually is preceded by a soft demolition exercise or completion of 
an exclusion process.  
 

 are for the purposes of this licence defined 
below 

A  a place where individual bats or a few individuals rest or feed during the night 
but are rarely present during the day. They are often distinguishable by evidence of insect remains. 
A  a place where individual bats, or small groups of males, rest or shelter in the day but 
are rarely found by night in the summer. 
A  a place where bats rest or shelter in the night but are rarely found by day. These 
roosts vary in their conservation significance and may be used by a single individual on occasion or 
it could be used regularly by the whole colony. This licence only covers night roosts of low 
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conservation significance. 

A is a place used by a few individuals or occasionally small 
groups for generally short periods of time on waking from hibernation or in the period prior to 
hibernation. 

 is an alternative roost that is in close proximity to a main maternity roost which is 
used by a small number of breeding females throughout the breeding season. 

A  is a place used as breeding site by small 
numbers of breeding females. 

 is a location with constant cool temperatures and high 
humidity, where small numbers of bats are found during the winter months 

 

Other roosts definitions used in this licence: 

A  is defined as a single structure or part of a structure, used by a single species for a single 
purpose. For example where a wall cavity forms a roost for pipistrelle bats and the roof void a roost 
for brown long eared bats, this, for the purposes of this licence, would be two roosts. 

A multi-functional roo is considered to be a roost that is used by bats of the same, or different 
species of bats, for different functions. For example, a structure which is used as a maternity roost 
or a hibernation roost and also by individual bats as a day or a night roost would be considered to 
be a multi-functional roost. In the context of this licence such a roost would be used by small 
numbers of a few species of bats.  

A -  is considered to be a roost that is used by more than three bat species. 
Different bat species may be using it at the same or different times or for the same or different 
purposes. In the context of this licence a multi-species roost would be a roost used by few species 
of bats. 
An shall include: a purposely installed bat box or suitably designed and located 
feature or structure provided for the purposes of providing bat roosts; an existing roost which will 
not be impacted by the works; or other new/enhanced roosting opportunities. Any alternative roost 
must be suitable for the species, within or close to the existing roost and free from additional 
disturbance or development pressure 

  

ADDITIONAL LICENCE CONDITIONS 

Using this licence 

1. This licence includes Annexes A, B and C which contain additional terms and conditions of use of 
this licence. 

2. The confirmation of registration to work as Registered Consultant under this licence forms part of 
this licence and must be kept with this licence and produced along with the licence and confirmation 
of site registration, when required. 

3. To use this licence you must be: 

a)  A primary or secondary Registered Ecological Consultant (see Definitions); 

b)   A Level 1 or Level 2 Assistant (see Definitions) who has been given written permission by 
the Licensee to act on their behalf on a specific site registered under this licence; 

4. The Licensee is required to obtain all necessary permissions and consents and arrange access to 
the site for the Registered Consultant for the duration of the licenced activities and monitoring 
period, prior to registering the site. These records must be kept for at least 12 months following 
completion of the licenced works and monitoring period and must be made available on request to 
any Natural England officer at any reasonable time, within one working day. 

5. Any Assistant must be named on the site registration document and be authorised in writing by the 
Licensee to act on their behalf under this licence. Any such person must carry this written 
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authorisation with them at all times when conducting activities under this licence

6. It is the responsibility of the Primary Registered Consultant to ensure Assistants are sufficiently 
trained and experienced to act under this licence and that they use appropriate equipment so as to 
avoid unnecessary suffering of any animal in the course of licensed operations.  

7. The Registered Ecological Consultant and their Assistants must have prior experience of using the 
methods proposed in the site registration document (WML-CL40 Site Reg). This can be evidenced 
by previous experience with mitigation licences, Science and Conservation licences held or by 
being registered for the relevant level of  Class Licence for the methods being proposed. 

8. This licence may only be used at a site that has been successfully registered with Natural England 
and where the information in the authorised site registration form 'WML-CL40 Site Reg' remains 
accurate for the duration of the licensed activities. 

9. Site registration involves submission of a site registration docu -CL40-SiteReg  and a site 
registration spreadsheet WML-CL40-SiteRegSpreadsheet . The site registration documentation 
must be submitted to Natural England for assessment at least six weeks in advance of the intended 
start date. 

10. Proposed activities under this licence, as described in the site registration document and site 
registration spreadsheet, may only take place with the agreement of the Licensee who must also 
have agreed to comply with the terms and conditions of this licence, and any mitigation and / or 

-CL40-SiteReg  and WML-CL40-
SiteRegSpreadsheet . 

11. Sites must be registered using -CL40- Site Reg  and WML-CL40-
SiteRegSpreadsheet . This must be submitted at least four weeks in advance of the intended start 
date, but not more than 12 weeks in advance and:   

 
a. All consents necessary for the proposed activity must have been granted (planning or other) 

before applying to register the site. For all consents that have been granted, all conditions or 
Reserved Matters relating to wildlife species and habitat issues (which are intended to be 
and are capable of being discharged) must be discharged and in place.  

b. A walk over survey/check must have been undertaken within three months prior to 
submission of the site registration form to ensure that conditions have not changed since the 
most recent survey was undertaken. 

c. Works may only take place in agreement with the landowner, who must also have agreed to 
comply with the terms and conditions of this licence, including any compensation 
requirements to be provided (Relevant Annex(s)). Confirmation of this agreement must be 
declared in the site registration form WML-CL40 Site Reg.  

12. Works are only permitted to commence following receipt of an email from Natural England 
confirming that the site is registered and works can proceed as described in the site registration 
document. Natural England reserves the right to request further information before a site is 
registered. 

13. If details within an authorised site registration form change, the Licensee and Primary Registered 
Consultant must apply to Natural England with an amended site registration form and, where 
relevant, an amended maps to allow reassessment. Responsibility remains with the original 
person(s) on the authorised site registration form until written confirmation authorising the change 
has been received from Natural England. Details include: 

a. Change of Licensee; 
b. Change of Primary Registered Consultant; 
c. Change to work schedule: an amended site registration form must be submitted prior to the 

expiry of the licence period within the authorised site registration form. An explanation for 
this request must be provided. Licensed activities must stop if they go beyond the licence 
period in the authorised site registration form except where written confirmation authorising 
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the change has been received from Natural England; and
d. Significant changes to licensed activities: should circumstances change so that activities 

and/or impacts falling outside the scope of this licence are required then works may no 
longer proceed. Natural England must be notified in writing within two working days, the site 
may then be de-registered and an individual licence might be required to proceed. 

 
Survey and Assessment Requirements 
 
14. Before registering a site, it must have been subject to a suitable level of survey to identify buildings 

or structures with bat potential and the species of bats and type of roosts likely to be present. 
 

15. All surveys (pre and post site registration) must be undertaken in accordance with the Bat 
Conservation Trust (BCT) Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists  Good Practice Guidelines and 
the Bat Mitigation Guidelines (see Information and Advice note f). Surveys must be up-to-date and 
tailored to each site, taking into account complexity of the structures involved and potential usage 
by bats throughout the year. 

 
16. All reasonable effort to identify the bats present to species level and the roost type(s) must be 

undertaken.  
 
17. The survey records must be kept for at least 12 months following completion of the monitoring 

period and must be made available on request to any Natural England officer or any police officer at 
any reasonable time, within one working day. 

 
Working under the licence  
 
18. This licence is only to be used for species and numbers of bats and roost types included on Annex 

A, and where the cumulative impacts resulting from the use of this licence are in the range of low to 
low-moderate. 

19. The Licensee and Registered Consultant are responsible for all activities carried out under this 
licence, including activities carried out by any Assistants.  

20. It is the duty of any person authorised to use this licence to ensure that they can adhere to the 
activities permitted as detailed on the authorised site registration form and conditions of this licence 
before accepting this responsibility. While engaged in the activities to which this licence applies the 
Registered Consultant shall make a copy of the licence (including the Annexes) available for 
inspection on each registered site where the activities are taking place and shall make it available 
for inspection to Natural England or any police officer on request within five working days. 

 
21. The Registered Consultant must ensure that all those involved in the proposed works at the 

 

 that bats are present;  
 the legislation relating to bats;  
 the measures that will be used to protect bats;  
 good working practices;  
 licensable activities; and  
 what to do should bats be found.  

This information must be provided before any works commence in the registered site. A written 
record that this has been undertaken must be kept by the Licensee and made available to Natural 
England or any police officer on request within five working days.  
 

22. The Registered Consultant must be on site when any works are being undertaken under this 
licence. Where works are being undertaken at more than one site at the same time, the Registered 
Consultant may permit a Level 1 Assistant to supervise works at sites where the Registered 
Consultant is not present. The Level 1 Assistant must be suitably experienced in the work and 
methods being employed at that site and also be suitably experienced at supervising works. 
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Dealing with bats discovered during pre-work assessments or unexpectedly
 
23. Where bats of a species not included on this licence or in numbers or roost type exceeding what 

could be considered low to low-medium conservation significance, all works must stop. The 
Registered Consultant must make an appraisal and re-evaluation of the situation in accordance 
with Annex C. Work may only restart when written confirmation is received from Natural England. 

24. Where a bat is unexpectedly discovered in adverse weather conditions, the guidance in Annex C 
must be followed 

25. Provision must be made for prompt assistance to deal with any injured bat. Any injured or dead 
bats must be reported to Natural England on -CL40  

Use with other Licences 

26. This licence may be used in conjunction with the following types of licence: 
 Any bat survey Class Licence, and 
 WML-CL40 Bat Mitigation Class Licence  HS2 Phase 1, Bats in Buildings, only where the 

combined impact of the use of both licences does not exceed the low to low-moderate 
threshold. 

It may not be used in conjunction with: 
 WML- CL21 Bat Low Impact Class licence 
 Any individual licence 

 
Mitigation and Compensation (also see relevant Annexes) 
 
27. The Licensees must ensure that any mitigation and compensation measures specified in the 

authorised site registration form are completed within the appropriate timeframe and in accordance 
with this licence unless otherwise agreed in advance and in writing with Natural England. 

 
28. Mechanical demolition (see Definitions) must only take place once the Registered Consultant, has 

confirmed a structure to be free of bats. 

29. Where bats are discovered and taken under this licence they must either be relocated to an 
alternative roost (see definitions) or released on site at dusk in, or adjacent to, suitable foraging / 
commuting habitat in safe areas within or directly adjacent to the pre-works habitat.  

30. Where capture and/or handling of bats are necessary, only the Registered Consultant, or an 
Assistant directly supervised by the Registered Consultant may do so. Any capture, handling or 
exclusion of bats must only be undertaken in conditions suitable for bats to be active. 

31. All works must be undertaken using best practice methodology to ensure minimal risks to bats.  
 

32. Persons acting under this licence must abide by the advice on excluding bats, handling bats and 

Workers Manu  
 
33. All impacts on bats or their roosts must be mitigated or compensated. 

 
34.  Impacts to roosts must be mitigated or compensated in accordance with the requirements set out 

in Annex B. 
 
35. Any mitigation and compensation measures proposed in the site registration document must be 

implemented as described. Any significant changes must have been agreed in writing by Natural 
England (see Condition 13(d) above). 

 
Monitoring and reporting requirements 
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36. Monitoring must be undertaken in accordance with the requirements set out in Annex B. 

37. The Primary Registered Consultant must comply with the reporting requirements below:

a)  A report of licensed activities and the associated monitoring must be submitted annually for 
each site registered under this licence. This must be submitted using form WLM-CL40 LicRtn. 

b) The Primary Registered Consultant shall maintain a record of all licensable activities, 
monitoring and Authorised Persons used. This must be kept for at least 12 months after the 
completion of licensable works and the monitoring period at each registered site, in 
accordance with the requirements of Annex B.  

Records are to be made available for inspection by Natural England or a police officer at any 
reasonable time, within five working days. 
 

38. Monitoring must be underpinned by surveys, in accordance with the requirements of Annex B, and 
-CL40-

information and data provided in the site registration document.  
 

39. Monitoring data will be used to assess any impact of the licensed activities over the course of the 
monitoring period and to ensure any overall impact of these activities is not detrimental to the 
Favourable Conservation Status of the bat populations.   

