Hybrid Bill Petition
House of Commons
Session 2017-19
High Speed Rail (West Midlands – Crewe) Bill
Do not include any images or graphics in your petition. There will be an opportunity to present these later if you give evidence to the committee.
Your bill petition does not need to be signed. 
Expand the size of the text boxes as you need.
1. Petitioner information
In the box below, give the name and address of each individual, business or organisation(s) submitting the petition.
	Staffordhire Wildlife Trust
The Wolseley Centre
Wolseley Bridge
Stafford 
ST17 0WT
Represented by Kate Dewey BSc CIEEM, Senior Planning Officer



In the box below, give a description of the petitioners. For example, “we are the owners/tenants of the addresses above”; “my company has offices at the address above”; “our organisation represents the interests of…”; “we are the parish council of…”.
	Staffordshire Wildlife Trust (SWT) is a local nature conservation charity established in 1969 to further the protection and enhancement of wildlife and wild places and promote understanding, enjoyment and involvement in the natural world across Staffordshire. SWT has nearly 15,000 members and 700 volunteers, many of whom live and work in the area that will be affected by the construction and operation of the Authorised Works. SWT owns or manages 26 nature reserves across the sub-region, totalling over 3500 acres, but works beyond these to promote its objectives throughout their area.  SWT is a lead partner in a number of landscape scale nature conservation schemes which aim to restore and create wildlife habitat and promote opportunities for local communities to access wildlife. SWT also campaigns to promote and secure positive outcomes for wildlife through the planning system and is recognised by local authorities across that region as a consultee on planning applications, strategic planning documents, and other matters affecting the area in which those whom it represents live. SWT has been actively engaged with HS2 Ltd and their representatives, regarding both Phase 1 and Phase 2a Bills, through hosting and attending meetings along with ecologists from other environmental organisations and from affected planning authorities. 


2. Objections to the Bill
In the box below, write your objections to the Bill and why your property or other interests are specially and directly affected. Please number each paragraph.
Only objections outlined in this petition can be presented when giving evidence to the committee. You will not be entitled to be heard on new matters.
	1. SWT's interests relate to areas with the county of Staffordshire, that is Community Areas 1 to 4.  SWT's interests and those of its members are injuriously affected by the Bill, to which SWT objects for reasons amongst others, hereinafter appearing.
Biodiversity Net Gain

2. The Environmental Audit Committee report HS2 and the Environment Thirteenth Report of Session 2013–14 2 Apr 2014 recommended: "12. On HS2 the Government should aim higher than simply striving for no net biodiversity loss. As it further develops its processes and metrics for biodiversity offsetting (paragraph 23), it should seek to weight these to be more likely to produce biodiversity gains and take explicit account of local communities’ well-being (paragraph 44).
3. The recently published government report 'A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment' sets out a number of policies including: 'Embedding an ‘environmental net gain’ principle for development, including housing and infrastructure' which incorporates biodiversity as well as wider natural capital benefits.
4. Biodiversity net gain, through biodiversity offsetting, is now being achieved in many areas of development, not least in Lichfield District in Staffordshire, through which the Phase 1 and 2a routes run. Every development must provide a net gain for wildlife, with most now providing or exceeding a gain of 20%.
5. As a nationally significant exemplar project, HS2 has a vital role to play in demonstrating and delivering biodiversity net gain in line with the government's aspirations. We therefore request that the Promoters of the Bill commit to achieving this across the Phase 2a route and beyond.
Ecology Review Group

6. The independent Ecology Review Group overseeing ecological performance for HS2 Phase 1 has, since its establishment, helped to formulate and guide ecological assessment and mitigation actions, including reviewing no net loss calculations and shaping the Woodland Fund. It will play an invaluable role in overseeing and advising on the effectiveness of ecological work, which will inform and benefit the whole HS2 project as well as potentially wider infrastructure nationally. We seek an assurance that HS2 will set up a similar group for Phase 2a, or, extend the Phase 1 group's role to cover Phase 2a and 2b. This must occur as soon as possible to ensure knowledge is shared and input co-ordinated at the earliest opportunity.
Adequacy of the Environmental Statement (ES)

