SUBMISSION TO THE SELECT COMMITTEE CONSIDERING THE HIGH-SPEED RAIL (LONDON TO WEST MIDLANDS) BILL – Jeremy Lefroy MP 
I wish to address the main points in which the Bill affects my constituents and me as their representative in Parliament – namely the route, compensation and access.
The route affects my constituents as set out in paragraph 10 of my petition. The Bill as it stands provides for the junction with the West Coast mainline (WCML) at Handsacre. Throughout the process of bringing this Bill forward, it has been made clear by the Secretary of State that this junction would be essential so that HS2 classic compatible trains would be able to use both the HS2 and WCML tracks to serve Stafford and Stoke-on-Trent.

However the recent proposal by HS2 that the first part of Phase 2 of HS2, as far as Crewe, would be brought forward in time has reopened the question of the junction at Handsacre.  Although I have been given verbal assurances that the junction would be necessary even if the stretch to Crewe was brought forward, there remains uncertainty.
The promoters have stated in the response to my petition:
‘If the Bill is enacted including powers to construct the junction of the HS2 railway with the West Coast Main Line at Handsacre (the Handsacre Junction), the Promoter will require the nominated undertaker, if it constructs any part of the railway authorised by the Bill, to complete the construction of the Handsacre Junction. This is subject to any amendment of the Bill by subsequent legislation to remove the requirement to construct the Hanscacre Junction. (My bold type)
The Promoter will require the nominated undertaker to complete the construction of the Handsacre Junction before any part of the railway to the north of delta junction (as shown on figure 9, page 43 of volume 1 of the Environmental Statement deposited with the Bill) is opened for scheduled services.’ 
This junction is essential if Stafford, in my constituency, and Stoke-on-Trent, the major centres of economic activity in North and Mid Staffordshire, are to benefit from the connectivity of HS2 as was envisaged in the initial proposal of HS2. Without the junction at Handsacre neither Stoke-on-Trent nor Stafford will have direct connectivity with HS2. In the case of Stoke-on-Trent, it will mean a lengthy (in time terms) diversion via Kidgrove to Crewe. In the case of Stafford, it will mean either travelling nearly 20 miles North to Crewe before retracing the journey on HS2, or a slow journey through Penkridge, Wolverhampton and Birmingham to Birmingham International where there is an interchange with HS2.
I put forward two reasons why the Handsacre Link is essentially if Government policy on HS2 is to be fulfilled.

Firstly, HS2 from the very beginning has highlighted faster direct services from both Stafford and Stoke-on-Trent using classic compatible trains (see HS2 Phase Two document published in January 2013).
On 12th November 2013, the Under Secretary of State for Transport wrote in response to my parliamentary question:
The Department's aim is that all towns or cities which currently have a direct service to London will retain broadly comparable or better services once HS2 is completed.

Without the Handsacre Link, the aim of the Department will in no way be possible in respect of Stafford and Stoke-on-Trent, which together handle some 3 million passengers a year.
Secondly, the Department for Transport in its document announcing Phase 2 in January 2013 wrote:

The transformational rail links that HS2 will bring, particularly if combined with

other transport improvements, could play an important role in helping enhance the

potential of the Midlands and the North to act as a counterweight to the economic

strength of London and the South East.
Without the Handacre link, the economies of North and Mid Staffordshire will be adversely affected as our rail services will deteriorate compared with those we have at present.

It is clearly the prerogative of Parliament to amend any Bill while it is progress or any Act once given Royal Assent through future legislation. 
However I am asking the Committee to consider a statement that any future proposal to Parliament by HS2 for an amendment to remove Handsacre Junction (a door which the promoters have clearly left ajar) would have such a major impact on the economy of Central and North Staffordshire (through the deterioration of services to Stafford and Stoke-on-Trent) that it would do the opposite of the Secretary of State’s intentions for broadly comparable or better services and for enhancing the economic potential of this part of the Midlands. 

While this would not prevent such an amendment, it would give any Government considerable pause for thought before introducing something which flew in the face of its expressed intentions for HS2.
The issue of compensation is of great moment for my constituents. I have had experience of its operation through supporting constituents in their claims.
The impact upon my constituents and others who live close to the proposed Phase 2 is very considerable. The Initial Preferred Route was first published in 2013 and the anticipated end date for construction of Phase 2 is currently 2033. My constituents are therefore subject to blight for a period of up to 20 years. Given that most people could reasonably expect to move at least once, in the course of 20 years, it is essential that there is a compensation scheme which is fair, effective and efficient for all. This is not a short-term problem affecting a few but a long-term problem affecting five villages and very many households in my constituency alone. 
I have already seen the detrimental impact on the health and well-being of many people, especially, but not only, the elderly (for whom this scheme may currently cause blight for the rest of their lives) and disabled. The situation has not been helped by the inadequate operation of the only scheme currently available, the Exceptional hardship Scheme.

The uncertainty has not been helped by the Government’s delay in responding to the consultation on the Initial Preferred Route. It is more than a year since it closed. A response was expected by the end of 2014. We are now told that it will come sometime in the second half of 2015. This heightens the anxiety of those affected.

The Exceptional Hardship Scheme has merits and it has assisted some of my constituents. But it has several disadvantages. It appears arbitrary. For instance, constituents applying who are in similar circumstances have received different decisions. Constituents have also reported having to accept unreasonable deductions from fair market value to bring the property to what HS2 describes as rentable condition. I can supply the Committee with details. That should not be a requirement. Indeed the Minister confirmed to me verbally that it was not. In addition, the Scheme is an adversarial process in which those who are used to property sales and prepared to hold out sometimes do better than those who are unused to it or who have an urgent need to sell, perhaps as a result of illness. That is inequitable.
That is why I am asking for a property bond scheme as set out in paragraph 14  to be introduced. It provides a fair solution which can operate over the long-term and provide certainty in the local housing market, which is what my constituents need.
In the meantime, I am asking the Committee to require the promoters to ensure that the Exceptional Hardship Scheme, the only redress open to my constituents who are blighted, is operated in an equitable and efficient manner 
I am also asking for the compensation arrangements to include access for all those affected by the proposed route for HS2 to independent advice and counselling (including in relation to mental health) should they wish for it. 

The Bill provides for access in respect of works to the WCML for Phase 1 in the Parish of Colwich in my constituency. Colwich is a village with an ancient church and a thriving primary school. I, on behalf of my constituents – including fellow petitioners Russell and Jane Maingay who live in Colwich – seek significant mitigation measures to be taken to minimise noise levels, dust levels and general disruption to village and personal life during construction. 
I seek a direction that the Parish Council, local residents and Member of Parliament will be fully consulted well in advance of any intention to access the Phase One Works in and through Colwich and that their concerns will be acted upon by HS2.

Finally, in respect of access, I seek a direction that the Secretary of State for Transport must, before the commencement of any work on Phase One (and subsequent Phases which would have an even greater impact on my constituency) assess the adequacy of the road network to cope with the additional traffic and obstructions caused by construction of HS2 and make any necessary arrangements so that there is no negative economic and social impact on my constituency and elsewhere through impairment of the road network.