 
Licence compliance 
 
40. The Licensee, and any person authorised by, or working under this licence must comply with the 

terms and conditions of this licence, including the site registration, recording and reporting 
requirements. Failure to do so will render registration null and void. For the purposes of Regulation 

 Natural 
England will advise a Registered Ecological Consultant of any change in registered status and 
explain the reasons for this. 

 
41. Natural England must be informed of any breach to this licence. The Registered Consultant, 

Licensee, or Authorised Person, must report to Natural England in writing any problems with 
compliance with the licence within three working days and take necessary action, within the terms 
and conditions of this licence, should they discover poor practice and/or activities beyond the scope 
of the licence. 

 
42. Registered Consultants must inform Natural England: 

a)   If they are subject to disciplinary action with their professional membership body, within one 
working week of being informed, setting out the circumstances. They must also inform 
Natural England of the outcome of the action within one working week of the conclusion of 
this action. 

b)  If they are subject to any criminal investigation by the police or other statutory body for any 
wildlife-related offence(s), setting out what these are, when the outcome is likely to be known, 
and what the outcome is following completion of the investigation. 

This will enable Natural England to assess whether their registration for use of this licence needs to 
be reviewed. 

 
IMPORTANT 

This licence authorises acts that would otherwise be offences under the 2017 Regulations and the 
1981 Act. Failure to comply with its terms and conditions: 

i. may be an offence under the 2017 Regulations or mean that the licence cannot be relied upon and 
an offence could therefore be committed. The maximum penalty available for an offence under the 
2017 Regulations and the 1981 Act is, at the time of the issue of this licence, an unlimited fine 
and/or a six month custodial sentence; and 

ii.may result in your permission to use this licence being withdrawn. Natural England will inform any 
person or organisation whose permission to use this licence is withdrawn in writing. If the activity 
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that you wish to undertake is not covered by this licence, or if you are unable to comply with any of 
the terms and conditions which apply to the use of this licence, then you will need to apply to Natural 
England for an individual licence.

If the activity that you wish to undertake is not covered by this licence, or if you are unable to comply 
with any of the terms and conditions which apply to the use of this licence, then you will need to apply 
to Natural England for an individual licence.  
This licence is not a consent or assent for the purposes of Part II of the 1981 Act in respect to Sites of 
Special Scientific Interest. It is your responsibility to get consent or assent if required (see Information & 
Advice note e, below). 

Issued by and on behalf of Natural England on: 28 February 2019 

INFORMATION AND ADVICE 
a. Any site registration is the equivalent of a licence being issued for that site and this licence remains valid for 

the duration of the registration. 
 

b. The confirmation of site registration will be made by Natural England in writing via email, and this email will 
state how long the registration is valid for. 
 

c. Please note that the licence may be modified, extended, terminated or revoked at any time by Natural 
England or the Secretary of State, but this will not be done unless there are good reasons for doing so. 
  

d. Any requests for information in a licence will be considered under the Environmental Information Regulations 
2004 and the Freedom of Information Act 2000 as appropriate. 
 

e. This licence conveys no authority for actions prohibited by any other legislation. For example, anyone acting 
under this licence is not exempt from the provisions of Section 28H of the Act. This means that Section 28G 

are obliged to give notice to Natural England if they propose to carry 
out an operation likely to damage a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). To identify SSSIs and the 
features for which they are designated, refer to www.magic.gov.uk. For further advice or to request assent for 

are available from the Natural England Enquiry Service (see below). 
  
f. No person convicted on or after 1 January 2010 of an offence under the Conservation of Habitats and 

Species Regulations 2010, the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, the Protection of Badgers Act 1992, the 
Deer Act 1991, the Hunting Act 2004, the Wild Mammals (Protection) Act 1996, the Animal Welfare Act 2006 
or the Protection of Animals Act 1911 (all as amended) may use this licence without the permission of Natural 
England unless, in respect of that offence, either: 

i. they are a rehabilitated person for the purposes of the Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974 and their 
conviction is treated as spent; or  

ii. a court has made an order discharging them absolutely.   
 
g. The common name or names of species given in the licence and any annexes are included by way of 

guidance only. In the event of any dispute or proceedings, it is the scientific name of a species only that will 
be taken into account. 
 

h. Any person authorised by this licence are advised to carry a copy of this licence at all times when acting 
under this licence. 

 
Training and experience requirements 
i. Training must be relevant to the conditions and the activities permitted by the licence and should be 

undertaken at regular intervals. It is the responsibility of each person authorised by this licence to maintain 
their expertise at an appropriate level to act under this licence. It is also the responsibility of each person 
authorised by this licence to ensure that any Assistants under their direct supervision have appropriate 
training, experience and instruction to undertake the activity they are being asked to do act under this licence. 
  

j. As a minimum, this must include: identification of European and other Protected Species relevant to the 
species and activities authorised by this licence and signs indicating they may be present; undertaking 
records searches; the ability to identify a rare species, non-native species and populations of significant 
importance; surveying techniques; best practice guidance and reasonable avoidance measures; mitigation 
techniques and methods, and compensation requirements and measures; a working knowledge of the  
Regulations and the Act together with an understanding of offences that may be committed. 

 
Guidance on surveying and best practice 
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k. Advice on surveying, mitigation and compensation are provided in the latest edition of the 'Bat Mitigation 
Guidelines' and The BCT Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists: Good Practice Guidelines (3rd edition). 
The Licensee and any Authorised Person are expected to check whether this guidance has been updated 
and if so, to ensure that they act in accordance with the most up to date version. 
 

General Welfare Considerations 
l. Persons acting under this licence may photograph any protected species named in this licence in connection 

with licensed work provided that this causes no additional disturbance or any other harm. 
 

m. Under the Animal Welfare Act 2006 it is an offence to cause any unnecessary suffering to an animal under 
the control of man (section 4).  This applies to the treatment of animals (including non-target species) held in 
nets etc. 
 

The limits of licences  
n. Licences permit action only for the purposes specified on that licence. 

 
o. Licences do not permit actions prohibited under any other legislation, nor do they confer any right of entry 

upon land. All relevant animal welfare legislation must be complied with at all times, including the Animal 
Welfare Act 2006.  

 
p. No work shall be carried out under this licence on a National Nature Reserve except with the prior written 

Service  see below ). 
 

Compliance and enforcement 
q. The Licensee is expected to monitor compliance with the licence and to take action in the event that poor 

practice and/or non-compliance are identified. A person may be barred from using this licence by Natural 
England, for example, if that person breaches the conditions of this licence. In these circumstances Natural 
England will notify the Licensee. 

 
r. Any person to whom Information and Advice f  applies will require the permission of Natural 

England to use this licence.  Any such application will be considered on its merits. 
 
s. Natural England checks compliance with licences and the attached conditions and where breaches occur will 

apply its published Compliance and Enforcement Position.  
 
Contact Details for Natural England 

For licensing enquiries:                                                                       For other enquiries use the Enquiry Service:  
Telephone 0208 026 1089                                                          Telephone 0300 060 3900 

Email  HS2wildlifelicensing@naturalengland.org.uk                       Email enquiries@naturalengland.org.uk 
            
Postal address                                                                                      

Technical Services Wildlife Licensing, Natural  England,  
Horizon House, Deanery Road, Bristol BS1 5AH 
Web     https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-england#org-contacts 
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Using and Sharing Your Information

 
Who is collecting my data? 
The data controller is the Natural England, Foss House, Kings Pool, 1-2 Peasholme Green, York, Y01 7PX. You can 
contact the Natural England Data Protection Manager at: Natural England, County Hall, Spetchley Road, Worcester, WR5 2NP; 
foi@naturalengland.org.uk. 
Any questions about how we are using your personal data and your associated rights should be sent to the above contact. The 
Data Protection Officer responsible for monitoring that Natural England is meeting the requirements of the legislation is: Defra 
group Data Protection Officer, Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs, SW Quarter, 2nd floor, Seacole Block, 2 
Marsham Street, London SW1P 4DF. DefraGroupDataProtectionOfficer@defra.gsi.gov.uk. 
 
What of my data is being collected and how is it used? What is the legal basis for the processing? 
The information on the licence application form and any supporting material will be used by Natural England to undertake our 
licensing functions. This will include, but is not limited assessing your application, issuing a licence if applicable, monitoring 
compliance with licence conditions and collating licence returns and reports. The personal information we will process will 
include, but is not limited to your name and contact details, customer type and reasons for wanting a licence. 
Processing is necessary for the performance of a task carried out in the public interest or in the exercise of official authority 
vested in the data controller. That task is to conduct the licensing functions as delegated by Defra to Natural England under Part 
8 Agreement under section 78 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 
 
Who will my data be shared with? 
Your personal data may be shared by us with the Department for Food, Environment and Rural Affairs and its executive 
agencies including the Rural Payments Agency and the Environment Agency.  This will be used to monitor and evaluate the 
effectiveness of our work. 
It may also be shared with: 

 HS2 Ltd.  
We will respect personal privacy, whilst complying with access to information requests to the extent necessary to enable Natural 
England to comply with its statutory obligations under the Environmental Information Regulations 2004, and the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000. 
 
If you are relying on my consent to process my data, can I withdraw my consent? 
No, because the processing is not based on consent. 
 
How long will my data be held for? 
Your personal data will be kept by us for 7 years after the expiry of your licence or longer if stated in the licence conditions. 
 

 
Failure to provide this information will mean that Natural England will not be able process your licence application. 
 
Will my data be used for automated decision-making or profiling? 
The information you provide is not connected with individual decision making (making a decision solely by automated means 
without any human involvement) or profiling (automated processing of personal data to evaluate certain things about an 
individual). 
 
Will my data be transferred outside of the EEA? 
The data you provide will not be transferred outside the European Economic Area. 
 
What are my rights? 
A list of your rights under the General Data Protection Regulation, the Data Protection Act 2018, is accessible at: 
https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr/individual-rights/ 
 
How do I complain? 
You have the right to lodge a complaint with the ICO (supervisory authority) at any time. Should you wish to exercise that right 
full details are available at: https://ico.org.uk/for-organisations/guide-to-the-general-data-protection-regulation-gdpr/individual-
rights/ 
 

 https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/natural-
england/about/personal-information-charter 
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ANNEX A - WML-CL40(A): Species and roost types covered by this licence

Deciding if the use 
of this licence is 
appropriate 

The Registered Consultant is expected to exercise their professional judgment 
to determine if the use of this licence is suitable. In doing so, the Registered 
Consultant is expected to use their knowledge and experience of bat species 
and their ecology along with information on the local abundance and 
distribution of those species. This will be combined with the assessment of 
likely impacts of the works to determine what mitigation and/or compensation 
measures are suitable and required. 

This includes determining the level of impact upon individual roosts and also 
the cumulative effects of activities carried out using this licence on multiple 

England and it is for the Registered Consultant to decide what constitutes 
small numbers and low to low-moderate levels of impacts on the local 
population. These judgments should be consistent with published evidence 
and best practice and broadly consistent with the judgments of other 
professional ecologists dealing with a similar situation.  

For multi-functional, multi species, maternity and hibernation roosts, the 
Registered Consultant must especially consider the potential for cumulative 
impacts e.g. where a number of low impact effects may combine to increase 
the overall impact (see Bat Mitigation Guidelines).  

Where the impact of the work on the bats species  at individual sites or 
cumulatively in a local area - exceeds that which could reasonably be 
considered to be low or low-moderate then this licence should not be used 
and an individual licence sought. 

Natural England will review site registrations and may, where required, seek 
further information and clarity for site registrations, and in some cases suggest 
or require plans to be modified. 

Where it is intended to cover a multi-functional roost or a tree containing more 
than one or two roost types, each roost per species constitutes a single roost.  

