
 

 

 

 

1. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE PROPOSAL TO SAFEGUARD, AND THE CONTENT OF 

THE PROPOSED SAFEGUARDING DIRECTIONS (ANNEX A)? IF NOT, PLEASE 

EXPLAIN WHY.  

 

1.1 Although the principle of safeguarding is sensible, we are unable to agree or disagree 
with the proposal to safeguard when the present safeguarding maps are drafts and may 
change. It is likely that the forthcoming Environmental Impact Assessment and Hybrid Bill 
passage will result in changes to the route.  
 
Nevertheless, for this reason, we disagree with the timing proposal behind the issue of 
Safeguarding Directions by the Secretary of State for Transport. While the rationale – to 
trigger Blight Notices earlier – is recognized, the safeguarding of land at a premature stage 
could result in development proposals being scrapped needlessly or developments permitted 
on non-safeguarded land that later need to be acquired. This represents a cost to both 
investors and taxpayers.  
 
1.2 Furthermore the imposition of Safeguarding Direction prior to the passage of the 
Hybrid Bill may severely limit the ability of a Committee in Parliament to recommend route 
charges. This is because changes to the route will be far more difficult to implement if, as will 
inevitably be the case, they fall outside the safeguarded zone.  
 
1.3 It is difficult to see how any process which places HS2 Ltd and the Secretary of State 
for Transport – as interested parties – in a quasi-judicial role of determining planning 
applications in the Safeguarded Zone could be free from procedural unfairness. For the sake 
of impartiality it would be far preferable for an independent person, such as Planning 
Inspector, to be provided with the powers to assess decisions regarding development in the 
Safeguarded Zone which are referred by relevant local authorities.  
 
1.4 We strongly recommend that the party consulted by LPAs (HS2 Ltd or otherwise) 
provide explanation in their response to LPAs. This is particularly the case if the party 
consulting recommends that the application be refused: if the reasons are not known to the 
LPA this will invariably trigger the need to refer the matter to the Secretary of State for 
Transport, thereby incurring unnecessary costs.    
 
1.5 The proposed directions have no time limit. We recommend that the Secretary of 
State for Transport makes a commitment at the time of the issue of Safeguarding Directions 
that the directions will be removed should the Hybrid Bill not pass by the end of this 
Parliament.  

 

2. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE CONTENT OF THE GUIDANCE FOR LOCAL PLANNING 

AUTHORITIES ON THE DIRECTIONS (ANNEX B)? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY.  

 

2.1 The Consultation notes that “HS2 Limited would find it helpful to be informed of 
proposals to carry out works under article 3 and Schedule 2 of the Town and Country 
Planning (General Permitted Development) Order 1995 as it applies at the relevant time, and 
as amended from time to time”. However LPAs would not be in possession of this information 
as there is no obligation for those carrying out permitted development works to inform LPAs. 
 
The guidance consequently does not adequately advise LPAs on the matter of permitted 
development. Specifically, sub-surface work can commence without planning permission, and 
knowledge to either the LPA or HS2 Ltd. The problem would appear to be that it is not clear 
how residents wishing to carry out permitted development can seek advice on the possible 
impacts on or from HS2. 
 
2.2 It is noteworthy that the Department of Transport includes provision in the guidance 
that notification be made by local authorities to optional enquiries “within the zone of 
consultation and within 200 metres of the areas of surface interest shown shaded on the 
plans attached to the Directions”. This appears to be a recognition that anyone living within 
200 metres of the line will experience substantially negative consequences. This distance 
contrasts with the proposals made on compensation, where assistance will not be provided to 
the homeowners who reside in this zone.  

 

3. DO YOU AGREE WITH THE GEOGRAPHICAL COVERAGE OF THE LAND TO BE 

SAFEGUARDED (SEE PLANS AND EXPLANATORY NOTES ON THE HS2 LTD 



CONSULTATION WEBSITE AT:  

HTTP://HIGHSPEEDRAIL.DFT.GOV.UK/CONSULTATION/SAFEGUARDING). IF NOT, 

PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY.  

 

3.1 It is difficult to assess whether to agree with the geographical coverage of the land to 
be safeguarded when limited justification has been provided as to why areas are being 
safeguarded.  
 
To illustrate the point: in relation to the stretch of land safeguarded at the Western end of 
Ruislip (Map 16, Volume 1, 
http://highspeedrail.dft.gov.uk/sites/highspeedrail.dft.gov.uk/files/HS2-HS2-LP-MAP-000-
000016_0.pdf) the explanatory note relating to this map states: “Additional areas of land have 
been included off Breakspear Road and at the south eastern end of the proposed viaduct as 
possible construction sites with links onto the existing rail network. This does not mean that all 
of this land will need to be used, but it is considered important for planning purposes that HS2 
Ltd is aware of any proposed developments in this area”.  
 
3.2 It is further difficult to assess whether to agree with the geographical coverage of the 
land to be safeguarded when sites earmarked for safeguarding have not been highlighted as 
safeguarded land, as explained in Section 4 of the explanatory notes: “Likely sites of 
additional infrastructure such as national grid feeder stations or maintenance loops, have not 
all been identified at this stage. As a result they have only been included as part of the 
safeguarding mapping process in some locations, as part of a risk-based approach. Future 
design and planning work is therefore likely to identify the need for some additional sites 
which have not been safeguarded at this stage”. 

 

4. DO YOU CONSIDER THAT THE DRAFT IMPACT ASSESSMENT (ANNEX C) IS A 

FAIR REFLECTION OF THE COSTS AND BENEFITS OF THE SAFEGUARDING 

PROPOSALS ON THE OPERATION AND OUTCOMES OF THE PLANNING 

APPLICATION PROCESS? IF NOT, PLEASE EXPLAIN WHY.  

 

4.1 Though the Draft Impact Assessment takes into account the additional costs to LPAs 
associated with “the notification process for planning applications” it is unclear whether this 
includes the cost implications for extant and pending planning applications. If not, the Draft 
Impact Assessment would need to be revised accordingly.  
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