7. We are very concerned that the Environmental Statement is clearly not complete, due to the very short and absolutely inadequate timeframe for the required surveys and design development. Therefore it does not present an accurate picture of the likely impacts or whether mitigation is appropriate. Much of the detailed landscape design was not available at the time of publication and many areas have not been accessed for survey. This includes 42 sites listed in the Ecological baseline data report BID-EC-004-000 where the requirement for NVC survey was identified, but access for survey was not available. It is also difficult to follow through the ES the assessment of valued ecological receptors and the overall impacts to them, as well as their locations. We therefore request the following are provided by the Promoters:

a) The Phase 1 habitat survey maps be updated regularly with the latest survey findings, and to clearly show which areas have been surveyed on the ground and which have been estimated through desk studies.

b) The 42 areas identified as requiring NVC survey, and any others subsequently identified, be assessed as soon as possible and the results reported in a supplementary ES.

c) A clear table showing valued receptors, the impacts before mitigation, the mitigation/ compensation proposed, and residual impacts.  Ideally this would be a ‘working document’ that would be updated as information is amended through survey, design changes, changes in LWS designations etc.
d) Maps showing the location and boundaries of any features or species populations that are of county or district value.

Pasturefields SAC and SSSI

8. Pasturefields Salt Marsh is designated for its inland salt meadow and is owned and managed by SWT. Natural England in their comments on the ES dated 29th September 2017 advised HS2 that the HRA screening assessment should be reviewed in light of the additional independent information provided by a third party proposing an alternative groundwater model. They also advise that further assessment is required to examine the potential in-combination effects of air emissions from the proposed development in conjunction with other proposed development in the area, and that the HRA should refer to the requirements of the CoCP regarding measures to avoid the risk of contamination of the SAC from pollution due to accidents or spills from construction traffic. We request the HRA is updated in line with Natural England’s advice.
Out-of-date and incomplete Local Wildlife Site data

9. While the Promoters have worked with Natural England to assess and identify new ancient woodlands and have these sites added to the national inventory, the same approach has not been applied to Local Wildlife Sites (LWS). 
10. LWSs are non-statutory designated sites of county and district importance for wildlife. In Staffordshire they are named Sites of Biological Importance (SBI) and Biodiversity Alert Sites (BAS) respectively. They underpin local ecological networks, support and link statutory designated wildlife sites and make an important contribution to national and local biodiversity targets for priority habitats and species. As with ancient woodlands, the mapping of LWS is not comprehensive and so new sites are regularly found in previously un-surveyed areas. Many existing LWS also have out-of-date data, i.e. they have not been reviewed within the last 10 years.
11. Valuation in the ES of existing LWS and newly discovered high-value habitats has not been accurate in many cases, leading us to doubt that even the precautionary approach to valuation accurately reflects what is to be impacted, and therefore the level of impacts and the mitigation/ compensation required.
12. Currently, 24 of the LWS potentially adversely impacted by the scheme are ‘out-of-date’, with 7 having data over 20 years old. Their status or boundaries are therefore likely to change upon re-assessment. A large number of habitats and species populations have also been identified by the Promoters as being of county and district value and have potential to be designated as LWS if assessed against the Staffordshire LWS criteria. There are also many Important hedgerows, sites identified in the ES as local value, and possibly other sites that have not been valued in areas still to be surveyed, that could also meet LWS criteria. 
13. Following surveys carried out on sites impacted by the Scheme by SWT in 2016 and 2017, 4 LWS with out-of-date survey data have had their designation value increased and/or boundaries extended. In addition, 6 previously undesignated areas have been designated as LWSs – 3 of these sites were either under-valued or not valued at all in the ES. 
14. This shows that the Promoters’ valuation of LWS and potential new LWS is likely to be inaccurate in many cases. Therefore the impacts to these sites, and mitigation required, cannot be properly assessed. We expect further LWS to change and new sites to be designated every year as SWT carries out assessments, but we have limited capacity to do this per year. In order for fully accurate information on LWS to be included in future supplementary ESs, these sites must be assessed by HS2 as soon as possible.
15. SWT seeks an assurance from the Promoters that, where they are to be impacted by the proposed scheme, all LWS with data older than 10 years, all habitats identified by the Promoters as having district value or higher, and any other sites where SWT or others have evidence of potential LWS value, will be assessed against the current LWS for Staffordshire as soon as possible, and the data provided to the Staffordshire Local Wildlife Sites Grading Committee for consideration. Where sites meet the LWS criteria, the impacts to, and mitigation required for these LWSs must be updated and issued in a Supplementary Environmental Statement.
Known Local Wildlife Sites - Impacts and Mitigation