Species covered by 
this licence 

Common pipistrelle  (Pipistrellus pipistrellus)  

Soprano pipistrelle (Pipistrellus pygmaeus)  

Whiskered  bat (Myotis mystacinus) 

Brandt s bat (Myotis brandtii)  

Daubenton s bat (Myotis daubentonii)  

Natterer s  bat (Myotis nattereri) 

Brown long-eared bat (Plecotus auritus)  

Noctule bat (Nyctalus noctula) 

Assemblage of 
species covered by 
this licence 

Where the conservation significance of the assemblage of species present 
within the trees or woodland covered by the registration is judged not to have 
local importance or significance. This would normally be small numbers of up 
to five (5) species, all of which commonly occur in the local area. 
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Roost types 
covered by this 
licence 

Roosts contained within trees only; 

Feeding roosts;

 Day roosts; 

 Night roosts; 

 Transitional/occasional roosts; 

 Satellite roosts; 

 Lower conservation significance maternity roosts where licensable 
activities are completed outside the maternity season and the modified or 
replacement roost is available to bats in advance of the next maternity 
season; 

 Lower importance hibernation roosts where licensable activities are 
completed outside the hibernation period, and the modified or replacement 
roost is available to bats in advance of the next hibernation period, and 

 Low - medium conservation status multi species and multi-purpose roosts.  

Numbers of bats 
covered by this 
licence 

 Individuals or small total numbers of any species listed. If more than one 
species will be affected, it is the total number of all bat species which must 
be considered. 

Numbers of roosts 
covered by this 
licence 

 The number of actual roosts that may be affected by this licence is not 
given as a definitive figure, but is defined by what can reasonably 
considered to be resulting in a low or low-moderate level of unmitigated 
cumulative impacts 

Unexpected finds See Annex C. 
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Annex B - WML-CL40(B):  Expected mitigation, compensation, monitoring and 
management/maintenance requirements 

Deciding the level of 
mitigation or 
compensation 
required 

The Registered Consultant is expected to exercise their professional 
judgment to determine the level of mitigation or compensation required to 
maintain the favourable conservation status of bats affected by works taken 
under this licence. In doing so, the Registered Consultant is expected to 
use their knowledge and experience of bat species and their ecology along 
with information on the local abundance and distribution of those species. 
This will be combined with the assessment of likely impacts of the works to 
determine what mitigation and/or compensation measures are suitable and 
required. 

In each case replacement or compensation roosts must be located as near 
as possible to the site of loss. Under this licence, replacement roosts must 
not be located outside the core sustenance zone for the local population of 

woodland or immediate vicinity of the tree impacted should also consider the 
continuing ecological functionality of the roosts within the local habitat and 
will, as a minimum standard, maintain this. As well as roost replacement, 
other habitat improvements, such as improving foraging and commuting 
opportunities, should be implemented. 

When considering the necessity of providing compensatory  roost 
provisions within woodland it is recommended that an assessment of the 
pre-construction roosting resource  is undertaken including both artificial 
(e.g bat boxes) and natural (trees) resource. The assessment should 
include an estimate (if the resource is large) or count (if small) of the 
number of trees that contain potential roosting features (PRF) and the 
overall suitability of the woodland to support roosting bats. As a guide, if 
this resource exceeds a minimum density of 7-10 trees (with PRF) per ha in 
woodland close to or adjacent to the impact, then replacement roosts may 
not be required. Trees providing such compensatory resource should be 
protected from direct and indirect impacts for the duration of the 
compensatory provision including any management and maintenance 
measures to ensure this. 

For confirmed roosts within individual trees, or those within a landscape 
with scattered trees, then the compensatory resource provision should be 
equal to, or exceeding that available prior to the licensable works. 

Introducing bat boxes as compensation for the loss of tree roosts is 
appropriate in woodland where there are few existing PRF.  However, 
introducing large numbers of bat boxes to a wood is not appropriate where 
such features already exist, as this can have a negative effect on bat 
communities. If tree roosts are to be lost, in this situation woodland creation 
may be a more appropriate than providing compensatory roost habitat, 
unless hibernation or maternity roosts are expected to be lost. 

Replacement roosts provided as mitigation or compensation must be 
monitored under this licence. 

Planting provided under this licence must be monitored, managed and 
maintained for the duration of the compensatory provision. 

Natural England will review site registrations and may, where required, 
seek further information and clarity for site registrations, and in some case 
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suggest or require plans to be modified. 

Expected ways of 
working under this 
licence 

Before this licence is relied upon all reasonable ways of avoiding or limiting 
roost disturbance or loss must have been considered. 

Any person working under this licence is expected to comply with 
standards set out in the following documents: 

 HS2 Ltd Ecology Technical Standard (HS2-HS2-EV-STD-000-
000017) (version that is in place at that time) and, where directed, 
to the source and reference documents stated within that Standard. 

Where no specific guidance is offered or signposted by the HS2 Ecology 
Technical Standard the user should follow the best practice set out within 
the following three documents when working with bats: 

 Bat Workers Manual (JNCC) 

 Bat Mitigation Guidelines (Natural England) 

 Bat Surveys for Professional Ecologists  Good Practice Guidelines 
(Bat Conservation Trust) 

Tree Felling 

Any tree identified as having confirmed bat roosts must be excluded or 
surveyed to confirm bats are absent or removed before felling. If this 

.  

Any tree tha
branches or tree sections and where bat roost potential is within that 
section, gently lowering to the ground for detailed visual inspection. Any 
cut into timber must not be across any crack, fissure or void that may 
hold bats, in so far as is reasonably possible, for safety of the operator. 

Felling of trees adjacent to trees with higher significance roosts and 
forming an important buffer for those trees must avoid the peak 
maternity and hibernation periods for that area and likely species. 

Timings of works Activities involving the exclusion, capture and/or handling of bats must 
only be undertaken in weather conditions suitable for bats to be active 
and must follow best practice methodology in line with licence condition 
32.   

Licensable activities impacting satellite, maternity and hibernation roosts 
must not be undertaken while the roost is in use for these purposes and 
seasonal avoidance would be the preferred approach. Where the roosts 
are excluded ahead of seasonal use, appropriate compensation (if 
required) must be in place and available for use prior to exclusions 
taking place.  

Any exceptions to the above are likely to carry greater risk to bats and 
so prior discussion with Natural England is required ahead of a Site 
Registration Request, as it may preclude the use of this Class Licence. 
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Annex C - WML-CL40(C):  Acting under licences WML-CL39 and WML-CL40 when bats are found
unexpectedly or during in cold and/or in adverse weather conditions (see main Licence, 
Conditions 23 and 4)
 
 

Important: 

To minimise the risks of disturbing bats: 

 Surveys at a site must take into consideration the potential of any buildings or structures to be 
used throughout the year. Neither of the Class Licences to which this licence applies, permit the 
damage or destruction of maternity or hibernation roosts (or other important roosts) when they 
are in use by bats for this purpose. 

 Should unexpected species or numbers of bats or roosts be found whilst working under the 
authority of this licence, the Registered Consultant should assess if works can continue under 
either Class Licence to which this Annex applies, whether the authorised site registration form 
needs to be updated and sent to Natural England, or whether an individual licence will need to 
be applied for (see licence condition 23 and Annex B). 

 Should any bats of a species or roost type not covered by either Class Licence to which this 
Annex applies be found, works must stop and Natural England informed immediately. An 
individual licence may be required. 

 Activities affecting buildings or structures which are likely to support hibernating or torpid bats 
must be timed to take place when bats are active and when there is a decreased risk of direct or 
indirect harm to bats because: 

 Torpid and hibernating bats are unable to rouse quickly and can easily be injured or killed 
through careless working practices, and 

 Causing bats to wake and use energy at a time of year when they cannot replace their 
energy reserves may reduce their chances of surviving, particularly in the winter. 

It is however recognised that, despite thorough assessment, there are occasions where individual 
torpid or hibernating bats might be discovered unexpectedly.  

 
 
If individual bats are discovered unexpectedly, or during periods of cold or adverse weather 
then the following steps must be taken: 
 
A - Dealing with the bat or bats found 

 
1. Stop works to that building/structure. 

 
2. If the Registered Consultant is not in attendance at that site, he/she must be contacted 

immediately to attend the site. 
 
3. Do not expose the bat to the elements or cause it to fly out of the roost on its own accord. 

 
4. The bat must only be handled by a person authorised by the registration and where that person 

has sufficient experience in handling bats, unless it is in immediate danger. Special care must be 
taken if the bat is torpid. 

 
5. The bat should be carefully placed in a lidded ventilated box with a piece of clean cloth and a 

small shallow container with some water. The box must be kept in a safe, quiet location. 
 
6. Where the bat is torpid, care should be taken to avoid rousing the bat during transfer to a 

suitable location  which may be a suitable hibernation box or other alternative roost, providing a 
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safe, quiet environment with stable, cool temperature and relatively high humidity, safe from
further disturbance. 

7. Any underweight or injured bats must be taken into temporary care by an experienced bat 
carer and looked after until such time that the bat can be transferred to a suitable replacement 
roost at the same site, or weather conditions are suitable for release at the same site. 

 
B  Reviewing the work impact, mitigation and/or compensation required 
 
8. The Registered Consultant should re-assess the situation and consider whether works can 

proceed under the existing site registration.  
 

9. In doing so they should consider the implications of the unexpected find of the bat or bats, and if 
the current planned way of working, mitigation and/or compensation is appropriate. Where it is felt 
that changes are required a revised Site Registration form should be sent to Natural England prior 
to works continuing. 

 
10. Where bats of a species not covered by the licence are discovered, or larger numbers, or different 

roost types are found, then the Registered Consultant should contact the Natural England 
licensing team as soon as is practicable. After an initial discussion, the Registered Consultant 
should confirm the find (species, circumstances, revised plans for mitigation/compensation etc) to 
the licensing adviser via email. This email should confirm the species found, the number of bats 
found, details of previous surveys and or additional pre-works inspections and what is proposed 
as additional or revised mitigation/compensation. 

 
11. Natural England will respond and confirm in writing whether the unexpected find can be 

authorised under this licence, or whether an individual licence is required. 
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 1 

 
The Waterways Ombudsman 

Report on an investigation into a complaint by 
Ms Sarah Green 

 
 
1. The complaint 
 
1.1 Ms Green has a business, Arthur Daily Trips, which she describes as an eco-tourism 
and leisure business. On her boat, Arthur, she takes the overwhelming majority of her 
passengers to Denham Country Park, and says that the business cannot survive with the 
level of destruction planned for the canal environment in the area with the construction 
of HS2. 
 
1.2 She said that her business would be economically viable and sustainable as long as 
the quality of the natural environment remained, attractive, tranquil and full of species 
for passengers to observe, photograph etc. 
 
1.3 She explained that she had had a long correspondence with the Canal & River Trust 

, as well as a site visit, to engage them in actively seeking to conserve this 
environment. She said that she was not happy with the outcome and had therefore 
made a complaint. 
 
1.4 
by the outcome. At the second level it was considered by Darren Parkinson, who did not 
uphold the complaint. Mr Parkinson summarised the complaint in four bullet points, but 
Ms Green pointed out these did not sufficiently cover her complaint. I set out below the 
four points, and then summarise the further points that she made. 
 
1.5 Ms Green said that the Trust: 
  

 had not recognised the importance of the canal corridor through Denham 
Country Park (DCP) and had viewed other areas affected by HS2 as being more 
important; 

 should now survey the canal water and canal corridor and establish a 
baseline/standard of the existing ecology enabling HS2 contractors to be held to 
account; 

 should challenge the proposals to relocate electrical pylons believing there is a 
more ecological solution; and 

 had not kept her and other businesses in the DCP area adequately informed of 
construction works and subsequent impacts on the canal and canal corridor with 
regard to HS2. 
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1.6 Her additional points included: 
 

 t ; 
 that the Trust has not taken sufficient measures to ensure that the biodiversity 

of the area is protected; 
 that there is no evidence that the existing treeline will be in existence during and 

after construction; 
 that it is up to the Trust to carry out a survey; 
 that unless the Trust actively engages itself at the enabling works stage there will 

be unnecessary destruction, loss of species, habitats and added pollution (which 
would travel down the GUC to cause damage in downstream locations); 

 that the Trust needs to take its part in holding HS2 to account to its aspiration of 
no net loss of biodiversity; 

 t
odds with its charitable objectives and good stewardship of the area, and that 
without it the area will be ruined and valuable assets, habitats and species will 
be lost forever; 

 that any decline in natural assets should be reflected in no increase in licence 
and mooring fees; and 

 that any money gained by the Trust for the loss of local assets should be made 
transparent and a discussion opened with customers who will suffer. 

