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1.   Introduction   
The High Speed 2 Local Authority Noise Consortium (LANC) has been engaged in petition management 

meetings with the Promoter of the High Speed 2 scheme (HS2).  This written statement summarises 

the petitioners’ position on the main remaining concerns relating to Sound, Noise and Vibration (SNV), 

and on which LANC will present evidence to the Select Committee on Wednesday 4th November 2015.    

This document is to be provided to the Committee and the Promoter alongside the proposed evidence 

presentation material.   

The lead authority responsible for Operational SNV is Chiltern District Council.   

The categories of principal concern to LANC can be set out as follows:  

• Interpretation of National Noise Policy and its relationship with the Environmental 

Impact  

Assessment (EIA) and the Information Papers (IPs);   

• Designation and description of the Observed Adverse Effects Levels adopted; and   

 Uncertainty and Risk to Residents and other Stakeholders after Royal Assent.   

These are summarised in the following sub-sections.   
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2.   Interpretation of National Noise Policy and its Relationship with the EIA and the IPs   
2.1  The Role of the Information Papers  

Information deposited with the Bill, including the Environmental Statement (ES), provides the decision 

maker with information that is intended to meet the requirements of the EIA Regulations, and also to 

demonstrate conformity with national noise and planning policies and their supporting published 

guidance.     

The Promoter has described during petition management meetings how it considers that it has 

achieved both of these objectives in the ES and how the Information Papers provide complementary 

commitments primarily in relation to ensuring conformity with national noise and planning policies.    

LANC considers that whilst the ES sets out the Promoter’s assessment of adverse impacts and effects 

with the sole aim of meeting the statutory requirements of the EIA Regulations (i.e. the ‘likely 

significant effects’ of the scheme), the IPs provide only a broad indication of: how contemporary 

assessments will be executed to ensure the scheme achieves the aims of national noise and planning 

policies (where these are different to the requirements of the EIA Regulations); and how any new, or 

worse, adverse impacts and effects will be controlled through the detailed design process.    

The LANC considers that the HS2 Promoter has not provided: a satisfactory description of the technical 

processes that will be adopted by the Nominated Undertaker when carrying out the commitments in 

the IPs; any illustrative examples of the output from such technical assessments which would 

demonstrate to stakeholders how it proposes to comply with its commitments; and a clear description 

of the relationship between the commitments stated in the IPs and how they relate to the information 

published in the ES. LANC considers that the only way to rectify these failings is to request additional 

wording for inclusion in the IPs or to seek standalone assurances on matters of concern.  
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2.2  Predicted Ambient Noise Change   

The IPs only refer to absolute levels of noise and vibration from HS2, whereas the primary basis for 

determining an adverse impact and any consequent adverse effect (at a level between LOAEL and 

SOAEL) in the documents submitted to support the Bill is based upon the predicted change in total 

ambient noise levels as a result of the scheme.  

Whilst the Promoter has indicated that predicted ambient noise change (as a result of the introduction 

of the Scheme) will continue to be assessed and reported during detailed design to meet its 

commitments under the General Principles of the EMRs, it does not recognise that this must be 

considered in addition to absolute noise levels to achieve the aims of the Noise Policy Statement for 

England (NPSE).  

LANC contends that the Promoter cannot demonstrate that it will have taken reasonable steps to 

mitigate and minimise adverse impacts (2nd aim of NPSE), nor to identify whether it has provided 

improvements to the health and quality of life (3rd aim of NPSE), unless it has considered the overall 

changes in ambient noise exposure that are caused by the proposed Scheme.  The Promoter has 

asserted that predicted ambient noise change is addressed by its use of webTAG appraisals used to 

determine the cost-effectiveness of any mitigation proposals.  LANC does not accept that such a 

secondary appraisal system performs the same or comparable function to the method that has already 

been applied during the EIA stages of the project planning.  

In the absence of any confirmation by the Promoter in the IPs that all predicted ambient noise changes 

will be taken into account (in addition to absolute scheme noise levels), LANC remains concerned that 

primary reliance on absolute noise levels from the scheme could result in: misdirected mitigation; a 

final scheme design that could result in worse predicted adverse effects; and that adverse effects will  
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have been identified using a different regime to that which the decision-maker it asked to consider 

under the Bill.   