16. SWT is concerned about the extent of impacts the railway, as proposed, will have on LWS, some of which are also Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI) sites. We consider that these impacts on a significant proportion of wildlife assets in Staffordshire will have a direct effect on our interests relating to the protection and enhancement of wildlife species and habitats. The 43 known LWS sites that in our view could be adversely affected include:
1) Kings Bromley Wharf to Fradley Junction, Coventry Canal SBI (CA1 Fradley to Colton)

2) Fradley Wood BAS (CA1)
3) Crawley Lane (Hedge) BAS (CA1
4) Riley Hill BAS (CA1)
5) John’s Gorse SBI and AWI (CA1)
6) Kings Bromley Pit (north-west of Manor Park) SBI (CA1)
7) Trentside Meadows SBI (CA1)

8) Bailey Bridge Wetland and Sitch Covert SBI (CA1)
9) Pipe Wood Lane (hedge 3) BAS (CA1)
10) Pipe Wood Lane (hedge 4) SBI (CA1)
11) Pipe Wood SBI and AWI (CA1)

12) Cawarden Springs Wood SBI and AWI site (CA1)

13) Long Mets Lane (hedge 1) BAS (CA1)
14) Newlands Lane SBI (hedge 6) (CA1)
15) Finners Hill Hedgerows BAS (CA1)
16) Moor Lane, Colton Hedge BAS (CA1)
17) Stockwell Heath Pond BAS (CA1)
18) Sheracop Lane (Hedge 1) BAS (CA1)
19) Lount Farm SBI (CA1 and CA2)

20) Bishton (north of) BAS (CA2)
21) Lionlodge Covert SBI (CA2 Colwich to Yarlet)

22) Hopton Pools (north of) SBI (CA2)
23) Fillybrook SBI (CA3 Stone and Swynnerton)

24) Moss Rose Barn (western field) SBI (CA3)

25) Poolhouse Wood SBI (CA3)

26) Highlow Meadows SBI (CA3)
27) Lodge Covert BAS (CA3)

28) Closepit Plantation BAS (CA3)

29) Cash’s Pit BAS (CA3)

30) Swynnerton Heath Farm (east of) BAS (CA3)
31) Clifford’s Wood SBI and AWI (CA3)
32) Hatton Common SBI (CA3)
33) Swynnerton Old Park SBI and AWI (CA3)
34) Whitmore Wood SBI and AWI (CA4 Whitmore Heath to Madeley)

35) Hey Sprink (wood south-west of) SBI and AWI (CA4)

36) Hey Sprink (south) SBI and AWI (unnamed wood south of Hey Sprink) (CA4)
37) Hey Sprink SBI and AWI (CA4)
38) Radwood Copse & Railway Verges BAS (CA4)

39) Manor Road Verges BAS (CA4)

40) Red Lane BAS (CA4)

41) Wrinehill Wood (east of) SBI and AWI (CA4)
42) Grafton's Wood SBI and AWI (CA4)

43) The Lum (River Lea Corridor) SBI and AWI (CA4)

17. We request that further avoidance, mitigation and compensation is provided. We seek an assurance that SWT and the relevant local authority will be notified before any work within 100m of a LWS.
18. We have the following concerns relating to specific LWS:
Trentside Meadows SBI (CA1)
19. We request that the River Trent viaduct be extended to avoid and reduce impacts to this LWS.
Bailey Bridge Wetland and Sitch Covert’ SBI (CA1) 
20. This LWS was last surveyed in 1995, and given that it is surrounded by additional habitat similar to the site, the boundary could well be extended upon re-assessment, putting more of the site adjacent to the proposed temporary highway modifications. Further assessment is required.

Pipe Wood SBI and AWI (CA1)
21. We request that HS2 consider provision of a green bridge at the Mavesyn Ridware Footpath 38 Accommodation Overbridge (CT-06-205) to facilitate movement of bats for the regionally important assemblage identified in the area.