 
2. The Trust  
 

to her that it had made 
a decision not to oppose the development but to work with HS2 to achieve the best 
possible outcome for the canal and the area. It has entered into a Side Agreement with 
HS2 (which I have seen and read), which contains a raft of provisions relating to the 
planning and construction, and the maintenance and restoration of the local 
environment both during and after construction. In respect of the local environment, 
the Side Agreement includes provisions relating to biodiversity, land contamination and 
pollution control. It also includes the requirement for HS2 to ensure that surveys are 
carried out before and after the construction work, together with the requirement for 

. The Trust regards 
the Side Agreement as an important means of ensuring that it will have as much control 
over the operation as possible, on its land and within 15 metres of the boundaries of its 
land. 
 
3. Analysis and conclusions 
 
3.1 Before setting out my analysis I do need to explain what I can and cannot do. As an 
Ombudsman my role is to consider complaints which have already been considered by 
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the Trust, and where the complainant is still not satisfied by the outcome. My role is set 
out in paragraph 20 of my Rules1. Paragraph 20(a) states that I shall: 
 

receive complaints of injustice suffered by a complainant that arise from 
maladministration or unfair treatment by CRT, or any of its subsidiaries, in 

 
 
3.2 Maladministration is, in general terms, where the Trust fails to do something it 
should have done, or conversely does something it should not have done. Complainants 
may disagree on what the Trust should or should not do, but if it is acting in line with its 
own policies there is usually nothing that I can do. If I find evidence of some systematic 
problem I may make recommendations or suggestions for the Trust to consider. 
 
3.3 This complaint differs from the majority of complaints I receive, in that the Trust is 
not in a position to make unilateral decisions about the situation, or perhaps even to 
significantly influence the plans for HS2. Whether or not the Trust ever had the power to 

o the Trust in July 
2016, is no longer a relevant question as the route of HS2 has now been confirmed. 
However, given the political backing of the scheme it seems unlikely that the Trust alone 
could have done anything to fundamentally alter the plans. The railway will traverse 
Denham Country Park, and will cross the area by bridge rather than going through a 
tunnel. There are, however, many questions yet to be answered and issues to be 
resolved, which will be considered as the project progresses. 
 
3.4 The Trust will, via the Side Agreement, be able to influence HS2 in the way it carries 
out certain activities during the planning and construction phases of the railway. 
However, I do have to bear in mind that only a small fraction of the land in the Colne 
Valley Regional Park and the Denham Country Park is owned or managed by the Trust, 
and that most of the land is owned by other, much larger, landowners. The Trust can  
significantly influence only what happens on its own land and within 15 metres of it. 
 
3.5 It is quite clear that the area is an important location for many reasons connected 
with wildlife, biodiversity and leisure activities, the more so because it is so close to 
London, and it does seem to me that the Trust also sees it in this way. As I understand it, 

place by opposing HS2 or, if it was to go ahead, by supporting a proposal for a tunnel 
under the area; or in the second place, given that it is to go ahead without a tunnel, by 
doing everything it can to minimise any disruption and ensure that the area is 
maintained and preserved in as good a state as possible. 
 
3.6 Despite what Ms Green has said about the Trust having had the power to oppose 
HS2, there is nothing in any of the evidence I have seen, which includes general 

                                        
1 http://www.waterways-ombudsman.org/media/1086/waterways-ombudsman-scheme-rules-19-
august-2015.pdf 
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information made available via national media, which would lead me to think that the 
Trust had a realistic chance of being able to do anything which would have been likely to 
significantly alter the plans for HS2. The Trust has made the point that, in view of this, its 
best approach was to take a neutral stance which would enable it to work with HS2 to 
ensure that it got the best possible outcome in those areas affected by the railway. 
 
3.7 In many of its communications with Ms Green the Trust has expressed surprise that 

 I accept that Ms Green is 
passionate about the area, and while I cannot give her an assurance that her worst fears 
will not come to pass, I have seen no evidence to suggest that those fears are well-
founded. 
 
3.8 I am not suggesting that she has no legitimate cause for concern; indeed given the 

work is still all in the future it is just not possible to conclude that her worst fears are 
justified. There will inevitably be some disruption, but the key issues are whether the 
disruption (including any contamination and pollution) will be kept to the minimum 
necessary to carry out the work, and whether the area will, as far as is possible, be  
reinstated to its current condition. Unless I had reasonable cause to believe that the 
Trust would either not honour any commitments it has made, or did not intend to seek 
the best possible outcome for the area, there would be nothing that I could do. I cannot 
rule out the possibility that, once the work is in progress, people will not have cause to 
complain, but that would be for a later date. 
 
3.9 It is clear from the correspondence between her and the Trust it has been unable to 
persuade her of a number of key points, in particular about its neutrality, its concern for 
the protection of the area and its biodiversity, and its statement that it is not 
responsible for conducting a survey. Above all, it seems to have been unable to 
persuade her that the Side Agreement will be helpful in ensuring, for example, that the 
impact of construction will be minimised, that biodiversity will be protected, that there 
will be adequate pollution control, or that reinstatement will take place to an 
appropriate level. 
 
3.10 In terms of the Trust engaging with Ms Green and others with interests in the area, 
Trust staff met her on her boat on 28 July 2016, and have engaged in a long 
correspondence. I saw the area for myself on 23 July, when I went for a boat trip on 
Arthur, and after that meeting I had a telephone discussion with Peter Walker in which I 
asked a number of questions about issues of the complaint. 
 
3.11 During that conversation Mr Walker provided some helpful background to some of 
the issues, but in essence reiterated many of the key points the Trust had already made 
to Ms Green. He stressed that HS2 would need approval for any works on or within 15 
metres of its land, which he said was about as much control as any organisation could 
have. There would be no permanent structures on Trust land, and indeed on this matter 
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he said that the Trust had secured an agreement that a viaduct pier, which was 
originally to have been situated on Trust land, would be placed away from the canal so 
that no vertical structures would be easily visible from the canal. He said that canal 
closures would be minimised, perhaps to a maximum of a few hours, or overnight, but 
that if prolonged closures were required they would as far as possible be 
accommodated within the stoppage season. 
 
3.12 He said that HS2 was now doing the survey work, and that the Trust would review 
the results. He pointed out that as far as the detailed work was concerned there was so 
far very little to look at, and much work was still to be done. As far as relocation of the 
electricity pylons is concerns he did say that scaffolding and netting would be erected as 
a safety measure, but that this was likely to have minimal visual impact. He also stressed 

d no effect. He 
wanted to make it clear that while the Trust would carefully monitor activities, he very 
much hoped that Ms Green and others would act as its eyes and ears. He saw no reason 
to be concerned that HS2 would carry out the work in a manner anything less than 
proper, noting that the Department for Transport would have a role to ensure that the 
work was done properly, and that many others would be watching and making sure that 
it was. 
 
Habitats Directive 
3.13 There is a clear disagreement between Ms Green and the Trust about its role to 

Habitats Directive, but the Trust says that it is for the developer or proposer of the plan 
(i.e. HS2) to provide the required information, and the Side Agreement clearly requires 
HS2 to bear the cost of a survey. HS2 is currently surveying the area, and the Trust will 
have sight of the result. If, when it is finished, the Trust feels that the survey is 
inadequate or incomplete, it will have the opportunity to say so. In the meantime, I have 

s assertion that it does not have a duty to carry out a 
survey. If Ms Green considers that it does, I would need to see some clear evidence that 
the Habitats Directive requires it. 
 
Effect on businesses 
3.14 Ms Green, in an email to me in June 2016, said that businesses like hers, as well as 
the other canal-side businesses, and leisure and pleasure craft, would be adversely 
affected, and that the effects would be disastrous for local people if the development 
went ahead. 
 
3.15 It is possible (and it may even be probable) that local businesses will be adversely 
affected by the construction of HS2, but as yet any effects are by definition speculative 
and unquantified. I have not reached the conclusion that there was anything the Trust 
could have done to avoid HS2 going ahead, with a viaduct across part of Denham 
Country Park. Even if I had concluded that the Trust might have successfully been able 
to oppose it, but taken a decision not to do so, there is nothing to suggest that I could 
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possibly have regarded it as an example of maladministration, rather than a policy 
decision. 
 
3.16 As it is, it does seem to me that the Trust is doing what it reasonably can to 
minimise the impact on the area during the construction activities, as well as ensuring 
that effective reinstatement will be carried out. 
 
3.17 I could require the Trust to take some remedial action (which could conceivably 
include some form of compensation) only if I were to conclude that there had been 
some maladministration, but I have not reached that conclusion. Given that HS2, as a 
project, has resulted from a Government decision which the Trust on its own was quite 
probably, in practice, powerless to block, any compensation would have to come from 
HS2 rather than the Trust. It is up to Ms Green and others to contact HS2 directly to see 
what compensation might be available, but clearly any claims would need to be 
supported by evidence of loss. 
 
3.18 Any potential detrimental impact on businesses and local people is still in the 
future, and it remains to be seen what will happen. The Trust has made it very clear that 
it is willing to work with local people, who will be valuable resources in providing 
information during construction. The Side Agreement does include conditions relating to 
such matters as reinstatement of the area and replacement of any lost woodland. Any 
feedback from local people to the Trust will be invaluable in ensuring that this happens, 
although this means that the Trust will need to share with them what HS2 is expected to 
do to minimise the impact of construction phase and ensure that once completed any 
loss is made good. 
 
Conclusions 
 
4.1 This is an unusual complaint in that it is about a major national construction project. 
Whether or not the Trust could have successfully prevented the construction work in 
Denham Country Park from going ahead (whether by diversion of the route sideways or 
into am tunnel) can only really be a matter for conjecture, given that it has now been 
confirmed. Given that the work is to go ahead, the Trust decided to take neutral stance 
and enter into a Side Agreement. 
 
4.2 Ms Green and others do have concerns about the scale and impact of the 
construction work, but to the extent that such fears might have been substantiated, the 
Trust has secured a degree of control over the way the work is managed. In particular, 
the Side Agreement states that HS2 shall not take any more land than is reasonably 
necessary. 
 
4.4 I cannot reach the conclusion that in the Trust deciding not to object to the 
proposals there has been any maladministration. The Trust made a policy decision not 
to do so, and I cannot influence its policy-making. No major work has yet taken place, 
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and it is not possible to anticipate events that have not yet occurred. I cannot conclude 
that the impact will be greater than is reasonably necessary, or that if so it will be as a 
result of any maladministration by the Trust, and I therefore cannot uphold the 
complaint. 
 
4.5 It will be several years before the work is finished. I cannot rule out the possibility 
that there may be grounds for complaint in the future, but it does seem to me that the 
best way to ensure that the work has the least possible impact on the area, and the 
population and wildlife, is for local people to work with the Trust. 
 
Comments following the draft report 
 
5.1 Ms Green submitted detailed comments on the draft report. In particular, she 
referred to evidence setting out the water quality of the various watercourses and lakes 
in DCP. She hoped that the evidence provided would enable me to further investigate 
the matter and come to a different conclusion. 
 
5.2 As an Ombudsman, I carry out investigations in a fair, reasonable and proportionate 
manner. That means that unless there is a good reason to do so, I do not carry out my 
investigations beyond the point where I am satisfied I have reached a sufficiently robust 
conclusion. After considering the evidence of both parties I take a balanced view of 
where the evidence points. If in my view unanswered questions remain, and I have 
reasonable cause to think I should investigate further I will do so, but only where it 
seems likely that the outcome might be significantly altered. 
 
5.3 In this case, I am not an expert on the subject in question. Ms Green has spent far 
more time studying it than I have, so rather than carrying out my own analysis of her 
further comments, which would have been exceptionally time-consuming, I asked the 
Trust for its comments on her submission, and it provided its responses. Having read 
them, I am satisfied that Ms Green s comments do not alter my conclusions. However, I 
have decided to reproduce some of Ms Green s comments and the Trust s responses. 
 