2.3  Provision of Information  

LANC requires that the following information is provided to inform the remaining planning approvals 

processes for the scheme design:  

- Operational airborne noise impact plans;  

- Operational airborne noise and groundborne noise and vibration assessment tables, for all 

adverse noise and/or vibration effects;  

- Supplementary information that demonstrates that:  

o the Nominated Undertaker has taken all reasonable steps to mitigate and minimise 

adverse effects above LOAEL through the control of airborne noise; o where possible the 

Nominated Undertaker has contributed to the improvement of health and quality of life 

through the control of airborne noise;  

LANC requires the nominated undertaker to provide the above information in accordance with the 

assessment methodology presented in the ES Scope and Methodology Report for the purposes of 

complying with the General Principles of the EMRs, and also in accordance with any other assessment 

methodology that has been adopted to comply with the commitments set out in the Information 

Papers.  

3.   Designation and Description of Observed Adverse Effect Levels   
3.1   Operational Airborne Noise   

For operational noise, the main guidance which HS2 appears to rely upon to justify 3 of the 4 primary 

effect (LpAeq,T) levels chosen for residential dwellings – World Health Organisation publications- is  
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guidance that relates to total ambient noise exposure.  However, HS2 seeks to apply this guidance 

when assessing noise from the proposed scheme only. The LANC considers that HS2 is misusing the 

content of this guidance in the IPs as currently worded.   

Notwithstanding the above general concern, LANC considers that for the HS2 Phase 1 scheme, the day-

time level for operational airborne noise should be set lower than 50 dB LpAeq,16hr for the Lowest 

Observed Adverse Effect Level when considering noise from the scheme only.  Observed adverse 

effects can be detected at levels above 45 dB LpAeq,16hr from conventional railway noise even without 

taking account of other modifying factors that might be attributable to the introduction of new 

infrastructure into an existing environment, high speed trains and/or other confounding HS2 

schemespecific characteristics.   

The application of a suite of LOAELs and SOAELs across the entire scheme requires that the designated 

values cater adequately for both the most vulnerable residential receptors (for example, in quiet or 

tranquil areas or in areas where the diurnal variations in ambient noise conditions are atypical or do 

not reflect national averages), as well as those located in areas already affected by noise.  LANC 

remains concerned that the current LOAEL designation does not achieve this requirement for some of 

the HS2 specific circumstances.  

LANC considers that a number of matters weigh against the use of 50 dB LpAeq,16hr as a single LOAEL 

along the HS2 corridor, including:  

- The need to apply a more precautionary approach to high speed railway noise than for conventional 

railway noise, given the paucity of conclusive evidence and unique characteristics of HS2 (maximum 

design speeds, anticipated acoustic character and planned frequency of movements);  
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- That national appraisal methods identify a willingness to pay to avoid conventional railway noise 

at ambient levels of 45 dB LpAeq,16hr and above;  

- All notable railway noise dose response curves identify some annoyance below 50 dB LpAeq,16hr (or 

equivalent indicators);  

- Potential additional sensitivities during the evening period have not been considered separately 

despite the Promoter’s assumption that it will operate a day-time hourly service at the same 

operational speeds continuously into the evening periods; and  

- Published conventional railway noise dose response curves for annoyance which are currently 

relied upon are based upon established urban or suburban communities alongside existing 

railways.  

The Promoter has indicated that “secondary indicators” are available to cater for residential receptors 

that currently are not considered to be subject to adverse effects and hence do not qualify for any 

mitigation due to the lower cut-off (50 dB LpAeq,16hr) imposed.   LANC considers that circumstances along 

the scheme corridor provide compelling reasons to disapply the currently adopted lower cut-off.  The 

Promoter has confirmed that, as yet, it has not applied any secondary indicators to residential 

dwellings.  LANC has asked the Promoter to develop a mechanism using either secondary indicators 

or other assessment methods to directly address impacted receptors which fall below the current 

LOAEL but which can still be considered to be adversely affected.  