Lount Farm SBI (CA1 and CA2)
22. This LWS has not been re-assessed against the LWS criteria since 2006. The ES reports areas of similar marshy / diverse meadow grassland adjacent to the site, and these may warrant inclusion in the SBI. The area also supports an up to regional value bat assemblage, a county value water vole population, up to county value barn owl pair as well as notable fish and bird assemblages. 
23. As an historic water meadow with potentially unique hydrology, the wet grasslands at this site may be irreplaceable, and HS2 should assess whether this is the case. They may also qualify as an Annex 1 habitat.
24. Due to its high value, we request the habitats in this area be assessed against current grassland SSSI criteria in collaboration with Natural England.
25. We request that to avoid and reduce the significant impacts to this site and other important habitats adjacent, that an extension be made to the Moreton Brook viaduct, and that the proposed power line diversion be re-routed.
26. The proposed compensatory habitats and net loss have been stated in area only - this does not reflect the biodiversity offsetting metric where time and risk factors must be included. The actual area of compensatory habitat will therefore need to be larger than 1:1 and the Scheme design must reflect this.
Bishton (north of) BAS (CA2)

27. This site is designated for native species-rich hedgerows on both sides of Bishton Lane, but has not been re-assessed since 1997. Initial surveys by SWT in 2017 suggest that the site designation and boundary will need revision – this will be assessed fully this year. The widening of Bishton Lane will result in the permanent loss of approximately 3km of native species-rich hedgerows, of which 2km are within the current BAS. We request that the design is amended to minimise loss of hedgerows; widening to only one side, or consideration given to using alternative routes.
Lionlodge Covert SBI (CA2 Colwich to Yarlet)

28. An extension of the Great Haywood viaduct in this area would remove much of the impact from the woodland and the adjacent inland saltmarsh area. As inland saltmarsh is considered to be irreplaceable habitat, the residual impact of the loss of 1.5ha will need to be compensated in a bespoke manner and should not be included in the biodiversity offsetting metric.

Hopton Pools (north of) SBI (CA2)
29. This site covering an area of approximately 0.3ha, is designated for a meadow that supports a colony of heath spotted-orchid. It is located approximately 200m north of the land required for the Proposed Scheme. However, as the site has not been surveyed since 1983, and larger areas of potentially high value habitats are present in the area, the site is likely to change subject to re-assessment. The areas of Hopton and Hopton Heath are on sandstone and sandy soils, and in the past heathland and acidic grasslands were more prevalent in the area. Walkover surveys by SWT via footpaths in the area have indicated the presence of diverse acidic and wet grassland around Hopton Pools, some of which would be impacted by the proposed Scheme. 
30. We request that all high-value habitats in this area are identified and assessed for possible LWS status, and that proposed landscaping is modified to replace some landscape mitigation planting and woodland with a mix of heathland, scrub, acid grassland and acidic woodland to fulfil habitat priorities for this area.

Fillybrook SBI (CA3 Stone and Swynnerton)

31. This site was last assessed in 1983. Surveys carried out for the permitted development 13/19002/OUT show that the habitats have changed since the LWS was last assessed. There is also further possible wet grassland/ wetland areas to the south-west of the LWS that may also be of value. The site has not been surveyed by HS2. Fillybrook LWS and surrounding habitats need to be re-assessed against the LWS criteria before impacts and mitigation can be finalised.
32. CT-06-222-R1 currently shows the remaining area of the current LWS not lost to the Norton Bridge to Stone sidings would be covered by landscape mitigation planting (scrub/ woodland). This is inappropriate - the design of the sidings and landscaping must be amended to minimise loss of LWS habitats.

Moss Rose Barn (western field) SBI (CA3)

33. This new SBI was discovered by SWT in 2017 and designated this year. It is a small damp grassland supporting a diverse flora including orchids, directly adjacent to the land required for work to the existing Norton Bridge to Stone railway line. The site was not mapped correctly in the Phase 1 habitat survey, or valued in the ES, and any potential impacts are not clear. We request that impacts to this site be assessed and appropriate mitigation and/or enhancements are proposed as necessary.

Poolhouse Wood SBI (CA3)

34. This wet woodland will be entirely lost, but there does not appear to be any wet woodland proposed in the compensatory habitats nearby, although a lot of non-specific woodland planting is shown.

Highlow Meadows SBI (CA3) 

35. This site supports purple-moor grass and rush pasture, a rare habitat in the county. SWT will also consider whether the newly registered ancient woodland area ‘Birchwood’ adjacent to the SBI should be included in the site.  
36. Construction of the Meaford North embankment for the M6 Meaford viaduct will result in the permanent loss of approximately 1.2ha (20%) of the SBI.  We request that the M6 Meaford viaduct be lengthened by around 160m to reduce land take for the embankment and losses to the SBI and the ancient woodland.
37. It is unclear why compensatory habitats have been proposed within the LWS. We request clarification on the habitat areas to be retained, enhanced and created, and the impact of creating new great crested newt ponds within the LWS.
Cash’s Pit BAS (CA3)

38. Cash’s Pit is valued in the ES as local/parish value. SWT surveyed this site in 2016 and found a greater diversity of plants than the HS2 NVC survey, and it was designated in 2017 as a BAS. The complete loss of Cash’s Pit should be recognised as significant at the district level. Greater mitigation is required, including translocation of soils.
Swynnerton Heath Farm (east of) BAS (CA3)

39. This traditional orchard was designated in 2017, and is partly within the land required. The ES does not value, assess the impacts to, or propose any specific mitigation for this site. It has much potential to be restored and managed, and we request that impacts to the site be assessed, and that the site be considered for enhancement as part of compensation measures. 