5.4 To the extent that Ms Green refers to other lakes and watercourses, which are not 
owned by the Trust, they are outside the Trust s jurisdiction and therefore outside mine. 
The Trust did say, in respect of Ms Green s comments about wetlands and water 
channels near Keeper s Weir, that in investigating and responding to Ms Green s 
complaints it was going beyond its policy of focussing on the canal itself. The Trust 
added that its assessment methodology was complex, and recommended that in the 
first instance she talk to HS2 for an explanation. 
 
5.5 In response to another comment the Trust said that the Environmental Statement 
did recognise the ecological importance of the canal. It said that its communications and 
petitions to HS2 had repeatedly focussed on this, its leisure use, and the perspective of 
canal users of the views and landscape resulting from the HS2 proposals. 
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5.6 The Trust said that its policy had enabled it to lobby effectively on a manageable set 

to be drawn into what it said would 
be almost inexhaustible (given the number of places where HS2 affects the Trust 
network) sets of issues on surrounding landscape features, where many other bodies 
were much better placed to do so. It said that as a result of its approach it had secured 
the Side Agreement, which other organisations had not. 
 
5.7 In respect of land parcel 731, the Trust said that it was subject to its approval 
provisions as contained in the Side Agreement with HS2. It explained that HS2 had 
confirmed that the intention was not to use this plot for an access/haul road, although it 
was likely that the towpath would be closed to allow the erection of scaffolding and 
netting as part of the works to install electrical cables over the canal. When it received a 
detailed package of information for approval, it would be able to provide more 
information. 
 
5.8 Ms Green said that there was a very slight ray of hope in that HS2 would need 
approval for any works on or within 15 metres of Trust land, but that in order for this to 
be meaningful there needed to be a fundamental change in Trust attitude and actions, 
and possibly personnel. The Trust agreed with the comment on approvals but disagreed 
with Ms Green s comment on attitude and personnel. It is, in any case, not my role to 
direct the Trust s personnel policies. 
 
5.9 On Ms Green s comment that there should be a larger scale plan of trees and 
species, the Trust said that it would expect such a plan to be prepared by HS2 in 
conjunction with the affected landowners, including the Trust. 
 
5.10 In summary, the Trust manages only a small proportion of the area of DCP. It is not 
merely not the biggest landowner, but quite possibly one of the smallest. The GUC is a 
significant waterway, but there are other watercourses in the DCP as well as lakes and 
gravel pits. I have no jurisdiction over the other landowners. I do not know what roles 
they have played in the planning and consultation phases for HS2, but to the extent that 
they have a part to play in the HS2 project I can only suggest that Ms Green take up her 
case with them, or HS2, directly. 
 
5.11 I am satisfied that the Trust s responses adequately deal with Ms Green s 
comments on my draft report. I have no reason to alter my conclusions, and so my draft 
report, together with this further section, becomes my final report. 
 

 
 
Andrew Walker 
18 September 2017 
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1. https://www.constructionnews.co.uk/civils/hs2-national-police-group-established-secure-
project-23-04-2019/ 
HS2 police unit 

 
 

2. https://www.constructionnews.co.uk/civils/tfl-to-slash-spending-by-525m-01-06-2020/ 
https://www.constructionnews.co.uk/civils/tfl-bailout-cash-will-run-out-by-october-02-06-2
020/ 
Not enough to maintain TfL 
 

3. https://nhsfunding.info/underfunded/is-the-nhs-underfunded/ 
Not enough for the NHS which we all rely on, not even through the Covid 19 pandemic. 

 
4. https://www.newcivilengineer.com/latest/calls-for-rolling-high-speed-rail-plan-beyond-hs2

-02-06-2020/ 
But enough for this! 

 
5. https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/hs2-whistleblower-demands-apology-and-compensati

on-k7w9p553r 
Is this a factored cost? 

 
 

6. http://stophs2.org/news/19314-byng-and-berkeley-on-hs2-badly-course-pac-report 
Lord Berkely “I am pleased that Public Accounts Committee (PAC) has taken steps to 
investigate HS2, but it is clearly not enough. Unfortunately, the report has failed to take into 
account the even earlier warnings that I, and others, gave the Government several years 
previously about the cost increases, the many senior whistle blowers who were silenced, and 
the failures of successive ministers to properly inform Parliament.  For example, on 16 May 
2016, the then S of S for Transport, Patrick McLoughlin MP, wrote to the then Chancellor 
George Osborne MP, stating that the Government could not keep to the HS2 budget, but 
suggested they obfuscate and keep this conidential.” 

“HS2 Ltd. and those working on it at the DfT have had no regard for proper process or 
Parliament. As recently as last month, why did the DfT give the go ahead to begin building 
HS2 on 15 April 2020 when it must have known about the ongoing PAC review? It is very 
unlikely that Parliament would have given approval had it been provided with the necessary 
cost information in a timely manner.” 

“The PAC has now exposed the disregard for parliamentary trust, transparency, probity and 
the failures of the civil service that have been evident within HS2 for many years. Billions of 
taxpayers’ money has already been wasted, and much more (£106bn to over £200bn?) will 
be in the future unless parliament and ministers get a grip. 

‘It is time to cancel Phase 1 completely, allow work on parts of HS2 in the regions to go 
ahead under the guidance of the National Infrastructure Commission and Network Rail, and 
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finally bury HS2, the company HS2 Ltd and bring to book those who have allowed this to 
happen.” 

7. And direct from the Public Accounts Committee: ‘the failure of the Accounting Officer to 
provide accurate information to Parliament is potentially a breach of the Civil Service Code 
and a breach of parliamentary Privilege.’

 
8. http://stophs2.org/news/19226-judge-hs2-might-6-months-hs2-clean-hands

Evidently HS2’s misdemeanours are beginning to be noticed elsewhere. 
 

9. https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/press-centre/2020/02/hs2-poison-arrow-for-environme
nt/ 

“HS2 will shoot a poison arrow” 

 
10. http://stophs2.org/news/19148-alternative-railway-proposals-hs2 

This table has been prepared by Micahel Byng, who wrote the standardised way of costing 
rail projects, which of course was not originally used to come up with the costs for HS2. He 
said: 

“The figures quoted in the table are taken from established published sources and accepted 
estimates. The difference between the total of the table, £231.79 bn, and the figure 
mentioned in the interview this morning is the allowance for new traction and rolling stock in 
the Northern Power House Rail and Midlands Connect Areas, which is £5.22 bn, making a 
current cost total of £237 bn.” 

Item Description Sub total Cost 

  £/bn £/bn 

1 Independent Estimate of the Cost of Construction of 
the entire HS2 Project, Phases 1, 2a, 2b (East) and 
2b (West) at 4th Quarter 2015 prices (ONS Output 
price Index = 100.10 ) 

107.92  

2 DfT Estimate of cost of Traction and Rolling Stock at 
4th Quarter 
Midlands Rail Programme prices;  (ONS Output 
price Index = 100.10 ) 

7.92  
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3 Capital cost of HS2 complete at 4th Quarter 2015 
Prices 

115.84  

3a Inflation calculated on Office for National Statistics 
Indices to 3rd Quarter 2019; Index = 110.90 

12.50  

4 Capital cost of HS2 Project complete with trains 
at current prices 

128.34 128.34 

5 Capital Cost of HS2 Connecting Services per Sir 
John Armitt, “Infrastructure Intelligence” 6th August 
2018;  (ONS Output price Index = 107.50 ) 

43.00  

5a Inflation Allowance 2018 to 2019 1.36  

6 Capital cost HS2 Connectivity per National 
Infrastructure Commission at current prices 

44.36 44.36 

7 Capital Cost Northern Power House Rail 
Programme, BBC News 15th August 2019;  (ONS 
Output price Index = 111.20 ) 

39.00  

7a Inflation Allowance  2nd Quarter to 3rd Quarter 2019 -0.11  

8 Capital Cost Northern Power House Rail 
Programme, current prices 3rd Quarter 2019 

38.89 38.89 

9 Capital Cost Midlands Connect Rail Programme; 
September 2019; (ONS Output price Index = 110.90 
) 

20.20  

9a Inflation Allowance 0.00  

10 Capital Cost Midlands Connect Rail Programme; 
, current prices 3rd Quarter 2019 

20.20 20.20 

11 HS2 Entire project, connectivity, Northern Power House Rail 
and Midlands Connect Rail; current prices 

231.79 
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11. http://stophs2.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/rh200203-Connecting-Britain-by-Rail.final
_.pdf 
A sensible approach 
 

12. http://stophs2.org/news/19112-employee-fired-hs2-hide-true-costs-speaks-out-managers
-accused-fraud 
And since proven right 

 
13. http://stophs2.org/news/19103-successful-delivery-hs2-rated-unachievable-june-2019-re

port-shows 
HS2 deemed unachievable by National Audit Office 

 
14. https://documentcloud.adobe.com/link/review?uri=urn%3Aaaid%3Ascds%3AUS%3A8e9

c8f87-2650-4aa0-8e0f-0eaf6e709640 
A dissenting voice, one of millions…..anybody listening up there? 

 
 

15. http://stophs2.org/news/18758-joint-letter-opposing-hs2-northern-councils 
Who really believes in HS2’s ability to bridge the north/south divide?  This letter from 25 
town and parish councils in Yorkshire suggests not the North. 
 
Dear Prime Minister, Mr. Corbyn, Ms. Swinson & Ms. Sturgeon 

We have recently had sight of an open letter sent to you on behalf of Midlands Connect, 
Midlands Engine, Leeds City Council and Northern Powerhouse Partnership, asking you to 
commit to the construction of HS2 Phase 2. Their reason for doing so, and I quote: 

“HS2 Phase 2 will extend the benefits of this vital piece of infrastructure …across the East 
Midlands, The North West, The North East and Scotland”. 

There’s just one thing missing here – South Yorkshire – the region situated between The 
Midlands and Leeds, and containing the City of Sheffield. 

Leeds City Council (one of the signatories) is happy to accept Phase 2 in its current form, 
and why not? After all, Leeds will probably benefit the most from a direct high speed rail link 
all the way down to London and vice versa. The Midlands Engine and Midlands Connect 
signatories are happy with Birmingham’s position, with new stations and high speed 
connections north (to Nottingham/Derby, Leeds and beyond), and south (to Birmingham and 
London). Nottingham and Derby also benefit from a high speed hub which will serve both 
cities. Finally, The Northern Powerhouse Partnership is just happy to know that HS2 will 
reach them in any form. 
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The only region NOT TO BENEFIT from Phase 2 is South Yorkshire. The region is being 
offered no more than a spur off the high speed line, north of Nottingham, allowing HS2 trains 
to take a detour and trundle along the existing Midland Mainline into Sheffield Midland 
Station, and that is where Phase 2b currently ends for Sheffield. The city, does not get a 
direct high speed link to any of the other cities – north or south. The speed, capacity, number 
of services, connectivity – all the drivers for building HS2 in the first place – are all 
diminished by using this option, and existing local services will suffer as a consequence, as 
will any economic benefits. 

There are other options which would allow for Sheffield to have a station on the high speed 
line. One would be to use Sheffield Victoria Station. This was the choice of Sheffield City 
Council. Other options have also been presented, which should be considered. 

So in conclusion, it is vital that if Parliament is to commit to building HS2 Phase 2, it must 
also commit to re-visiting the route through South Yorkshire, to provide the city of Sheffield 
with its own high speed station, equal to the cities of London, Birmingham, Nottingham and 
Leeds – NOT A PARKWAY STATION AND NOT A SPUR! This is what the people of SY 
voted for in the 2016 consultation. 

IF HS2 IS TO COME NORTH, IT MUST TREAT EVERY CITY EQUALLY. 

 
16. http://stophs2.org/news/18700-stop-hs2-submission-oakervee-review 

Stop HS2 submission to the Oakervee review of HS2, compiled by Joe Rukin & Penny 
Gaines. 

This document is set out as a response to the review terms of reference, which appear in 
bold. 