The preceding paragraph refers to the day-time LOAEL only, and whilst LANC maintains that both the 

night-time LOAEL and SOAEL values (LpAeq,16hr) appear to have been justified using guidance relating to 

total ambient noise immissions, it is not considered necessary to pursue further assurances on those 

effect levels in addition to a reduced day-time LOAEL value.   
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3.2   Operational Groundborne Noise and Vibration   

LANC is satisfied that, subject to the Promoter making the provisions sought on other matters as 

described in this statement -- the additional commitments in relation to the worsening of adverse 

effects; the provision of technical information during the remaining design stages (or equivalent for 

sub-surface works); and the commitment to undertake post completion commissioning surveys  -- 

there will be sufficient protection for stakeholders in relation to groundborne noise and vibration from 

the operation of the railway. Under such circumstances LANC does not consider it necessary to 

challenge the designation of LOAELs and SOAELs set-out in IP E21.  

4.   Uncertainty and Risk to Stakeholders Post Royal Assent   
4.1   General   

When the Bill’s Select Committee stage in the House of Lords comes to an end, the petitioners will no 

longer have an opportunity to secure additional commitments relating to sound, noise and vibration.  

LANC remains concerned that the current commitments are not clear enough to enable petitioners to 

understand what controls will be in place after Royal Assent for the design, construction, 

commissioning, operation and maintenance of the scheme.  As a result, it is not possible for petitioners 

to assess and hence challenge whether any such controls are adequate.   

Consequently LANC considers there is an unacceptable level of uncertainty and risk associated with 

the commitments as currently drafted.   

At present, LANC considers that this risk is borne by the Local Authorities and residents.  LANC 

considers that any such risk should lie with the Promoter and Operator of the railway and not with 

those stakeholders.  How this can be achieved is explained in the following paragraphs.  
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4.2   ‘All Reasonably Foreseeable Circumstances’   

LANC considers that ‘all reasonably foreseeable circumstances’ should be taken into account in the 

final design.  This concept has been applied on other infrastructure projects, including Crossrail, where 

the phrase was included in both the airborne noise and groundborne noise and vibration IPs for the 

project.  Furthermore, it is currently included in HS2’s groundborne noise and vibration IP.     

The concept reassures stakeholders that any reasonably foreseeable variations from the input 

assumptions, high speed railway noise and vibration characteristics, prediction methods and 

operational scenarios will be accommodated by the Promoter, despite them not necessarily having 

been taken into account in the ES.   

Whilst HS2 appears to be amenable to including this commitment in the airborne noise IP, the most 

recent offer of wording is constrained to ‘prediction’ only, and as such has rendered the requirement 

to operate and maintain the railway according to actual noise levels (i.e. not predicted values), as set 

out in previous versions of the IP, redundant. LANC therefore remains concerned that there are 

considerable levels of uncertainty and risk associated with the adequacy, accuracy and reliability of 

the published material before Parliament.     

LANC is seeking an assurance on this matter.  

4.3    Human Response to High Speed Railway Noise   

Further evidence on annoyance and health effect dose response is likely to be forthcoming as more 

international high speed railways become operational.  This evidence may or may not support HS2’s 

current assumptions regarding people’s response to high speed railway noise and vibration.    

LANC considers that there is sufficient consensus in published material and by experts to justify the 

application of a precautionary approach to the assessment of airborne noise from the reasonably 

foreseeable operational use of HS2.   
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LANC has sought an assurance for HS2 to provide further commitment that it will accommodate the 

potential for evidence-based modifications to conventional rail dose response assumptions, 

associated with high speed railway noise, that emerge prior to the completion of its detailed design 

and that any need to address such factors is stated in the technical information that LANC expects to 

be submitted during the Schedule 16 planning approval process.    