Whitmore Wood SBI and AWI (CA4 Whitmore Heath to Madeley)

40. We request an assurance that the feasibility of a deeper, longer tunnel, to avoid impacts to this ancient woodland and other habitats in the area will be considered by HS2 and the results of this published.
Hey Sprink (wood south-west of) SBI and AWI (CA4)

41. This woodland was re-assessed by SWT in 2017 and its boundary extended on the end impacted by HS2. 0.2 ha of the wood is proposed to be lost, but it would appear that the land use in this area will be temporary and the loss could be avoided. The design of the embankment should be amended slightly and this updated in the Ancient woodland mitigation strategy.

Hey Sprink (south) SBI (CA4)

42. This site is referred to as ‘unnamed wood south of Hey Sprink’ in the ES. It was designated as an SBI this year following surveys by SWT. Construction of Lea South embankment would result in the permanent loss of approximately 0.2ha (22%). Again, it would appear that if the embankment and working areas could be amended slightly to avoid impacts. We request this is changed through the next available Additional Provisions. 
Manor Road Verges BAS (CA4)

43. This site supports ancient woodland indicators some diverse neutral grassland. However the site has not been surveyed since 2007 and so changes may have occurred. The realignment of Manor Road is predicted to cause loss of the entire site. However, the design of the road diversion would appear to have some flexibility, and if the angle of the new road were changed slightly, much of the BAS could be saved. We request the road is re-designed to retain the important habitats.
Irreplaceable habitats 

Ancient woodlands
44. The loss of ancient woodland is of national significance and is unacceptable, and we request that further design changes are made to reduce this. It would appear from the recently published Phase 2a: West Midlands-Crewe Ancient Woodland Strategy that many proposed losses from cuttings and embankments could be reduced through design changes such as the use of steeper slopes or walls, as included at Whitmore Wood, or lengthening of viaducts.
45. Ancient woodlands impacted by the Scheme, that have not been covered under LWS, are: Flushing Covert (CA2), Town Field Plantation (CA2), The Grove (CA2), Birchwood (CA3) and Barhill Wood (CA4).
46. The losses to Barhill Wood due to the proposed cutting should be reduced through the use of steeper walls. Proposed new woodland creation to the north-east side of Barhill Wood may impact on the acid grassland north of Barhill Wood reported in the CA4 Community Area report- it is unclear where this grassland is located as we have been unable to find it on any maps. Other habitats around Barhill Wood may also have some existing wildlife interest and so should be surveyed further before the location of soil translocation areas and compensation planting is finalised.
Veteran Trees 

47. Veteran trees have not been identified in all areas that may be affected. There is no map to indicate the locations of those so far surveyed. Many are predicted to be lost through temporary work or features that could be relocated. More must be done to avoid these impacts as part of the impact assessment process. We request stronger wording is included in the forthcoming Veteran tree report, regarding protection of veteran trees in relation to temporary impacts in accordance with the NPPF so that it is clear to all that there will be no loss of veteran trees unless it can be demonstrated that it is not technically feasible to retain these without unreasonable cost or other impact.
Other Irreplaceable Habitats

48. Inland saltmarsh at Lionlodge Covert LWS is an irreplaceable habitat due to its unique hydrology that would be very difficult to replicate. The location and extent of all types of irreplaceable habitats impacted by the proposed scheme have not been identified. Ancient hedgerows with distinctive character/ structure such as historic hedge-banked sunken lanes should be considered irreplaceable within a human lifetime. Some grasslands and wetlands that have established over long time periods due to particular soil and hydrology or management could also be irreplaceable. 
49. SWT request that the Promoters as soon as possible assess, identify and map all irreplaceable habitats and Annex 1 habitats likely to be impacted by the proposed scheme, and propose specific avoidance and compensation measures. It would be beneficial to include all other irreplaceable habitats in one strategy. 
Annex 1 Habitats