For the whole HS2 project, the review should rigorously examine and state its view 
on: 

• whether HS2 Ltd is in a position to deliver the project effectively, taking account of 
its performance to date and any other relevant information 

HS2 Ltd is not now and never has been in a position to deliver HS2 effectively. Many of the 
justifications for HS2 were invented with a complete lack of any independently sourced 
evidential basis, after the project was adopted by Government. This has nurtured a bunker 
mentality and complete institutional intransigence within HS2 Ltd, leading to a complete 
unfamiliarity with the truth and a far too close relationship with many suppliers and other 
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parties which would directly financially benefit from the project and the associated 
developments around stations sites. With all this in mind, and set against a background of a 
standard operating policy to completely deny self-evident budget over-runs, delays to the 
project, cut-backs on project scope and any and all other set-backs and problems, it is hard 
to believe that the effective and efficient delivery of HS2 has ever truly been the aim of HS2 
Ltd. 

Additionally, HS2 has been afforded a ‘golden child’ status whereby both government and 
opposition politicians have on a cyclical basis dismissed (and in many cases hidden) any and 
all of the statutory scrutiny and well-founded criticisms of the project and its management 
from independent sources. Employees of HS2 Ltd who have wished to raise concerns about 
the project have been summarily dismissed or have reportedly been paid for their silence, 
seemingly as standard practice. This has led to an attitude within HS2 Ltd that the 
organisation can do no wrong and will be allowed to get away with anything. 

Quite simply, HS2 Ltd is a rogue organisation at the heart of Government. 

Every independent body that has looked at HS2 over the years has concluded that it is an 
absolute mess. One of the many examples is the fact that HS2 has had a constant rating of 
amber/red from the Infrastructure and Projects Authority (IPA) for seven years, with a 
number of unpublished, redacted and secret reports that go further than that. This makes 
HS2 consistently the worst project on the Government books, yet responses to such ratings 
from Government and HS2 Ltd follow the same pattern: dismissing them as out-of-date; 
insisting that all of the problems raised have been addressed, despite the fact they regularly 
will appear in subsequent reports; and more recently the response has been to effectively 
say such reviews are pointless and that such things must be expected for a project of this 
size and complexity. In the case of one study which concluded that HS2 would already be 
considered to be failed by any internationally recognised measure of success, the report was 
cancelled prior to completion and buried, meaning that when the findings were leaked, the 
whole thing was dismissed as an incomplete and ‘not an official report’. 

Against this background, there has been routine public denial of anything going wrong up 
until September 2019, with a standard mantra that HS2 was ‘on time and on budget’ being 
used no matter what the evidence to the contrary, all of which has fed into the culture within 
the organisation that they can do no wrong whatsoever. Even as recently as July, Nusrat 
Ghani MP was willing go on the record to tell the House of Commons that there is only one 
budget for HS2, and this is £55.7bn. 

The roots of the problem with HS2 and HS2 Ltd can be traced back all the way to the 
Eddington report in 2006. Eddington concluded that transport projects should be assessed 
and prioritised on the basis of need, going on to lament that there was never an assessment 
of what was best for Britain’s transport infrastructure that concluded high speed rail was the 
answer, more that the HS2 project had gathered momentum for one reason only: strong 
lobbying from advocates. The development of HS2 tore up the ‘Kent Principles’ used for 
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HS1, which if used would have delivered a far more acceptable railway that could have been 
delivered in a more modular fashion, at lower costs to both build, run and maintain, delivering 
benefits to the areas it would go through, with the potential for genuine environmental 
benefits. 

This initial entryism presented a mythical cost which had no basis in reality, but was at a 
level acceptable to ministers at the time. Other figures were subject to manipulation for the 
purposes of entryism, such as the passenger forecast which not only demonstrated a 
supposed ‘need’ for HS2, but was also essential to present a positive business case. 
Consistently across the world, high speed rail projects fail to live up to the grossly inflated 
passenger forecasts used to justify their construction, while the costs are grossly 
under-estimated. All of these figures combine to present an overly-optimistic business case, 
which has serious repercussions not just for the viability of the project, but will influence 
spending decisions on the rail network for generations to come. Not only do grossly 
underestimated costs and over-optimistic passenger forecasts and construction timescales 
have the potential to monopolise transport infrastructure spending for decades to come, but 
they insist that HS2 would run at an operating profit. This is highly unlikely. It is widely 
accepted that only two high speed railways in the world operate at a surplus, and for HS2 to 
do so, not only would it have to achieve the ridiculously optimistic passenger forecasts, but it 
would also have to somehow attain operating and maintenance costs significantly lower than 
one would normally expect for a railway operating at the proposed speeds. There is also no 
example anywhere in the world of a wheel and rail railway which runs trains anywhere near 
to the frequency and speeds HS2 Ltd are suggesting will be standard. The highly likely 
implications of HS2 running at a loss do not appear to have been considered by 
Government. 

We cannot over-emphasise how much what has clearly been a far too cosy relationship 
between HS2 Ltd and those aiming to profit from the project, has impacted on the viability 
and delivery of the scheme. After HS2 was adopted following heavy lobbying and massive 
PR budgets from those with clear vested interests, the most obvious recent examples being 
Northern Powerhouse Partnership and the High Speed Rail Industry Leaders Group, has 
helped keep it there. Whilst that has been seen in the open, far more insidious is the 
revolving door employment policies which see construction industry secondees embedded 
within HS2 Ltd, staff seeming to move on a merry-go-round between HS2 Ltd, construction 
firms and consultancies involved with the project. 

Stop HS2 have long been concerned that what has happened within HS2 Ltd is fraud under 
the provisions of the 2006 Fraud Act. The arguments and actions that got HS2 on the books 
and have kept it there since have misrepresented the facts, presented false pictures and 
abused positions of trust – all three tests of the 2006 Fraud Act. One of many examples of 
this is the BBC Panorama broadcast ten months ago, in which HS2 Ltd CEO Mark Thurston 
said he wasn’t worried about overspending, he was confident HS2 Ltd could stand by the 
budget, and he categorically stated that “No, we are not over-budget.” 
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By August the ‘Stocktake’ document by the current Chair of HS2 Ltd showed that HS2 was 
expected to cost another £20-30 billion. It is beyond all realms of credibility to imagine that 
this happened overnight, people knew and they chose not to say anything. We now know 
that Patrick McLoughlin and George Osborne, and surely their successors, knew HS2 could 
not be delivered on budget on time or on scope before the project got Royal Assent, but 
chose not to mention that to parliament. George Osborne went on to set up NPP, which 
seems to spend most of its time lobbying for HS2 to be built, with rather spurious 
justifications. 

The progression of HS2 is not simply a case of the Government misleading the public, this is 
also a case of the Government and the civil service misleading both the House of Commons 
and the House of Lords as well as probably breaking the law. We are absolutely convinced 
that these issues are not going to go away, it is now too big to brush under the carpet, and 
we’re seeing that despite efforts to pay them off, the whistle-blowers are slowly coming 
forward. Simply, if HS2 continues it will become the scandal that keeps on giving for years to 
come. 

The full range of benefits from the project, including but not limited to: 

• capacity changes both for services to cities and towns on HS2 and which will not be 
on HS2 

• connectivity 

• economic transformation including whether the scheme will promote inclusive 
growth and regional rebalancing 

• environmental benefits, in particular for carbon reduction in line with net zero 
commitments 

• the risk of delivery of these and other benefits, and whether there are alternative 
strategic transport schemes which could achieve comparable benefits in similar 
timescales 

In line with the entryism that saw lobbyists presenting ‘acceptable’ figures to show HS2 in a 
favourable light, the benefits of HS2 have been consistently overstated. Almost every single 
piece of evidence to support the supposed need for HS2 has been made up, with benefits 
similarly being invented in an attempt to retrofit reasoning for building the project, after the 
decision to adopt it had already been made. In that respect, many of the standard soundbites 
supporting the project, and indeed submissions to this review heavily rely on fact-free 
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emotive phrases like “essential”, “transformational benefits”, “game changer”, “once in a 
generation opportunity” and the like. Now, with the project in trouble it is being suggested 
that more benefits should be invented, with proponents seemingly trying to claim that all 
developments currently being planned and undertaken anywhere near HS2 station sites are 
due to HS2. Another suggestion is that economic benefits should be projected out for 120 
years, which is as ludicrous a concept as suggesting as it would have been possible to 
predict the way we live and work today, back when Queen Victoria was still on the throne. 

The stocktake document goes further, claiming that a new methodology for assessing 
benefits is needed and that HS2 Ltd should develop it. The point of any Government analysis 
of economic or business cases is to see whether a particular project is a sensible way of 
spending taxpayer money: it is not to get some magic number which makes the project pass 
an arbitrary test. The proposal now being put forward is not that HS2 should mark their own 
homework as has happened in the past, but they should develop their own methodology, 
basically they would be setting their own homework. There is no suggestion that the new 
analysis could be used by other projects, just by HS2 Ltd, then HS2 Ltd would see whether 
HS2 passes the test. This simply cannot happen. 

One of the initial supposed benefits of HS2 was that it would take flights out of the air, by 
connecting major cities, Heathrow and the Channel Tunnel. Whilst the later two links have 
long since been dropped, without any reduction in the proposed cost of the scheme, and the 
modal shift from air to HS2 projections have dropped to just 1% of projected passenger 
numbers, some politicians and advocates are still willing to say HS2 would take flights out of 
the air without any evidential basis. Indeed, this is clearly counterfactual, and easily 
demonstrated by the fact that it would make airports more accessible, with Birmingham, 
Manchester, Leeds-Bradford and East Midlands airports all lobbying for the project. 

When looking at supposed capacity benefits one has to consider that this has always been 
disingenuous, because it tries to suggest that notionally creating space for more trains would 
actually equate the provision of more trains. This has never been the case. There has always 
been a requirement in the HS2 business case for cuts to existing services or ‘classic line 
savings’, which in the latest published business plan stand at £11.1bn. By definition, this is 
what freeing up capacity means, losing the trains you already have and potentially losing 
connectivity too for town and cities not on the HS2 route. When HS2 was first announced, it 
was shown in official documents that Coventry would lose 2 of the 3 fast services to London 
it currently enjoys, which led to the City Council voting to oppose HS2 within a matter of 
weeks. Since then, HS2 Ltd and proponents of the project have learned from this lesson, and 
are less forthcoming about where such cuts would fall. 

The supposed benefits of cancelling a handful of trains are now being grossly overstated and 
are simply not credible. For example, continuing their policy of Government lobbying 
Government, the Midlands Connect submission to this review seems to claim that 
‘144-freight-trains-a-day, plus more-stopping-trains-between-Birmingham-and-Coventry, plus 
more-long-distance-trains-between-Birmingham-and-Oxford-via-Coventry-and-Kenilworth’, 
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can all apparently be achieved by the Coventry scenario above, removing just one or two 
hourly fast trains from New-Street-to-Euston. 

In a similar vein, absolutely ridiculous statements are now coming out of HS2 Ltd, with the 
Stocktake report from Allan Cook claiming that each HS2 train would free up capacity for 11 
extra trains on the existing network. It is unbelievable that the new chairman has been put in 
a position whereby he is now responsible for such a ridiculous claim. This is a perfect 
example of the fact that HS2 Ltd is a shamelessly rogue organisation, with people who feel 
that they can simply make absolutely anything up, and get it out in the public domain by 
getting the chairman to put his name to it. This claim is fundamentally wrong, as is the claim 
now being made in slick promotion videos that if you take some of the fast trains off the 
WCML, this somehow normalises speeds between different services which would 
significantly increase capacity both for passenger trains and freight. This completely ignores 
the fact that the speed of ‘semi-fast’ commuter services in most cases is much closer to that 
of express trains than freight ones, meaning this concept would actually worsen passenger 
services on much of the railway, having a similar effect on the speed of passenger rail 
services as allowing lorries to go in the fast lane of motorways would on cars. 

In terms of the capacity to be expected via HS2 itself, the project delivers capacity where it is 
needed the least, decades in the future at the maximum cost with the minimum flexibility and 
connectivity. It is also significantly doubtful that HS2 could ever carry the number of trains 
being suggested at the proposed operating speeds. 