4.4   Control of Adverse Effects   

The current Draft Principles of the EMRs include commitments which appear to be intended to give 

certainty to regulatory and local stakeholders that the Promoter will be required to control any design 

changes with reference to the adverse effects reported in the ES.  However, the wording is highly 

qualified so that it only applies if any new or worse (than the ES) effects are ‘not likely to be 

environmentally significant’ (2nd listed bullet in Para 1.1.3).  In LANC’s view, this would provide 

unacceptable flexibility for the Promoter because it would enable it to design and build the scheme in 

such a way that the adverse effects are worse than as reported in the ES, so long as they are not 

significant adverse effects.   

Para 1.1.5 of the Draft Principles will require the Promoter to use ‘reasonable endeavours… that will 

further reduce any adverse impacts’.  The clause does not explain or define the starting point against 

which this reduction is to be measured. The apparent purpose of this commitment is to show that HS2 

will do better that the ES, subject to not introducing ‘unreasonable costs to the project or unreasonable 

delays to the construction programme’.     

The LANC believes that the wording is not sufficiently robust to provide a key assurance that the effects 

as reported in the ES will not be worsened, unless such worsening can be fully justified. LANC is 

concerned that the majority of individuals and petitioners along the route may not appreciate that 

under the current wording of the Draft Principles of the EMRs the Nominated Undertaker would be  



  

High Speed 2 Local Authority Noise Consortium  
  

  

  

10 | P a g e  

  

Classification: OFFICIAL-SENSITIVE  

A1572 (10) 

permitted to worsen the reported adverse impacts and effects in the ES during detailed design phases 

after Royal Assent.    

LANC seeks the following commitment from the Promoter:  

“The Nominated Undertaker will use best endeavours to ensure: that the predicted adverse effects 

identified in the Environmental Statement at specific receptors are not worsened; that no new adverse 

effects are predicted to arise as a result of the operation of the scheme; and will use reasonable 

endeavours to further reduce any predicted adverse effects to below those reported in the  

Environmental Statement in accordance with the General Principles of the Environmental Minimum 

Requirements.”  

These requirements are consistent with the approaches that would be taken by Local Planning 

Authorities and other regulatory authorities when imposing planning conditions on major 

development projects to control the potential worsening of effects that could otherwise occur as a 

result of detailed design changes following the production of a scheme’s ES.  These planning conditions 

can require it to be demonstrated, through measurement, that actual noise levels comply with (meet 

or are better than) the predicted noise levels presented as part of the planning application.   

4.5   Post-Completion Monitoring  

There are a number of elements within the HS2 scheme which present a risk that the ES may have 

underestimated the number and magnitude of actual adverse effects. This is a significant risk to the 

stakeholders in that insufficient mitigation may then have been proposed, or that higher actual noise 

and/or vibration will occur.   

However, LANC also recognises that if the Promoter commits to post-completion monitoring and 

undertakes to compile a comparative study considering the measured and predicted noise and  
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vibration performance of the railway during both commissioning and operation, then that risk is 

transferred to the Promoter and any challenge to the prediction methodologies would no longer be 

necessary.   

HS2 and LANC are jointly preparing an IP which sets out a framework for any such monitoring.  

LANC requires the use of post-completion compliance monitoring as a means of providing a greater 

degree of certainty to the Local Planning Authorities and their residents that the actual noise levels 

will be no worse than expected.   

For the avoidance of doubt, LANC requires the following to be included in the monitoring framework 

as a minimum:   

• that the surveys will include: airborne noise, groundborne noise and vibration during 

controlled commissioning operations;   

• that monitoring is undertaken at a number of representative locations which will include 

locations reasonably requested by the Local Authority;   

• sample monitoring of individual train movements attended under agreed conditions;   

• that the monitoring results, along with an assessment of the measurements compared with 

the predicted values from previous stages of the design, will be made available to the Local 

Authorities as supplementary information;   

• a regime for ongoing surveys at periodic times in accordance with HS2’s asset management 

proposals; and   

• actions and controls to address any situations where the performance of the scheme is less 

than expected, that does not unreasonably preclude the operation of the railway.   
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Whilst some of the above listed items have been included by the Promoter in an updated version of 

the framework, further modifications are required, and these have been communicated to the 

Promoter.    

END   