50. Inland salt meadow at Lionlodge Covert is a habitat listed under Annex 1 of the EU's Habitats Directive (1992). It is not clear whether any other habitats present within the land required for construction of the scheme may be Annex 1 habitats. Wet meadows at Lount Farm LWS and at Highlow Meadows LWS qualify as ‘6510 Lowland hay meadows (Alopecurus pratensis, Sanguisorba officinalis)’. There are several other diverse habitats within LWS and discovered through surveys for the ES that could be important under Annex 1. 
51. SWT request that the Promoters as soon as possible assess, identify and map all Annex 1 habitats likely to be impacted by the proposed scheme, and ensure that appropriate avoidance, mitigation and compensation are included in the scheme design.
Green bridges

52. We request that the Promoters commit to designing green bridges in line with standards in the Natural England and the Landscape Institute (Technical Guidance Note 09/2015 December 2015), and consider further green bridges where there are significant bat populations or further survey information demonstrates a clear requirement .
Stone Infrastructure Maintenance Base – Rail (IMB-R)

53. It is clear that alongside the significant impacts proposed by the IMB-R at Stone, there are other permitted and planned developments, flood management issues, transport issues and aspirations for green infrastructure in the wider Stone/ Yarnfield area. This means there are a great many pressures and potential conflicting needs in this area, as well as huge opportunities to co-ordinate beneficial design to achieve net enhancements. We request that the Promoters set up a specific board to bring together relevant stakeholders to prepare a strategy for mitigation and enhancement that balances multiple needs and maximise opportunities to deliver the ‘green corridor’ aspirations around the route.
Species issues

Bats

54. There are several bat assemblages identified of county and regional value that the route will disrupt. There does not appear to be sufficient mitigation proposed for a number of these, in terms of structures to either enable safe crossing or dissuade bats from crossing, as well as insufficient compensatory planting, that may not reach maturity soon enough to effectively reduce construction impacts.
Priority Birds

55. Many impacts to birds, especially farmland and wetland bird assemblages, are not specifically mitigated. Temporary habitat loss and disruption of breeding and wintering activity is of particular concern. Over the whole scheme, impacts to birds will be more significant than the individual value of each assemblage. Mitigation proposed for Barn Owl in various locations is not in line with the emerging Phase 1 Barn Owl strategy, where measures will be required over 3km from the line to counteract collision mortality.
56. We request that mitigation for birds, as they are mobile and have varying needs throughout the year, is brought together in a Priority Birds Mitigation Strategy, showing how temporary and permanent habitat will conserve and enhance populations. A Barn Owl Mitigation Strategy similar to that being prepared for Phase 1 should also be produced.
‘Off-line’ Habitat mitigation/ compensation

57. We recognise the huge impact of the proposed scheme on landowners, including loss of agricultural land to form ecological mitigation areas. We support the level of mitigation necessary to reach no net biodiversity loss, and provision of this near to the point of impact, where this is necessary and provides the best results for wildlife. However, the long-term viability and management of new habitats need to be considered, as well as potential opportunities to enhance and link habitats further from the rail corridor. Therefore offering the opportunity to provide habitat to other landowners at a reasonable distance from the scheme, would be more flexible, fairer, and allow landowners’ needs to be better considered. A wider approach has already been used by HS2 within larger landholdings such as the Swynnerton and Whitmore estates, where many habitat mitigation areas some distance from the line have been included within the Bill limits. However, this is not the case along the whole line, due, we presume, to the lack of time within the Bill process to engage with many smaller landowners before the Bill was submitted. 
58. We request that HS2 work with stakeholders to develop a mechanism whereby the delivery of required habitat units, which are not constrained by location, is offered to other landowners within a reasonable distance e.g. 1 km from the route. This could be via inclusion in the Bill limits through Additional Provisions, or through legal agreements as potential alternative sites where these are more effective than those secured through compulsory purchase.



3. What do you want to be done in response?
In the box below, tell us what you think should be done in response to your objections. You do not have to complete this box if you do not want to.
The committee cannot reject the Bill outright or propose amendments which conflict with the principle of the Bill. But it can require changes to the Government’s plans in response to petitioners’ concerns, which can take the form of amendments to the Bill or commitments by HS2 Ltd. 
You can include this information in your response to section two ‘Objections to the Bill’ if you prefer. Please number each paragraph.
	Information included in section two.



Next steps
Once you have completed your petition template please save it and go to our website to submit it during the petitioning period.  