In terms of the supposed transformational benefit of HS2, every single piece of international 
evidence shows that high speed rail projects drag more economic activity to the dominant 
economic centre, and with London being so primate in the UK, and of course this concept 
that Old Oak Common is intended to become the ‘New Canary Wharf’, that effect is likely to 
be worse here. All we have to do is look at the effect of our own hub and spoke system on 
roads and rail, or even HS1 where the idea of major economic regeneration for Ebbsfleet 
was abandoned a couple of years ago with George Osborne announcing a plan to build a 
garden city, or in other words another London dormitory commuter town. 

The economic regeneration that HS2 might bring would at best see some developments and 
property price increases around station sites, which is why there has been heavy lobbying 
from those who would benefit directly from that, but these impacts would come at the 
expense of the wider region, as they have around Lille. This is why there are a small number 
of advocates with deep pockets insisting without any evidence whatsoever that HS2 would 
do exactly the opposite of what all comparable projects across the world have done. 

HS2 will not help meet the net zero commitments, as it will actually cause increased carbon 
emissions. HS2 Ltd’s own projections show HS2 will not be carbon-neutral for at least 120 
years. It has not been designed to get people out of cars or planes, with modal shift figures 
of 4% and 1% respectively: the majority of passengers would otherwise have travelled on 
conventional speed trains, and according to HS2 Ltd projections approximately a quarter of 
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passengers are expected to travel simply because HS2 has been built. HS2 is designed to 
encourage more travel at a time when we have not only the means and the need to reduce 
travel for work, but it is increasingly become the business imperative. 

The carbon case for HS2 also depends on decarbonising the electricity grid, but any 
reductions in emissions would also apply to any other form of transport that uses electricity, 
such as intercity trains running on electrified tracks. Electrifying the entirety of the train 
network will reduce the carbon emissions of all other trains, yet HS2 Ltd seem to be 
suggesting we would be using diesel trains into the next century. 

HS2’s figures for emissions are considerably more hopeful than any European high speed 
rail. The current best is France, which has a heavy usage of nuclear energy. However one of 
the current best routes – the Eurostar from Paris to London is still 18 gCO2e/pkm – and 
other European high speed routes have nearly double that (e.g. Frankfurt-Amsterdam is 33.6 
gCO2e/pkm). The expected equivalent for “the entire classic network, including the predicted 
mix of both diesel and electric trains in 2030” is 22 gCO2e/pkm, according to HS2’s own 
documents. Even in France high speed routes have emissions outputs of 15-33gco2e/p/km 
and that is a network which almost exclusively runs on zero carbon are nuclear power. 
Simply, the carbon case that HS2 Ltd have put forward has been fiddled down in the same 
way the business case was fiddled up, by coming out with a grossly inflated passenger 
forecast and basing the measurement on CO2 output per passenger kilometre. 

HS2 is an has always been an environmental disaster as far as the natural world is 
concerned, with constant attempts being made to belittle the actual impact and inflate 
proposed mitigations. The land take will be greater than any single motorway ever built in the 
UK, due to the fact that HS2 abandoned the Kent Principles and was designed for 250mph. 
Whilst the proposed width has came down slightly, but has more recently absent from official 
documents, the original technical specifications proposed a standard external fence-to-fence 
width where HS2 would be 75 metres on flat land, due to the speed of the project. Impacts 
have been spun out of all control, with impacts on ancient woodland in areas with very little 
cover belittled, and voodoo practices such as translocation of soils passed off as scientifically 
proven. Numbers have been made up for replacement woodland which ignore the fact that 
under standard planting practices only about one in twenty trees will live to maturity, and 
those are the ones which were not left to die in the summer of 2018. Whilst HS1 created a 
genuine wildlife corridor in the dead land between the railway and the M2 and M20, HS2 Ltd 
feel justified in using the phrase ‘wildlife corridor’ for small levels of habitat isolated creation 
away from the route, and seem to think it is reasonable to include land that will be returned to 
a worse condition after construction than it is now as ‘habitat creation’. 

In terms of delivering the supposed benefits of HS2 quickly, it depends what purpose HS2 is 
meant to serve. 

If HS2 is all about capacity, projects like: addressing the pinch points highlighted in the RP2 
and its optimised alternative; scraping voyagers on cross country routes for longer trains; 

D1151
D1011



adopting different train configurations; removing some of the restrictions of the franchising 
system and changing timetables; rolling out in-cab signalling, which will have to happen 
eventually; recommitting to cancelled electrification projects and reopening several old routes 
are all examples of things which can be done quickly, and deliver more benefits to more 
people more quickly with pretty much zero environmental damage. 

If HS2 is about jobs and rebalancing the economy, then the very last thing which should be 
attempted is another project that makes it easier to get to London. If the Midlands and North 
needs an economic stimulus, then money should be spent there, mainly on smaller local 
infrastructure projects which would benefit the vast majority of urban and inter-urban rail 
users. Developments around the land cleared at HS2 station sites can still go ahead, but 
only with adequate commitment to public spaces and social housing. At Old Oak Common, it 
would most likely be sensible to still go ahead with the Crossrail Station, but developments 
surrounding North Acton Tube over recent years suggest this may not be essential. Most 
importantly, transport projects should be sustainable and as the economy moves forward, 
more effort must be put in to reducing the need for travel. HS2 is quite frankly a nineteenth 
century solution in a twenty-first century world, and more investment must be put into 
broadband. 

The jobs figures for HS2 are simply not credible. If you were to add up all the predictions that 
are currently being made about HS2 and jobs, then if it were ready today it would eradicate 
unemployment. This is possibly one of the best examples of proponents being willing to 
make any old rubbish up to support the project. Apart from jobs in stations and on running 
the railway, transport systems may influence the location of jobs, but they do not create 
them. There is a significant risk that HS2 could actually be a disbenefit to the economy, 
because you may well end up with firms choosing to relocate around reasonably affluent and 
job-rich areas around HS2 stations, instead of the more deprived towns that actually need 
those jobs, towns and cities that may well end up with worse rail connectivity as a result of 
HS2. 

The full range of costs of the project, including but not limited to: 

• whether HS2 Ltd’s latest estimates of costs and schedule are realistic and are 
comparable to other UK infrastructure 

• why any cost estimates or schedules have changed since the most recent previous 
baselines 

• whether there are opportunities for efficiencies 
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• the cost of disruption to rail users during construction 

• whether there are trade-offs between cost and schedule; and whether there are 
opportunities for additional commercial returns for the taxpayer through, for example, 
developments around stations, to offset costs 

• what proceeding with Phase 1 means in terms of overall affordability, and what this 
means in terms of what would be required to deliver the project within the current 
funding envelope for the project as a whole 

The first thing to mention here is that HS2 Ltd have never looked at the full range of costs of 
the project. There are so many missing and off the books costs, such as how it plumbs into 
the existing rail system and like where the electricity is coming from, both in terms of 
generation and transmission. As previously mentioned, the HS2 business case not only calls 
for a cut in existing services which may not be possible and is certainly the opposite of what 
is being promised, but also projects that the project would run at a profit, which seems highly 
unlikely given the suspect passenger forecasts and higher than usual running costs. 

The concept that the current forecast for costs and timescales are anywhere near accurate is 
laughable. There are multiple reasons for this, but the main one is the institutional 
intransigence of HS2 Ltd. A perfect example would be the Thornton Affair, whereby an 
employee who wished to inform the non-executive board that the land purchase costs were 
grossly underestimated was sacked. Given the number of HS2 Ltd staff who seem to be in 
receipt of gagging payments, it is clear that this sort of practice, where rising costs were 
simply hidden to try and get HS2 through Review Point One will be found throughout the 
organisation. A final more recent example of this attitude is that no bidder seemed interested 
in either the Curzon St or railway systems contracts, with the answer from HS2 Ltd now 
seeming to be that they will pick a supplier and then work out he costs between them 
afterwards. This is simply unacceptable. 

This all smacks of an attitude whereby the organisation did not want to know about bad news 
of any type whatsoever. A perfect example which is currently coming home to roost are the 
ground conditions along the route. Because management did not want designs and costs of 
HS2 to be fully informed during the petitioning process, ground surveys were not conducted 
before a the HS2 bill became and act. However, for some unknown reason, surveys where 
not immediately undertaken and remain incomplete, with it being questionable as to whether 
it is actually possible to build certain parts of HS2, such as the Chiltern Tunnel through 
compacted chalk and the route through the Cheshire Brine Fields. 

Whilst disruption to rail users during construction will be severe, disruption to road users and 
businesses, which will be as bad if not worse, has never once been considered or calculated. 
Looking at the area around Birmingham Interchange – which is on the wrong side of the M42 
with the method of connecting to Birmingham International being another one of those off the 
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books cost – in the space of around two miles, HS2 has to cross the M6, M42, A45 and 
A452, with a station and ancillary roads being built. The phrase that best sums up this 
uncosted impact is ‘years of traffic chaos’. This is just one example of many. Additionally, 
whilst road closures and the location of compounds during construction formed part of the 
ES consultation, road closures are occurring and compounds springing up right now which 
were never part of the consultation. The excuse being put forward by HS2 Ltd is that people 
were consulted on construction works, but these are enabling works, so it’s fine that no-one 
was informed about the impacts. During the ES consultation, we added together all the 
proposed lorry movements HS2 Ltd predicted, and industry experts concluded there were 
simply not enough tipper trucks in existence in the UK to cope with the projected workload, 
and that was before it was discovered that much of the spoil will not be suitable for infilling. 

Proceeding with the project because there is an opportunity for developments around 
stations would be a crass waste of money. The fact of the matter is that the developments 
around the stations can now happen on the land cleared around the station sites, without the 
expense of building HS2. Along the same lines, it is now clear that proceeding with phase 
one, if it is indeed viable would cost more than the projected budget for the whole scheme, 
and this is an unjustifiable outlay simply to provide more commuter capacity for Milton 
Keynes. 

• whether the assumptions behind the business case, for instance on passenger 
numbers and train frequencies, are realistic, including the location and 
interconnectivity of the stations with other transport systems, and the implications of 
potential changes in services to cities and towns which are on the existing main lines 
but will not be on HS2 

This question has already been covered in this submission. Nothing in the HS2 business 
case is realistic, and the clear plan for cities not on the main HS2 route is to leave them 
behind. 

• for the project as a whole, how much realistic potential there is for cost reductions in 
the scheme as currently planned through changes to its scope, planned phasing or 
specification, including but not limited to: 

• reductions in speed 

• making Old Oak Common the London terminus, at least for a period 

• building only Phase 1 
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• combining Phases 1 and 2a 

• different choices or phasing of Phase 2b, taking account of the interfaces with 
Northern Powerhouse Rail 

The Allan Cook Stocktake document shows that not only are savings impossible, but that 
even meeting the £55.7bn budget is impossible. 

There have already been two significant attempts to find major savings, both of which failed. 
These were when Sir David Higgins was first appointed chair, and then later with Sir Jeremy 
Heywood, Cabinet Secretary. In fact, Higgins came into HS2 with a fanfare that he as going 
to cut costs, but the reality was that the project was both severely descoped during his time 
and costs went up. Rather than working out which part of HS2 to build, the whole project 
should be scrapped. 

Attempting to make savings by reducing the speed but keeping to the same route makes no 
sense, because everything about the project and the route has been determined entirely 
based on the expected speed of 250mph. 

The original business case was almost entirely based on speed. There are no stations 
between London and Birmingham, because it would slow the train down too much. This 
means there was no possibility for an interchange station near Bicester with the East-West 
railway from Oxford to Cambridge (or the proposed express route), there was no possibility 
for a connection to the Chilterns Line at Aylesbury Vale Parkway and the same is true where 
HS2 crosses the Leamington to Coventry line. 

Whilst slowing the design speed would have an effect on tunnel bores which could reduce an 
element of costs, it is difficult to see how much else could be saved, unless the entire route 
of the project were to be revisited, and a project like HSUK or something similar which 
followed the Kent Principles were adopted. It is certain that given that all of the routing 
options were dictated by the original speed, that there would be a lot of anger if the speed 
were reduced, but the current route retained, especially as a lower speed would mean the 
flexibility to bend HS2 around sensitive ecological sites and communities. 

With respect to making Old Oak Common the London terminus, The New Civil Engineer 
reports Transport for London as saying that capacity on Crossrail would be exceeded at the 
morning peak if this were the case. It is also not certain how and where trains waiting to turn 
around would be housed, unless there were to be a significantly reduced service or an 
increase in the number of proposed platforms. 
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The bottom line is whatever phase of HS2 you are looking at, mile-for-mile it would stand to 
be the most expensive railway in the history of the world. This is the issue which must be 
addressed. 

• the direct cost of reprioritising, cancelling or de-scoping the project, including but 
not limited to: contractual penalties; the risk of legal action; sunk costs; remediation 
costs; supply chain impact; and an estimate of how much of the money already spent, 
for instance on the purchase of land and property, could be recouped 

If there were to be any costs as a result of cancellation from contracts that relate to 
construction, given that scheme does not have Notice to Proceed, then someone should be 
going to jail. Land and property costs – where HS2 Ltd has actually paid for land and 
property – can be recovered. Compensation for loss of earnings will have to be paid whether 
the scheme goes ahead or not. Given that developments around the station sites – with an 
appropriate allocation of open spaces and social housing for communities – could be built 
without the expense of building HS2, the costs spent so far could mostly be recovered. 

The idea of potentially going ahead with HS2 because something equating to between 
5-10% of the final end cost has already been wasted would be a gross misuse of public 
funds. 

• whether and how the project could be reprioritised; in particular, whether and, if so 
how, Northern Powerhouse Rail (NPR) (including the common sections with HS2 
Phase 2b) could be prioritised over delivering the southern sections of HS2 

• whether any improvements would benefit the integration of HS2, NPR and other rail 
projects in the north of England or Midlands 

We think HS2 should be cancelled in its entirety. 

On a number of occasions it has been stated that parts of NPR rely on parts of HS2, this is 
simply a ruse that has been cooked up to try and prop up the case for HS2. Whilst we fully 
support the idea of rail infrastructure spend in the North of England to be prioritised ahead of 
HS2, the current NPR seem to ‘come from the same place’ and make all the same mistakes, 
for all the same reasons, as HS2 does. NPR needs to revisit Eddington and make an 
assessment of what is needed. 

• any lessons from the project for other major projects 
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The major lessons that should be learned is the importance of trust and honesty when 
developing major schemes like HS2. All public officials should be issued with a copy of the 
Nolan Principles and the 2006 Fraud Act. Anyone proposing a transport infrastructure project 
should also be made to read the Eddington Report. 

Submitted on behalf of Stop HS2, 16th October 2019. 

 
17. http://stophs2.org/news/18674-hs2-invent-assessment-methodology 

As ever HS2 happy to invent new ways of accounting! 
 

18. http://stophs2.org/news/18585-fraud-office-details-hs2-compensation-practices-possessi
on-orders-escalate 
More crime? 

 
19. https://www.ft.com/content/27ab2f5c-a976-11e9-984c-fac8325aaa04 

More money? 
 

 
20. https://hansard.parliament.uk/lords/2019-07-02/debates/83FBD86E-EEB1-4C90-8A54-5

E239AA290B0/PubliclyFundedInfrastructureProjects  
It seems our representatives are aware of at least some of the fraud….. 
 

21. http://stophs2.org/news/18496-commons-library-alters-briefing-prove-65bn-hs2-cost-esti
mate-government 
…..but seem not to be above similar practices! 
 

22. http://stophs2.org/news/18461-government-misleads-public-4-years-hs2-9bn-over-budge
t-commons-report 
Ditto 
 

23. http://stophs2.org/news/18501-hs2-extend-cloak-secrecy-demanding-signing-276-gaggin
g-orders 
Why would you need gagging orders?  If everything has been done honestly and 
openly…..why? 
 

24. http://stophs2.org/news/18450-proof-needed-hs2-illegally-destroying-nests-nesting-seas
on 
But of course illegality seems to pervade HS2 Government to bottom. 
 

25. And always that complete lack of accountability.  41 (48 in the end parish councils pleading 
for the life and soul of their charges…. All ignored. 

The all-consuming Brexit babble is drowning out major concerns that the Government is 
failing to address. All over the country the concern that excites the most vociferous 
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condemnation is the HS2 infrastructure project. Mr. Thurston, HS2’s Chief Executive, claims 
that there is a groundswell of support nationwide for this railway – we do not believe him. 

When launched nine years ago, HS2 was heralded as the train that would carry 1,100 
passengers every four minutes from London to Birmingham at speeds well in excess of 
200mph. A straight line was drawn across England, obliterating anything in its path, in order 
to accommodate this “high speed” wonder. After nine years of planning and numerous 
changes of management at senior level, the Government needs to reassess the criteria on 
which the viability of this project should be judged. 

Everyone knows that the budget is ballooning and out of control. In order to try and regain 
control we hear that the trains may now go slower – to save cost. The trains may be greatly 
reduced in number – to save cost. The line may never be built beyond Birmingham – 
because the cost will be too great. The latest ex-Chairman suggests that the development at 
Euston should be delayed and the trains should stop at Old Oak Common – to save cost. 
Local observation of the preliminary enabling work that has been done already shows a total 
disregard for cost control, and a complete lack of common sense. 

There are claims that this whole project is already obsolete. It earned the nickname ”White 
Elephant” almost at its inception, and it still carries that description today. “White Elephant” 
projects make people nervous. Improving our existing railways nationwide is so obviously the 
better option and would be a far more popular plan. 

Andrea Leadsom, our Member of Parliament, has put all these points about HS2 to 
Mr.Thurston and challenged him to review the business case and the value for taxpayers’ 
money. He trots out an all too familiar assurance that the project will be “on time and on 
budget” – a commitment also made by Mr. Grayling. Another major infrastructure project, 
currently under construction, that boasted to be “on time and on budget” is Crossrail. Now 
the Government admits that Crossrail will be late and over budget. By the time HS2 is up and 
running the IT phenomenon will see more and more people working from home – they do 
already. The whole world can already make instant contact, with eye contact, on screen. The 
cry for more and more capacity (a necessity strongly advocated by Teresa May) will fade 
away. Who will need to travel, on an expensive ticket, from Old Oak common to Birmingham, 
with no stops en route and no saving on time? 

Mr. Grayling still labours under the illusion that Phase One of HS2 will cost £27.18bn. We all 
know that the cost is over £50bn and rising. He also says that HS2 will become the 
backbone of our national rail network. A backbone is no use to anyone if it only connects a 
third of the body. If this railway never goes beyond Birmingham, the improvement to 
connectivity between London, the Midlands, northern England and central Scotland will be 
greatly diminished. 
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Every week recently there have been more and more revelations which demonstrate the 
inadequacy of those in charge of delivering HS2. The source for the considerable amount of 
electricity needed to power the HS2 trains has long been questioned. The possible, 
unbelievable answer to this problem at this late stage is wind turbines and solar panels along 
the route. More land acquisition and much, much more cost, both financial and 
environmental. There was no mention in the EA of wind turbines powering the trains. 
Therefore when Parliament gave the go ahead for HS2, there was no knowledge of this huge 
environmental impact to wildlife and the countryside. 

We, the undersigned, urge all those with power and influence to stop this bloated mammoth 
now, before any more money is wasted, and thus release billions of pounds for far more 
important,necessary and worthwhile projects. 

The additional seven signatories are at the bottom. 

Aston le Walls Parish Council 

Aynho Parish Council 

Brackley Town Council 

Chalfont St Giles Parish Council 

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council 

Chapel Ascote Parish Council 

Chetwode Parish Meeting 

Chipping Warden & Edgecote Parish Council 

Coleshill Town Council 

Culworth Parish Council 

Curdworth Parish Council 
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Edgcott Parish Council 

Evenley Parish Council 

Farthinghoe Parish Council 

Godington Parsh Meeting 

Great Missenden Parish Council 

Greatworth Parish Council 

Grendon Underwood 

Helmdon Parish Council 

Hinton in the Hedges Parish Meeting 

Hunningham Parish Council 

Kings Sutton Parish Council 

Middle Claydon Parish Council 

Mixbury Parish Meeting 

Newton Purcell with Shelswell Parish Meeting 

Offchurch Parish Council 

Preston Bissett Parish Council 

Quainton Parish Council 

Radstone Parish Meeting 
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Seer Green Parish Council 

Stoke Mandeville Parish Council 

Stoneleigh and Ashow Parish Council 

Stoneton Parish Council 

The Lee Parish Council 

Thenford Parish Meeting 

Thorpe Mandeville Parish Council 

Turweston Parish Council 

Twyford Parish Council 

Water Orton Parish Council 

Weston Under Wetherley Parish Council 

Wormleighton Parish Council 

Additional signatories 

Burton Green Parish Council 

Calvert Green Parish Council 
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Cubbington Parish Council 

Great and Little Hampden Parish Council 

Middleton Parish Council 

Tingewick Parish Council 

Westbury Parish Council 

 
 

26. http://stophs2.org/news/18148-leeds-city-council-call-parliamentary-inquiry-hs2 
Such is the trust in HS2 
 

27. http://stophs2.org/news/18144-hs2-blow-quarter-billion-keeping-costs 
Weren’t they always so good at counting? 

 
28. https://twitter.com/janey_wall/status/1267779717194809344?s=09 

As ever, the good neighbours we all want to have? 
 

29. https://photos.app.goo.gl/NSM9mUJVN1hTmL9A6  
 

 
30. http://stophs2.org/news/19274-omens-good-euston-approach-hearing-13-14-funds-urge

ntly-needed 
Such  
 

31.  The following taken from The River Chess Association: 
Reason to be concerned. EA just as useless as NE. Government backed again. 
River Chess Association (Bucks) Facebook post & comment.  
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Very difficult times, in a short period of 6 months we have gone from drought, to multiple 
storms and flooding, to high groundwater, to sewage pollution by Thames Water, to 
unprecedented water demand Affinity Water, to potential pollution form HS2 and heading 
back to drought. And what do the Environment Agency do, manipulate the figures and 
turn a blind eye to pollution. 

 
No Doubt the aquifer will be polluted.Twin Tunnels will be bored along the length. One 
North one south .Tunnel machines to buy  £80 million cost of tunnelling about 
£550million .Method of drilling the tunnel Open face which gives no support to the soil or 
water at the front .Amount of water needed to aid tunnelling 6-10 Million litres per 
DAY..Slurry produced will have to be taken off site as it is to wet to use as fill .Cannot 
pump into settling ponds as to chalk particles are to small and will always be in the water 
. Amount of slurry about 2.5 Million m3 Bob Earwaker Geotechnical Consultant 

 
We have much the same albeit to a lesser degree in Warwickshire with Ufton wood 

tunnel. 
 

32. https://www.transportxtra.com/publications/local-transport-today/news/65642/governmen
t-hid-hs2-problems-to-keep-it-on-the-rails-say-mps  
These are the people elected to represent us. So just who are  they representing? 

 
33.  https://www.theengineer.co.uk/poll-post-election-future-hs2/ 

NOBODY wants it! 
 

34. https://www.taxpayersalliance.com/tpa_polling_shows_84_per_cent_don_t_believe_hs2
_will_benefit_them_personally 
Is anybody listening? 

 
35. https://www.colnevalleypark.org.uk/watching-bats-in-the-colne-valley/ 

17 species of bat roost and breed in the Colne Valley, only one UK species that doesn’t. 
 

36. https://photos.app.goo.gl/jNKGqRBtghnHq1zi6 
This is just a very small part of what we are about to lose in Harefield.  Some of the 
biodiversity, some of the beauty. 
 

37. https://photos.app.goo.gl/8ma9oaAh4t8aNQYA6  
This is just a tiny part of what is happening right now, much much more to come. This is 
for 4 miles of track.  140 miles to Birmingham.  Does this really look like a railway? 

 
38. https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-judgment-on-planning-is

sues-27-February-2020.pdf 
And this.  Why has the wisdom learned here been subsumed?  Why are we continuing to 
ignore the future of our children? 
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